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N O T E S  O N  C O N T R I B U T O R S
A G U S T I N  A R A G O N  L E I V A ,
a nati'c Mexiean by more ihan 400 years o£ 
de&cent, was Eisenstein'.? Mexiean assistant 
throughout the production o£ Q u e  V iv a  M é x ic o !  
He served as interpreter for Eisenstein among 
the \arious tiibes of .Mexican-fndians, as guide 
into the inaermost cotners of the land, and as 
adviser on Mexiean folklore and history. He is 
General Seerwary of the Mexiean Cine Club and 
has recently published in the leading Mexiean 
magazine, C o n ie m p o r a n e o ¡ , translations of 
Eisenslcin's essays on film*art.

SERGEI M IK H A IL O V IT C H  E ISEN STE IN
nceds no inlrodueiion to the readers of E x p er i-  
m e m a l C in e m a . His films to date are; W orl^ eri. 
S t r i \ e ! ,  T h e  B a ttíe sh ip  P o Ie m !(in , T e n  D a y s  
T h a t  S i o o \  t h e  W o t i d  ( O c l o i e r j ,  O íd  a n d  

' K e w .  and a two-recl experimental sound-film, 
R o m a n e e  S e n tim e n la le . The last three pictutes 

|. werc produced by Eisenstein in collaboration 
wich bis co-direcior, G. V. Alexandrov, and all 
of ihem werc pbotographed by Eduard Tisse. 
Q u e  V i t a  M é x ic o !  is aa independent film, hav- 

I, ing no eoaneciioa with the Mexiean, Soviet or 
I .  .American film-industries. It was privately 

, financed by a group of California liberáis wbo 
I admire Eisenstein’s work-

I  M O R R I S  H E L P R I N , a  young writer 
and filrn-sludenljWenr to México several months 

' ago for the purpose of observing Eisenstein at 
Work. Previously connected with the publicity 
depariment of United .Artises Studios in Hoily- 
svood.

B E L A  B A L A Z S ,  an inlernationally 
known Hungatian film-thcorist and scenarist, is 
dio author of a book originally published in 
Germán, D e r  S ich tb a r e  M e n s c h  ( T h e  In v is ib le  
M a n í ,  a  treatise on the general esthetics of the 
cinema. He recently published another book, 
T h e  S p ir it  o f  t h e  F i lm , and is now working in 
the U.S.S.R. on sound-films.

J.  M .  V A L D E S - R O D R I G U E Z ,
a young Cuban, has wrítten a number of essays 
on the econoniy and polítics of Cuba. Some of 
these essays have appeared in various issues of 
the foremost Cuban intellecrual Journal, L a  
R ev ista  d e  la  H a b a n a . He has also made sev­
eral translations of stories and books by John 
Reed. Valdes-Rodriguez is now studying the 
cinema and is General Secrctary of the Cine 
Club of Cuba,

M .  K A U F M A N i s a  prominent Soviet 
film-director. He has made a number of experi­
mental films on the nrength of which he evolved 
the System of montage used in his first feature 
film, S p r in g . He wrolc an essay on T h e  E v o lii-  
tio n  o f  t h e  S o v ie t  C in e m a , published in L e l i  
No, I.

A L E X A N D E R  B R A I L O V S K Y .
Boro in Russia, took an active part in che Rus- 
sian liberation movement before, during and 
after the Revolution of 1905; at the age of 
eighteen was exiled to Siberia; escaped from 
the famous “Czar's Prison’’ in Akacui, on the 
border of Manchuria; studied in Italy and the 
Paris Sorbonne; edited Russian dailies inU.S..A.; 
laiely has been dcvolmg himself to sludies in 
the fieíd of musical theory; author of F r a g ' 
m e n ls  f r o m  t h e  R u ssia n  S u ite . While instructing 
S. M. Eisenstein and G. V. Alexandrov in che 
theory of music, hecame incerested in the prob- 
Icms of the cinema; beginning with this issuc 
on che editorial board of E x p e r im e n ta l C in e m a .

S O M E R S E T  L O G A N ,  writer living 
in Hollywood, has contributed frequeotly to 
T h e  N e w  R e p u b lic , T h e  N a tio n , e tc .

M I C H A E L  R O S E  R O B E R T S ,
formerly of the Merseyside Workers’ Film So- 
ciety, is now in Liverpool producing a docu- 
mentary film of the dock-workers’ condición in 
that City.

G E O R G E  W .  L I G H T O N i s a
your^ American born and brought up in Ken- 
lucky. Last year, when Eisenstein was in Holly­
wood, he bummed across the country for the 
solé'purpose of meeling him. Has just re- 
turned from a trip to the Harlan-Bcll coal fields 
in Eastern Kencucky, where, he writes, 10,000 
striking miners are fighting against capitalist 
slavcry.
W E R N E R  K L I N G L E R . a  film- 
student and actor, has contributed teehnieal 
essays to prevíous numbers of E x p er im e n ta !  
C in e m a . Played the part of the captured Ger­
mán war-ace in D a w n  P a tro l, and several im- 
porlant roles in M-G-M foreign versions.

N  . S O L E W  , Moscow correspondent for 
E x p e r im e n ta l C in e m a , worked last year in the 
foreign department of the Inform-Burcau of 
Soyouskino. Now on the slaff of T h e  M o sco iv  

N e w s  and at the same time studying cinema- 
lography in Sovkino studios.

L E W I S  J A C O B S ,  in New York, is 
working on the montage of a feature-lcngth 
documenlary film for The Workers’ Film and 
Phoro League. Made two short experimental 
films in 1930.

R A L P H  B O N O  is one of the organizers 
of a proletarian film-group in London. He pro­
duced, for this group, a celebrated documenlary- 
film called 1 9 . i i .  The picture was shown 
throughout England and was acciaimed by che 
workers as a vivid depiction of their misery 
and scruggle.

V I C T O R  P . S M  I R N  O V  í$ the new
head of the .Amkíno Office in New York City.

G,  L .  G E O R G E ,  a French ncwspaper 
man, is a contribucor to D u  C in e m a , L a  R e v a e  

d e s  V iv a n is , L a  C o a r te  P a ille , and other Euro- 
pean magazines. Recognized in Europe as onc 
of che foremost authorities on Soviet cinema.
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EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA
E D I T O R I A L  S T A T E M E N T

EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA is an advanccd Ameri­
can film magazine established co counteract the reac- 
tionary política!, psychological and conventLonal formal- 
istic tendcneies of the capitalist film industry.

EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA covers aü the Basic forms 
and activities of the cinema, considering film-art as one 
of the most powerfiil ideological weapons in the struggle 
for the emancipation of the working classes and op- 
pressed nationalities.

EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA wül stmggle:

1. Against the existing monopoly of film-art by 
Capital

2 . Against the subjugation of Creative artistic 
W o r k  to the intercsts and conventional dog­
mas of the dominant moneyed class

3 . Against the suppression from the screen of 
the most vital and burning social problems 
and facts of modern Ufe,

EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA wtll endeauor:

i.T o  make possible in the United States the 
production of artistic films that will reveal 
the American scene as it is, without disguis- 
ing, as the case may be, its brutaÜties, in- 
cqualities and sharp class-division

2 . To encourage and stimulate the proletarian 
íilm-movement throughout the Western 
hemisphere

3 . To counteract the coarse commcrcial spirit 
and purpose of capitalist films

4 . To render accessible to film-students impou- 
tant theoretical and technical writings on 
film-problems, with special emphasis on the 
theoretical and practical work now being 
carried on by the film-workcrs in the Soviet 
Union and independent groups of cinema- 
tographers in other countries.

While popularizing such works as outstanding maní- 
festations of a rising new culture, not based on profit as 
the motive, EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA will consider 
bourgeois films insofar as they contain the elements of 
real life and insofar as they may be of use in helping 
film-students and film-workers to formúlate a richer 
conception of the problems of cinematography in 
general.

EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA hopes by its examplc to 
stimulate a new spirit in the American theatre and all 
alüed arts as part of the general international movemeni 
against capitalist ideology and commercializcd eschetics.

ED ITED  BY: Seymour Stern, Lewis Jacobs, Alexander Biailovsky, David Platt, Carnet G. Braver-Mann.

A SSO C IA T E  ED ITO RS: Neil Branl. Sam Brody. Harry Carlisle, Christel Gang, A. C. Jensen, Werner Klingler, Agustin Aragón 
Leiva, George W, Lighton, Somerset Logan, Phil Masón, L. Moussinac, Loa Sackin, Karel Santar, Conrad Seiler, J. M. Valdes- 
Rodriguez.

PO REIGN CO RRESPO N DEN TS: U.S.S.R.: N. Solew. P. Attasheva; PARIS: G. L. George; BERLIN: Simón Koster; CZECHO- 
SLOVAKIA: Karel Santar; ENGLAND: Ralph Bond. Miehael Rose Roberts; LAT IN  AMERICA: Agustin Aragón Leiva. J. M. 
Valdes-Rodriguez.
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A S T A T E M E N T  BY 
THEODORE DREISER

TO T H E  E D I T O R S :  I am pleased +o send you this short
articie. The purpose oí your magazlne, it seems to me, is very worth- 
while, and I hope íf wtll have tangible results.

I thoroughiy believe ín the policy oí 
EXPERIMENTAL CINEMA lo encourage 
movíes on the labor movement to be shown 
specifically to an audience desiring them. 
One oí the paramount needs ís the special- 
ízed motíon picture for particular audiences. 
As it is today, mass-production in the 
movies, as in other industries, is lowering the 
standards. Every person must be dragged 
down to witness the same inane, common- 
place, and totally inartistic pictures.

I believe that independent efforts such 
as this should be made to íurther movies 
dealing with the great historical struggle oí 
labor, its dramatic developments recently in 
Russia, and wlth its reaction on the ideas oí 
World labor at large. The man who fights 
for labor should be portrayed as ¡ust to his 
fellow-worlcers and henee striving for the 
common good. If an Interested group which 
has the laborer's welíare at heart does not 
pursue this, It will not be accomplíshed. 
Certainly Big Business Hollywood, with its 
frenzy for money and sex, or even capltal-

ism, which runs Hollywood, will never do 
anythlng for the worker.

Furthermore, Hollywood enjoys the sup- 
port oí the United States government in the 
making oí mllltary films to íurther a capitai- 
ism which takes all it can from the laborer.

Great pictures oí the class struggle de­
serve encouragement. Americans should 
witness them and henee understand the idea 
oí class vs. class. But no, thls is not allowed 
in the United States. Instead, boycott! 
“Mother," the film from Gorki's master- 
plece, a novel by the same ñame, has already 
been banned here, and such fllm-master- 
pieces as "Storm Over Asia" and "The End 
oí St. Petersburg," by Pudovkin, have been 
oniy partially released, or abridged. Such 
boycotts and bans should be resisted and 
any law prohibiting the showing oí these 
films should be protestad in the one way 
people have oí showing their disfavor oí a 
certain statute — by breaking it. These great 
labor movements must reach the laborer by 
way oí the films.

T H  E O D O R E  D R E I S E R
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AGUSTIN AR A G O N  LE IV A

EISENSTEIN’S FILM ON MEXICO
Suhject of íhe Film

Projecting the concrete into the abstract, a greater 
gcneralization; che subject of the film had to be a 
sclection of the fiindamental clements of the Mexícan 
drama.

Therefore, ¡t dcals:
with all our historical aod prehÍMorícal periods, 
with our main geographical sections that have 
remarkably conditioned collcctívc lifc, 
and with all inllucnces that are forcign.
So, the subjcct of the film is
the whole México. Past, present and future.

As ages in México are not in a vertical sequence, 
but in a horizontal development, spread out like an 
unusual &n.
Time of the Action

Being ideal, the construction, considered as a whole 
time, is dissolved in a combinauon of epochs. But on 
quite a fcw occasions it becomes definite.
Structure of the Film

Like a symphony, in which different movemenu 
are unified in spirit and fbrm through the expression 
of the same IDEA of a superior order.
Tecknique

The cinematographic melodies have their own coun- 
terpoint and every one requises a different harmoniza- 
tion.

In this &shion there are as many rhythms, graphic 
compositions and photographies, and finally, montages, 
as there are parts in the fÚm.
Confiiets

Sponianeity, or nature in itself—
Man with nature 
Man with man

and the emphasis of the conflict between the lwo 
principal geographical sections oí the country—the 
tropics and the high lands, where air is subde as the 
breath of a blythe spirit and life is hard.

Each one producing different cultures, habits, types, 
problems and struggles.

But both of them the same in the final result pro- 
duced by rcvolution, through which the Mexican peo- 
pie has striven to build up its coUective unity—and 
still is striving.
Conclusión

The film is a poem of a sociolc^cal character. Rather 
an interpretative essay on Mexican evolution.

By its deep significance and Ibrm, I consider it a 
new type of genre in cinematography, with no ante- 
cedents, and achieving perfection at once. Also a film 
very difficult to surpass and even to imítate.
The elements described

Eisenstein uses about three thousand different 
elements:

all distinctive and important types oí Indians, 
Meztizos,
Spaniards,

Europeanized and Americanized Mexicans, 
genuine costumes and multifarious combina- 

tions of them with background, illumirtations and 
faces. . .

architecture—primitive, Mayan, Aztec, Toltec, 
etc.

colonial Spanish at the periods corresponding to 
three hundred years. . .

all tropical landscapes on both coasts, so com- 
bined as to look just like a tropic spiendid beyond lit- 
erary dcscription and never scen on the screen befóte, 

the desert, the sacred soow-peaked mountains, 
woods, rivers and the two oceans, 
animáis of every kind, espccially monkeys, 
the plants that symbolize human struggle. So, 

he uses;
palm trees of about twenty types, 
the Maguey plant in che mosc plástic varicty, 
the Henaquen plant, 
the virüe cactus (organs) 
every one correlated to the group^rama it con- 

dilions:
buU'fights 
ritual dances 
chiefs
sheletons, the very counterpoint of the play when 

combined with: 
toys.
Besides this:
Predominante of women, or matriarchate;
the dominión of men,
confusión.
And an infinite variety of combinations of the 

above-listed elements.
In this way Eisenstein has practically stolcn from 

che Mexican nation al! her secrets, dreams and feelings 
accumulatcd during five thousand years.

But all this looks very monumental. The interest- 
ing &ct to be noticed lies in the choice of materíals. 
Eisenstein has selccted only the genuine, the puré, the 
refined, the gencrical, becausc he has a wonderfiil 
taste. So he rejeets the exotic, which has been the pas- 
sion of all tourists and superficial writers who have 
visited México in the last hundred years.

Eisenstein has proven to be the greatest bandit of our 
bcautyl

He deserves capital punishment. We should burn 
him at the stakel

If we don’t do it, we should at least leave him to 
the rage of the legión of his imitators and fóllowers 
who are going to find out that he sucked up every- 
ching and left nothing to their craving for the exotic. 
Some Details

He shows actual primitive lifé as a paradise, and

* Agtiicin Ara^oa Ldva was ipedal aasistant Co EÍ«eQ6teÍn oo 
the productÍOQ> aervíng in the capacíte of ^ide, interpreter 
and adviaer on Mexican folklore and híatorp* The above 
¡nterpretatloo o í  the bae been autboríeed by Eleeosteía.
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this can be verified by anyone at Tehuaatepec, for 
instance.

And just aiter this delighcTul impression he shows 
the contrast oí the hard Jife oí the high plateaxu, so 
near to the skies, where beauty endures, but there is 
no abundance and pain dominates.

Wc are sad, tragedy beats our emotion; wc are suf- 
fering. Then, just like in Beethoven's symphoníes, the 
scherzo comes.

There is joy, and external overadorned beauty, 
gayety, ñcsta, celebrations, love.
We are happy, we feel adoration toward the 

magnificence oí life.
Then . .  humor..  irony. .  sarcasm..  and we get 

back to reality
Tragedy stiils..
Revoludon is on the whecl..
Hcre, the Greek concepdon oí the theatrical,— 

but the chorus are desert steppes, calcinatcd mountains, 
the sound oí machine-guns. We get to despair. 
Finóle. . .  The suficring of men upon Earth is not 
without an aim or a posidve result. We return to hap- 
piness, an ideal happiness, that we wish for and that 
maybe we shall never see. But it exists. The Mexican 
revoludon has to lead Mexicans to a place where they 
can rest in peace, working and ñghting fot the ncw 
order.

We see that In this film Eisenstein displays every 
kind of emotion: the rcligious, the mystic, the solemn, 
the dramatic and the melodramadc, the frivolous, the 
tragic, the humorous and the irónica], the sarcastic. 
But ail is shaped in lyrical moulds. The sensual ap- 
pcal oí his film is astonishingly great.
Philosophy

Wc must use this mysteríous word to desígnate the 
profound signiñcances that involve some parts oí the 
film.

Eisenstein looks fbr coUecdve expression and we

caimot ñnd these in contemporary art. Primitive men* 
tality, primidve lile, cali our attention to these col* 
Iccdve expressions. Because in the corresponding art, 
every trace, cach detail, conveys a transcendental col- 
lecdve meaning. Subjective art, or sexailed “art,” imí­
tales this achievement only in external appearances. 
But nothing is Icft for the fedshisde significance that 
is transmissable and undersiandable for everybody.

Eisenstein has realizcd this in a startling way and 
we must look through his whole picture for this inner 
significance. I think that only a few will get it. Because 
symbolism oí this kind is not detectable at ñrst sight. 
For instance, there is a sharp connection betwecn the 
thíng poitrayed in the maguey episode and the shape 
of this plant. Both relate to the predominance of men 
in the corresponding society group. And the whole 
composidon foUows the indicatíons of this shape.

This í$ why Eisenstein somedmes looks to me as if 
he were thousands of years oldl 
And

I think that Eisenstein has brought bad luck to my 
country. We Mexicans are going to live eternally 
ashamed of our sins against ourselves. We had not 
realizcd how great and profound is our tradidon, our 
life, our beauty. We were looking for chcap importa- 
dons oí the exodc. Despite the fáct that we had a legión 
of heroes of our own discovery. But they were Mexi­
cans and got immersed in the whole panorama and 
at the same time sank into oblivion. Now Eisenstein has 
signaled a road, but we foel too poor, feeble and dis- 
couraged to foUow his steps. For many years the Mex­
ican land shall be domínated by intelectual sterility. 
Probably we’ll wake up when the film of Eisenstein 
shall be only a memory oí the past.

For he has practicaUy stden all the beauty of our 
country!

México City, November 7 , 1 9 3 1 .
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S. M.EISENSTEIN

THE PRINCIPIES OF FILM FORM
According to Marx and Engels

The dialcctic System is only the conscious rcpro- 
ductioD of the dialcctic 0ow (Existence) 
o£ the external events of the world.

TAus:
The projection of the dialcctic system of things 
-into the mtnd- 
—into abstract shapes—
-into thoughts—
yields dialectic thoughc-methods—dialcctic ma- 
terialism PHILOSOPHY

And similarly:
The projection of the same system of things 
-into concrete shapcs- 
-into forms-
yields ART

The ímsís of this philosophy is the dynamic compre- 
hension of things:
Being—as a conscant Bccoming
ffom the interaction of two contrasting opposites.
Synthesis, arising
from the opposition between Thesis and Antithesis.
In the same degree the dynamic comprehensíon of 
things is basic for the corrcct understanding of Art 
and all Art-forms.
In the realm of Art this dialcctic principie of dynamics 
incarnates itself in 

CONFUCT
as the fundamental basic principie of the substance of 
cvery Art-work and evcry Art-form.

For Art is dtvays Conflict
1. In accordance with its social flinction.
2 . In accordance with its substance.
3 . In accordance with its mcthodology.
1. In accordance with its social fiinction—

For:
The task of art is—the bringing to light of the 
conflicts of the Existing. By the awakening of 
conflicts in the observer. The emotional forging 
of a correct intellcctual concept by the dynamic 
coilision of the contrasted passions.
The formation thus of corrcct perception.

2 . In accordance with its substance—
For:

In its std>stance it consista of a conihct between 
Natural Existence and Creative Impulse. Between 
Organic Inertia and Purposive Initiative. 

Hypertrophy of the purposive impulse—the principie 
of rational logic—causes the Art to freeze to a mathc' 
matical technicalism.

(A landscapc becomes a blue-print, Saint Sebas­
tian becomes an anatomical map.)

Hypertrophy of organic naturalism—organic logic— 
drowns the Art in fbrmlessness.

(Malevitch—becomes Kaulbach 
Archipenko— a waxworks show.)

Because:
The limit of organic form 
(the passive Existencc-principlc) is NATURE. 

The limit of rational form
(the active Production-principle) is INDUSTRY. 
AND:
On the point of intersection between
Naturc and Industry stands ART.

1. The Logic of Organic form
against

2 . The Logic of Rational form 
Yields in coilision the

Dialectic of Art-form
The interaction of the two engenders and conditions 
Dynamism

(Not only in che spacc-time sense—but also in 
che purely conceptual field. I regard the appearance 
of new concepts and precepts in the conflict between 
usual appearance and special representación as exaedy 
a dynamic-dynamisation of the percepción—a dynami- 
sation of the “tradicional apprehension” into a new 
apprehension.)
The degree of distance determines the intensity of the 
tensión.

(See, for example, in Music the concept of inter­
val. Hcre there can be instances where the distance 
of separación is so wide that it leads to a shattering 
by breakage of the singleness of the Art-apprehension. 
The incapacity to be heard of certain Intervals.)
The fbrm of this dynamics in space and time is Expres- 
sion.
The tension-stages—are Rhythm.

This is true of cvery Art-form, indecd yet more, fbr 
evcry form of expression.

Similar is the conflict in Human Expression, between 
conditioned and uncondícioned reflexes.

And exaedy similarly is the same true in evcry field, 
in so fer as it can be comprehended as an Art: thus, 
for example, Lógica! Thought also, considered as an 
Art, shows the same dynamic mechanics:

“The intellcctual lifc of a Plato or a Dance becomes 
in high degree conditioned and nourished by his pleas- 
urc in the simple beauty of the rhythmic relation 
between rule and and example, between kind and in­
dividual.” (G. Wallas, “The Great Society.”)

So also in other fields. E.g., in speech, where the 
sap liveliness and dynamism arise from the irregularity 
of the detail in relation to the rule of the system as a 
wholc.

In contrast is the sterility of expression of the arüfi- 
cial, altogether regular languages, as, for example. 
Esperanto.

From the same principie is derived the whole charm 
of poetry, the rhythm of which arises as a conflict be- 
twcen the mctric measure and the distribución of ac- 
cents, confosing this measure.
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£ven a formalty static appearance is capable of coni' 
prehensión as a dynamic fliaccion dialectically, as is 
imaged in ihe sage m>rds of Goethe, that: 

“Architecture is frozcn music.”
To a comprehension of this type we shall return 

later.
And just as, in the case of a single ideology (a monis- 

tic vicwpoint) the wholc, as well as the last detail, 
must be penetrated by the one single principie—

So there ranges itselí with the Conflict of Social 
Conditionality, and with the Conflict of Substance 
Existing, the same Conflict-principlc as kcystone of the 
jMethodology of Art, As Toundation principie of the 
rhythm yet to be created and the appearing of the Art- 
form.
3 . In accordance with its methodology—

Here we shall consider the general Art-problem in 
the individua! examplc of its highcst form—Film form.

The Shot and Montage—are the basic elcments of 
the Film.

MONTAGE
The Soviet film has established it as the nerve of the 

Film.
To determine the nature of Montage is to solve the 

specific problem of the Film.
The film-makers of dd, and also the theoretically 

quite antiquated Lev Kuleshov, considercd Montage 
as a mcans of hringing something befóte the specta- 
tor, in describing the something, by sticking the sep­
árate shots one upon the other like building-blocks.

The movemcnt in cach shot and the consequent 
length of the pieccs is thcn to be considercd as rhythm.

A conception entirely false.
The determination of a given object solely in accord­

ance with the nature of its externa! Qow; the valuation 
of the mechanical sticking-together process as a prin­
cipie.

We must not describe such a length-relationship as 
rhythm.

From it there results a mcasure as opposite to 
rhythm, properly considercd, as the mcchanical-mctric 
Mcnscndiek system is opposite to the organic rhythmíc 
Bode school in tnatters oí bodily expression.

According to chis definition, sharcd as a theoretician 
evcn by Pudovkin, Montage is the means of unrolling 
an idea on the shot sepárate pieccs (The Epic Prin­
cipie).

According to my opinión, howcver, Montage is not 
an idea recounted by pieces following each other, huí 
an idea that arises in the coUision of tuto pieces inde- 
pendent of one another. (The Dynamic Principie.)

( ‘‘Epic’' and “Dynamic” in the sense of methodology 
of form, not of content or acción.)

As in Japanese hieroglyphics, where two independ- 
ent ideographical signs (“Shots”), placed in juxtaposi- 
tion, explode to a new concept.

Thus; Eye +  Ear =  To wcep
Door -j- Ear — To eavesdrop 

Child 4- Mouth =  To cry 
Mouth -|- Dog =  To bark 
Mouth -i- Birds =  To sing 
Knife 4" Heart — Sorrow 

(Abel Rémusat: “Recherches sur l’originc de la 
formación de l'ecriture chinoise.”)
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A sophism? Certainly not!
For here we seek to define the whole nature of 

che principal part and spirit of the film from its tech- 
nical (optical) basis.

We know that the phenomenon of movement in 
the Film resided in the fact that two motionless images 
of a moving body fedlowing one another in ¡uxtaposi- 
tion, blcnd into each other after sequential showing in 
movement.

This vulgar description of what oceurs as a blend- 
ing has its share of responsibility for the vulgar com­
prehension of the nature of Montage quoted above.

Let US examine more exactly the course of the 
phenomenon we are discussing, how it really oceurs, 
and draw conclusión from it.

Two shot immobilities next to each other result 
in the arising of a concept of movement.

Is chis accuratc? Pictorially-phraseologically yes.
But mcchanically the process is otherwise.
For, in fáct, each sequential clement is shot not 

next to the other, but on top of the other.
FOR; The movement-percent, (or fccling) arises 

in the process of the superposition on the re- 
ceived impression of the first position of an 
objcct of the becotning-visible new position oí 
the object.
Thus, by the way, arises the phenomenon 
of spaciat depth, as optical superposición of 
two surfáces in stercoscopy.
From the superposition of two measures of 
the same dimensión always arises a new, 
higher dimensión.
As in the case of stercoscopy the superposi­
tion of two not identical two^imensionaliües 
results in stereoscopic three-dimensionality. 

In another field;
A concrete word (a designación) set by the 
side of a concrete word yields an abstract con­
cept.
As in Japanese, (sec above), when a material 
ideogram set in juxtaposition to a material 
ideogram connotes a transcendental result (a 
concept).
The contoural incongruence of the first pie- 
ture, already penetrated into consciousness, 
and the now actually being accepted second 
picture—the conflict of the two—engenders 
the movement-fceling, the percept of the flow 
of a movement.
The degree of incongruence conditions the 
impression-intensicy, conditions the tensión, 
which, in conjunction with that following, 
becomes the rea! clement of the peculiar 
rhythm.

Here we have, temporally, what we see arise spacially 
on a graphic or painted surfáce.

In what consists the dynamic eífect oí a painting?
The eye fbllows the direction of an element. Re- 

ceives an impression, which thcn coUides with that 
derived from following the direction of a second cle- 
ment. The conflict of these directions builds the dyna­
mic cfFea in the apprehension of the whole.

I. It may be purely linear: Fcrnand Lcgcr. 
Suprematism.
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II. It may be "anectdotal.” The sccret of thc 
marveious mobility oí the figures of Daumier and I.au- 
irec resides in the fáct that the various anatómica! parts 
oí the body are rcpresentcd in spacial circumstances 
(positions) temporally various.

(scc, c. g., Lauirec’s “Miss Cecy Lofius.") 
LogicaUy developing the position A of thc 
fbot, onc builds a body position A correspond- 
ing to it. But the body is rcpresentcd from 
knce up already in position A a. A cine- 
matic effect is here already provided for thc 
motionless picture. From hips to shoulders 
is already A -}- a -}- a. The figure seems alive 
and kicking.)

III. Betwcen I and II lies primitive Italian Futur- 
ism.
“The Man with Six Legs in 6  Positions.” (Bc- 
twecn I and II. For II obtains its effeets with 
retention oí natura! unity and anatómica! inte- 
grity. I, on the other hand, with puré clementary 
elements, but HI, although repudiating naturai- 
ism, has not yet pressed forward to thc abstract.)
IV. It may also be of ideographic kind. TTius 
thc pregnant characterisation of a Sharaku (Japan 
— i8th Century). The secret of his utmostiy raf- 
finé strength of expression lies in the anatomical 
and spacial disproportion of the parts. (II might 
be termed témpora! disproportion). This is dis- 
cussed by Julius Kurth ("Sharaku”). He de­
scribes the portrait of an actor, comparing it with 
a mask:

" ..........While the mask has been constructed
according to fáirly accurate anatomical pro- 
portions, the proportions of the portrait are 
simpiy impossible. The space bctwcen the 
eyes comprises a width that makes mock of 
all good sense. The nose is aimost twicc the 
as long, in relation to the eyes, as any normal 
nose would daré to be, the chin stands in no
sort of relation to the mouth..........
“The same observation may be made in all 
the large heads of Sharaku. That the master 
was unaware that ail these proportions are 
fálse is, of course, out of the question. He has 
repudiated normality with full awareness, 
and, while the drawing of the sepárate parts 
depends on severely concentrated naturalism, 
their proportions have been subordinated to 
considerations purely ideal.” (Pp. 8o, 8 i.)

The spacial extensión of the relative size of one de­
tall in corrcspondence with another, and thc consc- 
quent collision betwccn the proportions deslgncd by 
the artist for that purpose—result in the characterisa­
tion of—the comment upon—thc represented person.

Finally—Colour. A colour tone imparts to our 
visión a given rhythm of vibration. (This is not to be 
taken figuratively, but actually physiologically, for col- 
ours are distinguished from one another by thc num- 
ber of their vibrations).

The adjacent colour tone is in another rate of 
vibration.

The counterpoint (conflict) of the two—the rc- 
ceived and thc now supplanting vibration rates—yields 
thc dynamism of the apprehension of Colour-play.

Henee we have only to make a step from visual 
vibrations to acoustic and we stand in the field of 
Music.

From the domain of the spacial-visual.
To the domain of the temporal-visual.
Here the same law obtains. For counterpoint is, 

in Music, not only the composition-form, but para- 
mountly thc factor basic for every possibility of tone 
perceptíon and differentiation.

It may aimost be said that here, in every case we 
have cited, we have seen in forcé thc same Principie 
of Comparisott, makíng possible for us, always and in 
every field, definition and perceptíon.

In the fluid image (thc Film) we have, so to 
speak, the synthcsis of these two counterpoints. From 
the image thc spacial and from music—thc temporal. 
In the Film, and characterising it, oceurs what we may 
describe as:

VISUAL COUNTERPOINT
The application of this expression to the film 

opens up severa! straight Unes to the probiem, indica- 
tive of a sort of Film-Grammar.

In Éict, a syntax of Film externáis, in which the 
visual counterpoint conditions a whole new system of 
external fbrms. And for all this:

As Basic Preliminaries:
The Shot is not an Element of Montage. _ 
The Shot is a Montage Cell (or Molecule) 

In this sentence is the leap of the dualistic división in 
analysis:

From: Tide and Shot
And: Shot and Montage.
Instead of this they should be considered dialect- 

ically as ihree various phases—of one single ex-
pressive tas\.

With single characteristics, conditíoning thc sin- 
gleness of their constructíon laws.
Interdependence of the three:

A conflict within a thesis (abstract idea)—
1. formulares itself in the dialéctica of the
Titlc.
2 . projeets itself spacially in the interior con* 

flict of thc Shot.
3 . explodes with increasing intensity in the 

inter-shot Osnflict-Montage.
In full analogy, once more, to human-psychological 
expression.
This is—Conflict of Motive. Comprehensible equally 
in three phases:

1. Puré verbal uttcrance. Without intonation. 
Speech expression.

2 . Gesticulatory (mimic-intonatíonal) expres­
sion.
Projection of the conflict onto thc whole 
externally active body-system of man. 
“Gesture” and “Sound-gesturc” (Intona- 
tion).

3 . Projection of the conflict into the spacial 
field. With the increasing intensity, the 
zig-zag of mimic expression expanda, in 
the same distortion formula, into the sur* 
roimding space. An expressive zig-zag, 
arising from the space-clcavagc of the man 
moving himsclf in space.

1 1
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Herein lies the basis for an entirely new comprehen- 
sion of thc problem.
Film-form. As example oí Conflicts one may ínstance:

1. Graphic Conflict
2 . Confíict oí Planes
3 . Conflict of Volumes
4. Space Conflict
5 . Lighcing Conflict
6. Tempo Conflict, etc., etc.

(Hcre each is Usted by its principle-fcaturc, its domi- 
nant. Of course, it is understood that they occur chiefly 
as complexes, dovetailing iota one another. As with 
Shots, so, correctly, with Montage.)

For transition to Montage, it sufficcs for any ex- 
ampie to divide into two iodependent primary píeces.

How fár the conception of Conflict leads in deal- 
ing with Film-forms is indicated by the foliowing fiir- 
thci examples:

7 . Conflict betwecn a Material and its Angle 
(attained by special distortion threugh ca­
mera position).

8 . Conflict bctween a Material and its Spac- 
ial Nature (attained by optical distortion 
through thc lens),

9 . Conflict between a Process and its Tem­
poral Nature (attained by slow-motion and 
speeding-up).

and ñnally
10 . Conflict between the whole Optical Com- 

plex and some quite other sphere.
Thus docs Conflict between Optical and Acous- 

tical impulses produce:

n e  SOVND FILM 
which is capable of being realized as

Visual—Sound Counterpoint 
The formulating and consideration of Film ap- 

pearance as fbrms of Conflict yield the first possibility 
of devising a single system of visual dramaturgy cov- 
ering all general detail cases of the problem.

Of devising a dramaturgy of visual Film-^rm as 
precise as thc existing precise dramaturgy of Film- 
narrative.

Zürich, 2/ 1 1 / 2 9

Tranclation by Ivor Montaguin Holfywcwd, Calif.
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MORRIS HELPRIN

“ QUE VIVA MEXICO!
Eisenstein ¡n México

“Que Viva México!”
It is the fifst film made in the Western hemispherc 

to assume the mande of maturity. The furthest step 
yet from the idiocics of corn-fed Hollywood. It turns 
its taíl up at the banal; thumbs its nose at the benign. 
It is pictorial rhetoric of such vital forcé that it thun- 
dcrs and roars. Yet it contaíns cvery aspect of the 
popular cinema.

“QUE VIVA MEXICO!”
That day at Los Remedios, when wc walked ovcr 

the hills in search of a suitable location, served as an 
indication of Eisenstein’s precísencss, his cxciting de- 
mands that his subject be even in quality. All México 
around us was “beautíful enough to swoon in.” Here 
was no pretliness of the postcardy cinema, nonc oí 
your oak-panelled pictures that nced but sprinidings 
of Chemical brilliants to turn them into revolting chro* 
mos. The top of a mountain and an ancíent aqueduct 
jutting at a seven-thousand foot height into a süllcd 
canopy of swan-whitc clouds. You could set your 
camera down at almost any spot and giind. And have 
a beautiful scenic.

But the Russian, followed hastily by Tisse, his 
cameraman; Aragón, a young Mexican intellectual 
who serves as a guide, interpreter and go-betwccn, a 
camera boy and myself, trailed by five peons who 
were the day’s actors at a peso each, led a frantic 
chasc to find TH E spot. Following which were at 
least a dozen of THE spots.

Eisenstein was introduced to México by his Mexi- 
can friend, the film-student, Agustín Aragón Lciva, 
whose forebears took root 400 years ago and whose lovc 
for his country is as intense as Eisenstein’s iove for the 
cinema. Through this young Mexican and othei friends 
of the Russian, México was thrown practicaily into 
Eisenstein’s lap. There is hardly anything in the coun- 
try noc at his disposal.

Toiling in the sun from early in the moming, through 
the noon that is characteristically Mexican with its 
burning heat, until the landscape began to cool, we 
dragged Christ from the church to lie, pathetically 
unaware of Eisenstein, staring at the blue bowl that 
is Heaven, while a machine recorded its image on 
revolving celluloid. Poor Father who art not in Eisen- 
stcin’s heaven, hallowcd be thy ñame now, for who 
knows how you will be used evenlually in this record 
of living México!

A fine Christ the largest statue was. Brought from 
Spain with blood painted beautifuUy down hís sides 
and a slot, like openings into which one inserts nickels, 
carcfully chiselled in the thinnish chest. And the beard, 
fine pictorially, stylized into a Crecían combing with 
decoralive loops. The whole, sprinklcd with the dusts 
of decades that have filtered beneath the crevices of

the glass covering, lay on purple silk in the open 
courtyard, while the populace of Los Remedios gather- 
ed in appropriatc awc—awe and reverence in spite of 
ihe boy who ordinarily pulled the bcll rop>es in the 
steeple, but who now ínsisted on passing wind against 
a nearby tombstonc and who mingled his derisive 
laughter with the reverberations of his gaseous intes- 
tinc.

And the padre, inducing a member oí his flock to 
shed a pearly tear on the statue as the camera ground 
on. And the two Htde girls who soId votive candles 
who were recruited fbr the scene but who fled at the 
last minute, showing up later on the roof, beshawled 
and stíll timid before this Frankenstein monster.

“Perhaps,” says the padre, “we could have somc 
enlarged pictures of this for the members oí my par* 
ish?”

And Eisenstein assenting a too-rcady “yes.”
No food for US during the day’s work except a bot- 

tle of warm beer that was as quickly spat out at the 
flies.

No rest while Eisenstein sees light in the skies. After 
eleven months of it he is as active in his pícture- 
making as during the first days. What signiñcance 
fatigue, when this will be the first film made on the 
American Conlinent worth preserving for its sociolo- 
gical impon? What are the dangers of jungle, moun­
tain, or sea, when you coincidentally explore human 
nature?

How can men like Carleton Beales, Stuart Chase 
and the like. Uve and travel in a country for months, 
years, without sensing what the Russian grasped in 
so shon a while? How can writers who have lived 
decades in México publish learned and boring works 
on the country without so much as nodding in the 
dircction of certain Mexicai» fundamentáis? Chase rc- 
gurgitates a literary catalogue that tells about an iso- 
lated community, hardly representative of México, 
which, because its bandstand is like a bandstand of 
another township, is labellcd the “Middietown” of 
México. He wonders naively about silk stockings, 
radios and autos. Beales’ connection with Mexican 
officialdom would never permit an undistorted view 
of conditions as they exist.

Yet Eisenstein walks in and senses the basic forcé 
that motivates Mexican Ufé and that will cventually 
be ihc promjKÍng means of securing frecdom. He has 
recognized the part that woman plays in the social 
and economic lile of the country and around this has 
constructed his ñlm.

As an admirer of the work oí Rivera, the Diego 
Rivera who is now accepting iábulous sums fbr paint- 
ing frescoes in America, his cinematic work was first 
influenced by that paintcr’s representations. The fiesta,
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the flowcrs, the color and the action were of prime 
importance in the early stages of filmízation, but onc 
wonders, aftcr hearing of the changc, whether or not 
Eisenstein's film wíU not more closely resemble the 
lower-keyed work of Orozco whosc sympathies are 
more cicarly dcñned, Icss prettified with paint, and 
hardly sentimental journeys in line.

Eisenstein, the newcomer, the enthusiast, has tried 
to make the most of a bcauty and a glory that are 
rarely matched elsewhere on the face of the globc. As 
his work progressed his story dcveloped and he made 
the discovery that scrved as a thrcad upon which he 
has hung his episodes.

Thís discovery, namely, Eisenstein’s recognition of 
the importance of woman’s position in that country 
as in no other in the world, converted his film from 
a dimensionalized fresco to the presentation of a socio­
lógica! problem as oíd itself as México and as import- 
ant as its breath of lifé. In reality, woman makcs no ap- 
pcarancc in the film except in a few secluded instantes. 
But her influence is as subtle as the Indian’s overcon- 
quest and $wallowing-up of his Spanish conqueror.

The peón is ruled by his wifc, the soldicr goes to 
war but reíuses to ñght unless his wife is with him. 
There paiticularly is woman important, for soraetimes 
she is the advance guard, going forward to prepare a 
town for the force’s comfort, sometimcs, when there 
is ñghting, bringing up the rear with consolatíon and 
ministering presence.

México City politicians are frequendy judged by 
their mistrcsses. It is common practise there to have 
both wifc and mistress, one with a complete knowl- 
edge of the other.

In Tehuantepcc the woman is absolute, not only 
ruling, but doing the heavy work as well, while the 
husband dozes at home, happy for the ñrst time to be 
unleashed from the fettcrs of rcsponsibility.

With the female's importance in mind and the 
physical bcauty of the country to considcr on the 
other hand, a beauty bewildering in its variety, rang- 
ing from tropical to frigid country, Eisenstein had to 
combine the eicmcnts into a whole that would appcal 
in subject matter as well as pictorial beauty. Eisen- 
siein’s sccret is his universality—his appeal to the man 
in the Street as well as the man of Icttcrs.

He thereíóre divided his picture into ñve irregular 
parts. The fifth and last episode will aiso serve as an 
epilogue. There is a prologue as well. All this will be 
included in a single ñlm of 9  or 10  reels.

The first part he may cali ‘‘Tehuantepeci Paradise.’’ 
It is hete, a tropical province oí cocoanut palms, verd- 
anc fields, and easy living, that woman is absolute. She 
tills the ñelds, hartéis in the market place and rules 
the home. Her husband is a procreative forcé and no 
more.

The matchlcss carriage of the Tehuantepcc woman, 
togcthcr with her bcauty of form, due to the heavy 
ot^ects she has cairicd on her head for generations, 
is a pictorial poem in itself A supple body with strong 
conical breasts and a straightness of limb ascribed only 
to the ancients. Such characters pervade the reels.

The second episode is ‘'Maguey." In it Eisenstein has 
stressed mao’s supremacy, but indlcated his rcliance 
upon his female counterpart. The entire sequence oc-
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curs on a farm which in virility of landscape is in 
complete contrast with that of the preceding chaptci. 
Herc a phallic symbolism is engaged to emphasize 
the complete masculinity of the terrain. He accents 
the stem of the maguey, the upright stripes of the 
pcon’s zarape (the shawl-ovcrcoat-blanket of the na- 
tive), the unmistakable masculine strength of the land 
where a living is wrested by forcé only.

With the maguey plant, which sometimes rises to 
ten foot heights, as a thematic runner, his drama is 
enacted against a background of twin volcanes. The 
cruel charros, attired in their silver-bangled vests, 
swinging henaquen lassoes, ride their prancing mouots 
over the head of ihe boy who has been planted alive, 
chin deep, on a fiat-topped mound.

The third part may be called "Romance,” the luil 
before the storm. In this pare Eisenstein’s saürical 
chrusts will penétrate and puncture a pretty afiair about 
a bull fighter and his love for aoother man’s wifc. It 
is the interlude in preparation for the ensuing drama 
which is a turgid, seething account of revolution—all 
revolution,—not alone of México, but extending 
through the ages in which man has arisen from his 
stocks to brandish the torch. It is laid in México, but 
its impon is much more universal.

And following this is a promise of a perfect México 
—-one without strife, want, incipient bloodshed. This 
is a son of liqueur. You take it or leave it. You can 
always ignore the dessert.

Whether purposely or not, Eisenstein has so com- 
pletely covered México that it will be difbcult for an- 
other picture-director to enter the country and make 
a scene without repeating. The locales are so varied 
as to permit any form oí lile and existence and, taking 
full advantage, the Russian runs the gamut. México 
harbors romance and glamor, and cruelty and priva- 
tion. There are tropics, mountains, desens, jungles, 
The director has traversed it from one scction to an- 
other. All this is in the picture, pieced together, as 
only Eisenstein can do it.

This man with two others, one of whom grinds a 
simple camera, has complctcly thrown oíí the fettcrs 
of the Hollywood systcm of picture-making, and has 
explolted México thoroughiy in a manner never done 
before, having been aided on all sides bccause this 
time the exploitation is all to Mcxico’s advantage.

Comparative working costs are interesling to note. 
The day’s work at Los Remedios cost but very few 
dollars. His equipment consisted of a 400-foot load 
French-made camera, two gilded leflectors and five 
actors, each eaining one peso (3 8  cents at the cur- 
rent rate). Transportation cost a few more pesos. Add 
to this tbe incidental developing, printing and negative 
costs together with the cutting and final duplication, 
and the sum total is surprisingly small. Nacurally, there 
are days when hundrñls of persons will be engaged 
for scenes and the costs soar accordingly, but for the 
most part the expenses are ncgligiblc.

In Hollywood the same business would have en- 
tailed transportation for the stars and dircctors; two 
or three cameras, artifreial illumination if necessary, 
overhead at the studio that covers a multitudc of such 
sins as publicity, props, advertising, costumes, etc., etc. 
Somebody’s system is basically at íault.
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Eisenstein say$ that the cinema is the representadve 
art of today as painting was of yesterday. He lias al- 
ready buried painting. He explains the growth in at- 
tendance at art exhibks as a rcsuit of publicity and 
additíonal newspapcrs devoting more space to them, 
and not as a manifestación of a naturally stimulated 
life. He says he knows how to do nothing but work 
at motion pictures.

But be forgcts for the moment the monastic seclu- 
sion into which he retires on occasion to work on his 
volume of esthetics which will devote a sufficient 
amount of space to the hcretofore sorrowfully neglect- 
ed cinema.

He also íbrgets his interese in mathematics (that day 
as Los Remedios when he had to wait ten minutes for 
something, he drew out of his pocket a paper-backed 
Russian volume on higher mathematics and in a mo­
ment was iost in its intricacies, whilc perched in the 
cabin of a truck). He forgets the papers he writes 
tirelessly for every advanced journal on the cinema, 
mostly free. The cinema may be his proíession, but his

high, broad forehead sees beyond its technical limita- 
tions into a meaning that may exploit or advance liíé, 
the living, the helpless. Directing a scene, turning a 
crank, cutting a film, he considers but che cog in a 
huge wheel that is beginning to turn with tremendous 
speed.

Eisenstein may return to the Soviet Union next 
month (Match) with his comrades, Alexandrov and 
Tisse, to film a document in celebration of the fifteenth 
Annivetsary of the Bolshevik Revolution.

Que Vina México! may or may not stir an eddy 
of interest. Because of the flooded book marts that 
sag with volumes on tourist México, there is a tre­
mendous curiosity about the country. Even now cvery- 
onc there is planning for the influx of Americans tired 
of the transadantic Crossing. Because of a universal un- 
dercurrenc of unrest, the message of the film may stir a 
reaction. Because of its pictorial beauty it will be some­
thing to look at. Because of its mature oudook it will 
merit serious consideratíon. Who knows what it may do 
for México?

BELA  BELAZS
Translatad for "Experimental Cinema" from the 
Soviet Newspaper,"Kino",byAlexanderBrailovslcy

LET’ SORGANIZE AN
EXPERIMENTAL STUDIO FOR SOUND FILMS!

To produce a sound film it is necessary to study in 
a systematic manner all the new forma and possibili- 
ties of the dynamic cflcct of the sound film on the 
audicnce, and to put to practical use all such possibili- 
ties as basic material for the production of a concrete 
dramatic picturc.

Every experimental film ofthiskind(ioo-i5omcters) 
should have for its purpose to employ íiJly all varia- 
tions and possibilities of a given eflect and to apply 
all laws of correlación between the sound and the image 
in connection with the story written specifically with 
this purpose in view.

Such a short-recl film should bear “play-film” tide, 
and only in a sub-üdc should its technicai purpose be 
indicated (e.g., the testing of some definite sound 
variations).

In the first short-reel series of expcrimenul "play- 
films”* we should develop the peculiar fields of speciñe 
sound-cinema effeets.

1. The increase and decrcase of tone-volume.
2 . The correlación between the volume of the sound 

and the sharpness of the image. The parallel increase 
and dcctease of the sound and the image (the increase 
of intensity)—or the comic cfíéct of the opposite ac-

• T raa d a to r^ i n o le :  By "pláy-jilm,’’  in contrailiítinctiun lo 
" iacumtnlar; f i \ m "  in Soviet Cineinatojraphy, i< under- 
i(f>od % film made frum an eapecially prepared iccnario* ac- 
cordjRg to th« ttory  «ricteo for it, and pU/ed by actors, 
ínstead o f  being iW t f/om real ]jfe*cv«nt$ (a« Vettov’í 
group >s doing).

tion—a suddenly interrupted sound in connection with 
che increased action on the scrcen.

3 . Parallel or syncopated movement in the rhythm 
of the picturc and the rhythm of the sound. The mus­
ical rhythm as a preliminary allusion to the incipicnt 
intrinsic movement. The dramatic accent of a rest 
(pause) and silence.

4 . Correlación between the character of an ima^ 
and the tonality—Is it possible to pcrccivc the subjcct 
of a picturc by its musical accompaniment?—The cm- 
ploying, as che picture goes on, of all possible sound 
variations.—“What do you hear now?’’ (The identifi- 
cation of the sound with its source). (TTic world of 
ncar-sighted and blind people.)

5 . The unity of a sound picture. Association of def­
inite events with definite noises or music. Symbolism 
of the sound.

6 . Association of images with music. The awaken- 
ing of the percepción of an image through music. The 
cinematographic accompaniment to a given music 
work.

7 . The correlación between music and minds in na- 
tuie.

8 . The sound montage as musical shaping of noises.
9 . Sound synchronization of silent pictures.
10 . The simultaneous percepción by the audicnce 

of the image on the screen and of sounds and the text, 
as though it is spoken from behtnd the stage.

11. Faotastic and grotesque sound. The distortion 
oí real sound in memory and in imagination.

17

Ayuntamiento de Madrid



J .  M .VALDES.RODRIGUEZ

HOLLYWOOD: SALES AGENT 
OF AMERICAN IMPERIALISM

EDITORS' NOTE; ¡n presenting this article by our Cuban conespondenl, we feel that 
we are privileged to affi>rd the readers of Experimental Cinema with a document whose 
imponance to the study of film-culture cannot be overestimated. Here is genuine andysis 
applied both to the cinema in its role as an agent of American imperialism and to the politi- 
cal tragedy of the peopies of Cuba, Haití, Nicaragua and other American "colonies."

“We have given Cuba industry, but are the Cubans 
frcc?" Leland H . fenl{s,

OCR CUBAN COLONY

“In iMonroe’s time the oaly way to take a part of South 
America was to take the land. Now finance has new 
ways of its own.” __________  Wdter Hinez Paga

Of thosc “new ways” which American finance capi­
tal has now, Hollywood and its pictutes are of great 
help by their power to fbrm in che American people 
a wrong idea oí the countries down by the Rio Grande 
as well as a perfect misconception of life among the 
peopies of Hispano-America.

The best exponent of thosc “new ways” is the 
so-called Republic of Cuba and I think that a brief 
historical digression, an exposition of the factors, the 
components of the Cuban social aggrcgate,—politico- 
economic source,—is necessary to clarify the present 
State of things and to emphasize the suprcmacy of Hol- 
lywood’s pernicious influcnce on the social dcvelop- 
inent of Cuba with particular reference to the peasants 
and proletarians.

In accordance with John Quiney Adams, the Amer­
ican scatesmen have believed that Cuba “gravicatcs to 
the United States as an applc severed by the tempest 
gravitates to the ground.” So, for 7 5  years they have 
looked fbr the chance of acquiring the island in one 
way or another.

The Cubans fought their way to liberty ffom 1850 

to 189 8 . The first serious attempt was made from 1868 
to 1878  in the Ten Years’ War (Guerra de los Diez 
Anos). A strong class (Cuban bourgeoisie) formed by 
rural and sugar-tniil owners (haciendados), rich law- 
yers, tobáceo planters, fármers, realized at that time— 
the middle of the Nineteenth century—the necessity of 
setting free the productive forccs developed in the 
womb of the colonial-politícal structure by breaking 
through this structure. In the dialcctic process that 
class was the negation struggling against the positive, 
the aflirmative, impersonated in the colony taxes, laws, 
slavcry, prcponderancc of the Church, etc., etc.

Owing to various factors, the attempt iáiled, thus 
according with Hegcl’s postúlate: “When the power 
to develop the contradiction and bring ic to a head is 
lacking, the thing or the being is shattered in the con-
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tradíction.” (Hegcl, Science of Logic). So, the Cuban 
bourgeoisie failed to realize its historical role.

However, rebel “colonos” that were not entirely 
defeated, managed to get fiom Spain, in the &mous 
pact known as the “Zanjón Pact,” the promise of put- 
ting into efTect some reforms and concessions.

Then began a long period of intermittent “pour- 
parlers” between Spain and the U. S. A. One day the 
U. S. A. wanted to buy the island, and the next day 
they did not. One President scemed to be a good 
ffiend oí Cuba, the next one raised a high tariff against 
Cuban produets, most of which go to that nautral 
market. So the U. S. A. made the Cuban bourgeoisie 
and the people of Cuba tmderstand that their Uves 
were in die hands of the U. S. A.

They realized this at last, but in the wrong way. 
They thought that once they were free and not a 
colony of Spain, the North American Republic would 
change its policies. So they started a new war against 
Spain in 1 8 9 5 . In 1898  the Maine was blown up in 
“la Bahia de la Habana.” The Americans,—and when 
I say “the Americans” I mean the political and finan- 
cial captains,—íbund their chance! The American 
Congress passed a joint resolution claiming that “the 
people of Cuba are and of right ought to be independ- 
ent” and that “the United States disclaims any dis- 
position or intention to exercise sovereignity, jurisdic- 
tion or control over said Island of Cuba . . . ”

This time the Cuban bourgeoisie completely fáiled 
to accomplish its nationalistic role, in accordance with 
the laws of historical determinism.

Thus, the United States entered into its second im- 
perialistic war, disguised—as in 1 0 1 6  and 19 18 —under 
the famous words: “justice,” “humanity,” “the right 
of the little countries,” etc.

Thrcc months later Spain was defeated and Amer­
ica aequired new territories. Porto Rico, the Philip- 
pine Islands and...Cuba. In 19 0 2 , after three years 
of intervention, they oblíged the Cubans to sign the 
Plan Amendment and a commercial treaty adjunct to 
it and placed the government of the Island in the 
hands of the first president of the Republic of Cuba.

What a marvelous schemel The finest, the wittiest 
ever imagined by an impcrialistic government! A 
colony disguised as a Republic! Instead oí Spain, it 
was now the United States who ruled. During the
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past 30  years, American Capital, safeguarded by the 
Plan Amendment and under the privileges oí the 
Commcrcial Treaty, has acquired,—the Great War and 
the 192 0  crash accelerated the process,—the railroads, 
all publíc Utilities, the banking and ñnancial institU' 
tions, big mining enterprises, 80 percent of the sugar 
crop, 7 5  percent of the fertile soil, and very important 
commcrcial and real estáte business, the racehorsc 
track, the great Casino, etc., etc........

So we havc bccome an economic-political dependent 
of the United States, but we have a Presiden! of the 
Republic, a Senatc, a House of Representativcs which 
has diplomatic and consular representatíon all over 
the World. , .  and a bcautifiá banner, a big red, white 
and bluc mangle with a great white star in it, waving 
in the ocean brcezc, shining in the sun, under a hígh 
tropical sky . . .  These are the phrases which both the 
American and the Cuban politicians and financial mag­
nates bave used to the proletarians, peasants, artisans 
and petit bourgcoisie of Cuba.

The moving picture business could not be an excep- 
tion in Cuba’s economy, as it is in the hands of Holly­
wood producing companies who have representatives 
here. Some of them have their own theatres for the 
projection of their ñlms. It can be said that a moving 
picture trust has been formed in Cuba by the Ameri­
can picture companies, which ñxes the prices of the 
tickets, the size of advertisements in the newspapers, 
and which, in one way or another, boycotts the Euro- 
pean and Soviet films.

So Cuba’s population cannot see pictures other than 
the American and is therefore under the exclusive in- 
fluence of Hollywood. Hollywood plays a great and 
two-edged part in the imperialistic scheme. By means 
of its pictures, Hollywood infecís all other countries 
with the philistine, hypocritical, rotten American life- 
conception. At the same time, to the American masses, 
Hollywood presents the Latín American people as the 
lowest, most rcpulsivc scoundrels on eaith. A Latín, 
or Latín American, is always a traitor, a víllain. Years 
ago, there was not a picture that was without a Spanish 
or Spanish-American viUain. In Sírangers May Kiss, 
they present a little Mexican town: the owner of the 
oíd “posada” (inn) is a drunkard and the “mozo” 
(servant, waiter) is a similar charactei; the streets with 
three feet of mud; countless beggars; licentíous girls.

I remember, too, the picture, Under the Texas Moon, 
openly offensive to Mexican women, the projection of 
which in a movie-house in the Latín sectíon of New 
York City provokcd a terrible tumult. The tumult was 
caused by the enraged protest of a few Mexican and 
Cuban students, in which one of the former by the 
ñame oí Gonzales was killed, and the Cubans, Gabriel 
Barcelo and Carlos Martínez, were sent to the Tombs.

In niany cases these depictions are due to the eney- 
clopedic ignorance of most of the film-directors of Hol­
lywood. Such is the case with The Cuban Love Song, 
a stupid and absurd picture that will soon be ñnished 
in Hollywood, according to what Mr. Ernesto Lecu- 
ona has told a iriend of mine. (Mr. Lecuona is a famous 
Cuban musician who went to Hollywood under con­
traer to M-G-M to play in that picture.)

Such pictures are vulgar and grotesque, dull but 
full of the so-called “color” which so greatly picases 
the “ 100 percent American,”—what a stupid, untrue 
designación, this expression, 10 0  percent Americanl 
For that typc of man (hundrcd-perccnter), all Spanish- 
American countries,—as well as Spain, I think,—are 
full of venal, lazy men and women of low mentality.

The best depictíon I have read of that typc of “Amer­
ican” is in John Reed’s book Daughter of the Revolu- 
tion and Other Stories. It is entided Mac-American."

Hollywood, a docile and well-Iearned “servidor” of 
the American imperialists, reinforces those ideas by 
means of which the marines and soldiers will fight 
blindly against men they have never seen beforc and 
against whom they do not have any hatred, just as 
they had none in the Great War.

1 do not know if there is an English translación of 
Hernán Robleto’s book Sangre en el Trapico, {Blood 
in the Tropics), a vivid narración, higbly lyrical, a 
mad cry from the Nicaraguan people, but it it has not 
already been translated, it should be immediately, in 
if it has not already been translated, it should be trans- 
latcd immediately in order to make the American peo­
ple understand for what purpose and in what manner 
che Nicaraguans rcally died at the bottom of the deep, 
green, beautiñil valleys and on the craggy rocks of 
“la sierra.”

The Cuban social aggregate cannot be considered 
as other than that of a cotony. There is che proletariat 
class, which is not great, notwithstanding the intense 
racionalización of the sugar industry, mining and 
tobáceo manufacture. This proletariat is ffom hav- 
ing reached maturity and, with the excepción of the 
féw members of the clandcstíne Communist Party, the 
class-consciousness of the workers is weak, most of 
them ignoring the very reason, the material source, 
of their misery and terrible expioitatíon. As a conse- 
quence of this weakness on the part of the proletariat 
and because of the intcnsive white terror, the class- 
struggle is obscurcly deíined.

Two transition (or intermediary) classes, the guaji­
ros (peasants) and the artisans íbrm the very nerve of 
the Cuban populación. The former are very numerous, 
working mosdy in the American latifundio, planting, 
cultívating, cutting and hauling the sugar, in the to­
báceo factorics and in the cultivación of the minor 
fruits. Few oí these peasants are what we cali “colo­
nos,”—a kind of independent planter,—but, in any 
case, they are the slaves of the foreign entrepreneurs, 
working themselves to death, their íamilics steeped in 
misery and poverty, for the benefit of the shareholders 
and boards of directors in New York and London.

The degree of illiteracy in those two classes as well 
as in the proletariat is very high. In that class and in 
the two sub-classes are great numbers of Negrees, to 
whom I shall make special rcference later.

Numerous, too, is the middle class or petit-bour- 
geoisie,—bank clerks, sugar, mining, tobáceo, public 
Utilities, real estáte, railroad employees, as well as the 
State, the provincial government and the municipality 
officers. Ac the top is an ambitious bourgeoiáe, now 
ruined as a result of the drop in the price of sugar, but
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in very friendly disposition toward and ¡n cióse rela- 
tionship with the American entrepreneurs, from whom 
ihey expect to receive high emolumcnts, advantages, 
privilcgcs and business panicipations. To them, Amer- 
icans are always prospective buyers of thcir over-valued 
properties.

The whole populatíon of Cuba suffers drastically 
from the influcnce of Hollywood pictures, and cven 
though I am chiefly interested,—as may be casily un- 
derstood,—in the ciKxt of these pictures on the prole- 
tariat and the two classes aíbrementioned, I think 
their influcnce on the petit-bourgeoisie and the bour- 
gcoisie, deserves some consideration, aithough the for- 
mer, and mote espccially the latter, are weli satisfied 
with Hollywood films and do not accept other pictures 
for the simple reason that those made by Hollywood 
glotify the world in which they, snobs that they are, 
wish to líve. Morally, economically, politically, they 
have becn deformed by Hollywood and they do not 
tolérate even a Germán or a French picture.

The Cuban bourgeoisie know nothing about the 
new art movement all over the world. Romantic in 
their sentiments, they are likewise romantic in their 
artistic concepts and, as a consequence, they are highly 
conservative, suspecting in every artistic iimovatíon a 
masked attack against the status quo in which, as ex- 
ploiters, they are so comfórtably cntrcnchcd.

To the girls and boys of the Cuban bourgeoisie, 
tbere is nothing so worthy of imítation as the boys and 
girls they see in the American films, and they want to 
shape their lives in conformity to the lives of motion 
picture héroes and heroines. From all this there arises 
the contradiction between a society that was almost 
patríarchal sixteen years ago and the new customs 
which the younger set, and cven the adults, are trying 
to imposc in matters oí love, fámily relationships, etc. 
Then follow wild parties, “nccking” orgies, licentious- 
ness, miscomprehension of what “free love” really 
means, gross sensuality, lack of control of the lowest 
passíons, and a narrow, American, utilitarian liíé<on- 
ception, an ardent paean to those who win, no matter 
how.

It is the beginning of that disintegrating process 
through which the bourgeoisie all over the world is 
passing in its Anal stages as a perishing class.

An art is what the dominant class wants it to be, 
because an art involves “meo.” An art consista of the 
artista by whom it is accompüshcd or performed, and 
artista are what the productive relations make them 
under che preasure of those who possess the money 
and the power.

So, cinema art, like every other art in society, 
is a class matter based on the class struggle. The film 
is, therefbre, a wcapon in the hands of die bourgeoisie 
in its struggle against the proletariat for the conserva- 
tion of the present rclatíons of producción and appro* 
priation. And what a wcapon the bourgeoisie and 
American imperialism have in the cinema! Even the 
wcapon of religión in the hands of che Román Cath- 
olic Church, embodied in the classical arts—painting, 
sculplure, architecture, and printing,—was not so cf- 
íéctive, so cfEcient, as this new wcapon, the vital art 
of our tíme.

Hollywood pictures are lurioudy individualistic. 
They exalt what the North Americans cali “self-made
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men,” the men who have always accomplished great 
success by thcmselves, as if in society (cspecially in a 
society so highly interrelated as modern capitalist so­
ciety) things were like that.

For the American movics there is no such thing as 
the social problem. It is taboo, and even when the 
Hollywood producers make a picture with some social 
foundation, they distort it and pervert it, as in the case 
of An American Tragedy. Charles Chaplin himsclf, 
who, wichout quesiion, has a social preoccupation, ex- 
presses it timidly, not being sufficicntly couragcous or 
able to face that problem squarely and develop it to 
its logical conclusión. Thus, in his films, the “litde 
vagabond” has more "atmosphere” (social overtones) 
than the protagonist of the standard American pic­
ture,—for the latter there is no such thing as the en- 
vironment or the social milieu and man acts as an 
independent subject,—but there is not a real auempt 
to present and analyze the inner sourcc, the social 
source, of his condición and status as a lumpenprolc- 
cariac.

In this conncctioD,! refer the reader to Waldo Frank’s 
book The Re-Discovery of America, Chap XI, pp. 138 
and 1 3 9 . For different reasons,—without question,— 
both Charles Chaplin and the average American di­
rector do the same thing: evade the social problem.

What docs Hollywood show to Cuban peasants and 
proletaríans ?

In the American film there is always a perfect 
uaderscanding between Capital and Labor, between 
patrón and worker, between master and wage-slavc, 
the former (Capital) as well as the State (ema- 
naced from God) being like a tender, comprehending 
father. No mistakc in this: if you are obedient and 
laborious, they (the bosses) wili recognizc it some day 
and “raise" you with a gracious gcsturc. If there is 
some cnielty or injustice in this “bese of all possiblc 
worlds,”—oh, Candide!—then, at the end of che pic­
ture, with God’s will, everything is fixed and the good 
will get their recompense.

And the Cuban worker, who lives in very different 
conditions, with a low salary and high living coses, 
without liberty or the right to express his own class- 
convictions, let alone the natural human right to exist, 
poisoned with the slogans and lies of the American 
films, just as his brothers in the past were degraded 
by the Román conformity and humility dogma, is sup- 
pos^ to hope that some day his country, under the 
capitalistic System, will be as "citñlized" as the great 
North American Republic. And even more: che Cuban 
worker is supposcd to fcel graticudc to that Anglo- 
Saxon race, so “puré,” “strong” and “deán,” helping 
this ill-disciplincd and sometimes revolutionary Hule 
nation to acquire honest political institutions, good 
ñnances, etc., etc.. .{Tell it to the Nicaraguans, to the 
Porto Rican slaves, to the people oj Haití, whom your 
mannes persecuted and outraged—no matter what the 
American justificaron in pictures against Sandino and 
others.)

Wc do not have, as in México, Perú and Chile, the 
problem of the tremendous masses of Indians, and 
the racial problem docs not exisc in Cuba, at least not 
like in the United States. The first act of the Cuban

Continuad on page ¡ 2
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CINE-ANALYSIS

M. K A U F M A N
Translatad by Al«xander Brailovsky from the 
Russian Original in "Proletarskoya Kirto"

As a basis for my work on a “cine-piece,” I apply the 
analytical method which, as a result o£ the analysis 
of my experience, has gradually crystallizcd into an ever 
clearcr and more distinctly outiined method of film- 
treatment.

The orientation towards che “cine-language,” as the 
richest, the most racional and the most comprehensiblc 
means of cxpression—is uncondicionally corrcct. My 
conviction ¡n this has been strengthened and conñimed 
by my latcst work on the film, Spring.

This film, expressed entircly in the puré cinc-idiom, 
without resorting to the aid of literary explanations 
(tides)—provcd to be one easily undcrstood by the 
masses.

What does “cine-language” mean?
What does “cine-A B. C” mean?
Leaving asidc the cxisting literary alphabct, —what 

must be considcred as a single “cine-letter,” “cine- 
word,” “cine-sentence,” “cine-piece”?

To answer this ic is necessary first of all to investí­
gate whether it is possible to draw a parallel between 
the language of Uterature and the language of the 
cinema.

A Ictter, a word, a sentence, as the elements of liter­
ary expression, are conventionally accepted conceptions 
and, thereibre, they are comprehensiblc to a literate 
person only, whilc cvery frame of a film speaks in 
the most concrete way, giving the reproduction of the 
lifc-phenomena among which an individual is being 
brought up. Thus the elements oí cine-expression are 
undcrstood even by an illiterate.

A cine-elemeni gives at once boih the definition 
and the object; it speaks at one and the same time 
about the form, the quality, che dyaamic and the 
whole series of other categories, which in literature 
would require an extensive narratíve.

It is possible to draw partially a parallel between 
“cine-language” and the “language of music (provided 
it is possible to speak at all of the ‘language” of music) 
as íár as, for instance, rhythm and cempo are concerned.

The closest analogy to the work on the creación oí 
a “cine-piece” is aflbtded by the work of an engineer 
or a chemist.

The only difference is that an engineer or a chemist 
knows beforehand the material which he will use in 
his constructíons. An engineer can esümace exacüy 
the necessary building material and can forsee its 
qualitíes and functíons. A chemist can in advance take 
into account the elements necessary for the composi­
ción oí this or that body.

But in obtaining the material for a “cine-piece,” 
the elements which will be used as its building mater­
ial can be pre-estimated only in a very limited way. 
In other words, the presence of concrete elements can 
not be guaranteed, Instead, there is a very extensive 
choice of elements of cine-expressions, which can be 
used íunctíonally for a single given case.

The last condition neutralizes the impossibility to 
pre-estímate the concrete material and to provide one- 
self with it in a definite way. The obtaining of mater­
ial out of which a cine-piece will be constructed, and 
the very work of constniction—this, I consider as 
primary analysis, secondary analysis,—plus synthcsis. 
In other words, I consider the analytical investiga­
ción as che fiindamental, basic work.

I use my own eyes for preliminary orientation (“pre- 
shooting”); then I introduce a camera, as an appara- 
tus of more perfect visión, possessing the facuJty of 
fixation.

The second stage of the primary analysis is “the 
shooting,” i.e., the attack with the camera upon the 
settings, selected by “pre-shootíng,” for the purposc 
of their funher analysis and fixation. Thus, the pre­
liminary analysis has two stages of work; pre-shooting 
and shooting.

Pre-shootíng serves first, for the selección fiom the en­
tire sum of phenomena of those necessary for the given 
case; secondly, for the decomposition of phenomena 
into basic ones, derivative ones, etc.

Phenomena, analyzed in such a way, provide al- 
ready the material for the last stage of che work of 
shooting,—the fixation. The path of fixation is deter- 
mined firstiy, by the purposc for which the analysis 
has been made and the results of the analysis—che 
characteristics of the phenomena subject to fixation, 
the milieu, in which they take their place and their 
individual features.

By “milieu” I mean: conditions of illuminatíon, 
che general background, the sepárate phenomena which 
form the background, the influcnce and the acción of 
che surrounding phenomena upon the phenomenon- 
subject to be fixed.

The individual qualitics of the phenomena are: the 
structure, color, character of surface, size, the "usual- 
ness" or "rareness” of phenomena, if its naturc is ani- 
maíe or inanimate, dynamic or static, its adaptahility 
or unadaptability to the action of the camera. The first 
stage of primary analysis, the “pre-shooting,” deur- 
mmes the group to which the phenomenon belongs. 
The moment one introduces the camera into a definite 
milieu—one has to be fully prepared in order to fix the 
máximum quantity of moments necessary fór the snap- 
ping of the given subject,—cven those moments which 
have been somchow overlooked in the pre-shooting.

By shooting we carry the dissection of the pheno­
mena fiirther into its composite elements and we fix 
them—in one way or another, according to the them- 
aiic orientation or the organizatíon of material dccided 
upon previously.

In order to show in a clearer manner how theorctical 
principies are applied in practice, I am going to give 
a fcw instances ffom my film, Spring.

Commemoration for the dead at che cemetery.
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(Ceremonial dinoer traditionally givcn in oíd Russia 
by the rclativcs of the dead right aftcr thc funeral.— 
Trans. Note.)

The pre-shootíng gives:
1. The priests prowling about the cemetery.
2 . One of them is hired for the fiineral Services.
3 . The funeral Service.
4 . Paying thc priest.
5 . Passing the botde (booze).
5 . Having a bite to cae after.
7 . Drunken carouse.
8. The brawl.
Now the pre-shooting is over. Let us take up the 

ñxation and consider a few momenes of it:
"Priests prowling about the cemetery.”
Analyzing this I find that:
1. The shooting is necessarily done from a position 

of hiding—as the phenomenon is suitable for camera 
treatment,

2 . The “prowling priest” must be perceived by thc 
audience as a fást-moving, dynamic phenomenon.

3 . The taking should be done against the most 
striking background, or against the background which 
would aid most in the “theme-feeling.”

The first problem is solved by the long shot 
from the hiding-place. The second—by the pan-shot 
with the fixation of thc passing-by priest always at 
the center of the frame.

This way of using the long-focussed optic gives the 
best ¡Ilusión of the shooting of the movement, i.e., 
gives the best anglc of observación of the phenomenon 
in motion. The same method solves in this particular 
case the third problem—to outlioe sharply che observ- 
ed phenomenon upon thc ever narrowing background, 
and it even creates the stereoscopic illusion.

“The fiineral Service.”
A considerably extensive observation of the pheno­

menon has led me to the conclusión thac it has a ñnish- 
ed scheme—from thc beginning to the cnd.

This scheme is not perceived by us because its sep­
árate moments are scattered in time ferther from each 
other than could be grasped by our visual memory. 
For the very same reason wc do not see the move­
ment of the hand of the dock on thc dial, ñor the slow 
processes of destrucción, c.g., the gradual disniption 
of rocks by the action of the winds, landslides, etc. 
The slowed-down shooting reduces distance between 
sepárate moments of the slow-moving process and thus 
disdoses its dynamic scheme and even deciphers its 
laws.

In modern city and street-planning, che laws 
governing thc movement of liquids are being taken 
into account. In narrow passages, at the máximum 
aggregation of pedestrians and vehides—current de- 
creases: at the outlets—the current incrcases.

At one oí the October cclebralions I had the occa- 
sion to take, by a slowed-down camera, che passing 
of the procession. The accelerated movement obtained 
gave the scheme of the movement of a human stream.

In the film, Spring, I caught thc long, slow-moving 
funeral Service by slowed-down shooting, and thus 
could obuin thc scheme oí a sraall selección of the 
puppct-show,—which presenis thc rcligious rites in 
general.

In this case the camera hdped to investigare a lile'
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phenomenon by means of mechanically assisted visión, 
as a microscope disdoses to us phenomena unsecn by 
thc unaided eyc.

In this synoptical exposición 1 have pointed out oniy 
the most outstanding methods, which give an ¡dea of 
the analytical approach to thc use of camcra-possibili- 
ties; rapid shooting, assisting our eye for the analysis 
of fást-moving phenomena; shooting from points in- 
acccssible or accessible with difficulcy to the unaided 
eye; thc dissection of the general appearance of thc 
phenomenon and the fixation by closc-ups of its con- 
structive elements; further dissection of the pheno­
mena and che fixation by thc macro-shooting, micro- 
shooting, tele-shooting, etc.

Such are the analytical possibilities which are offered 
by the cine<amcra.

As a result, we have on our montage shelves the 
material for che foture film,—still not cntirdy dis- 
sected into its dements, still with predomination of 
thc complexed phenomena, subject to further analysis. 
One should not forget that “an element” is not a 
constructive quantity or concepción.

Our estimación of a given portion oí thc material, 
as an element of a film, depends upon our thematic 
purposc and the form of dne-expression which we 
pre-establish.

Thus, wc come to the secondary analysis, ¡ í ., the 
analysis of the material obtained. Properly speaLng, 
the process of analysis goes on unintcrruptedly. I makc 
a distinecion between the primary and thc secondary 
analysis only, according to the character of working 
processes. It would, therefore, be erroneous to think 
that the work of discovery of dnc-language is limited 
by the primary analysis only.

In fáct, by the primary analysis we obtained only 
raw material—halfmanufactured scuff,—but there is 
contained in this raw material the máximum of ele­
ments needed by us.

Now, what does thc element of the secondary ana­
lysis mean?

What was considered an element in the primary 
analysis is only raw material in thc secondary one. 
Thus the study of li^-pkenomena becomes a plannei, 
ever-deepening research. Now, what is the depth, what 
are the limits of the secondary analysis.̂

Everything is clear and comprehensiblc in the pri­
mary analysis, both in pre-shooting and in the shoot­
ing: out of the total sum of phenomena wc sdect 
those which are thcmatically necessary; wc study their 
detaiis; we dissect them into the dements they are 
made of, as far as possibilities of tele-, macro-, and 
micro-shooting permit.

What further analysis could be possible, then?
It seems as though it is possible to speak only oí the 

classifying of dements of the primary analysis, and of 
their thematic “concatcnation,” according to Pudov- 
kin’s formula, or of their “conflict,” according to 
Eisenstein.

Let US consider the classified material.
Wc take from the montage box a Sección A. All 

frames of this piece are alike as to composition and 
content. Now let’s take another piece, B; while study- 
ing the frames of this scction, we see that evety frame 
is different from its ndghbor’s, because the primary 
analysis in this case has fixed a dynamic phenomenon
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and the very dissimilarity of the sepárate frames deter­
mines che cinetnatíc nature of Section B.

If we consider a single frame as an elemene, we shall 
have a series of similar elemenls in A, while B con- 
sists of series of dissimilar elements.

In the synthcsis, i.e., in the construcción of a cine- 
sentence, if we use A, we may take che necessary 
number of ftames from each end. But in order to use 
B, we nced first to analyze it, because it consists of 
series of elements of a movement, of intermediary 
points and the points of culminación. Therc is no cinc- 
language wichout taking into account such elements.

A few instances from the film, Spring. As a re- 
sult of the primary analysis, I obtained a series of sec- 
tions representing the football game.

After having classified the material, i.e., sorted into 
groups the ílinctionally similar pieces, we obtain: 

Group I. Goal-keeper’s work.
Group 2 . The foot strikes the ball.
Group 3 . Reaction on the faces.

Let US take and analyze a piece of group i . This piecc 
¿ontains a static moment: a goal-keeper on watch.

A defensive move 
The receiving of the ball

Thus the piece of group i, whilc being an element 
in the primary analysis, gives a series of new elements 
in the secondary analysis.

We do similar work on a piece of group a. We ob­
tain;

A man runs toward the ball
Strikes the ball
The inercia of the player

Let US suppose that for our purpose, a study of foot­
ball needs no further analysis of these two groups.

Now we take up group 3—the men’s faces rcacting 
to the game.

In every piecc of this group we find a series of ele­
ments which are fiinctionally different. Some of them 
correspond to the reaction to the hitting of the goal 
by the ball, some react to the foul hit, some express 
anxiety, some tensity of waiting, etc.

When we consider the elements obtained, we shall 
have still shorier slices, i.c., pieces consisting of a very 
small number of ifames, but, in recompense, more 
saturated,

In the montage of the film, Spring, I carried the 
analysis of these slices still further, and obtained a cul- 
mínatioD point—a frame yielding the máximum íbr the 
characterization of a given reacción. By multiplication 
of the frame, I obtain statics—in a máximum of dyna- 
míes.

In the other part of the same film I show the Easter 
holidays as a feast of gluttony and boozing.

One oí the elements obtained by the primary ana­
lysis:

A woman drinking vodka
The secondary analysis gives a new series of ele­

ments:
The woman brings the glass into her mouth 
She drinks
With a jerk she brings the glass away from her 
mouth
The distorted féatures expressing reaction to the 
bitcer taste of vodka

Thus we dissected a piece into a series of sepárate 
moments and every moment is taken into account as 
an element of the future ñlm-structure.

But we are not at the end yet.
Let US carry on the study of elements obtained. We 

see a series of frames—and almost every one could 
serve as an independent montage-element.

In our case I used the culmination points of the 
elements obtained by the secondary analysis—by the 
multiplication of a frame.

Due to that, we have disclosed the instinctive rc- 
sistance of che organism to the poison.

This method is, in fict, a way of scientific analysis. 
In the primary analysis it is analogous to slowed-down 
shooting, rapid shooting, macro- and micro-shooting.

I have applied this method for the first time in the 
film, Moscow, to the theme: Moscow taking a rest.” 
Ac the climax of merrymaking I use the culmination- 
frame as an element; by the multiplicación of a single 
frame as an element; by the multiplicación of a single 
point.

The film, Spring, contains many moments built 
upon such a multiplication of a frame. At the end 
of part 5 , I give the extract of ¡aughter,—through cul- 
mination-frames I obtain the montage of a cine-laugh, 
“cine-gufEiw.”

One would think that having come to a single 
frame, we have reached the most simple element of 
cine-language. But analyzing the frame iiself, study- 
ing its constituent elements, we often find elements 
necessary for the building of a given cine-sentencc. 
How are such elements obtained? Mosdy by the exten­
sivo use in photography of the enlarging from the nega­
tivo of part of a shot.

By the same means, in the secondary analysis we 
can decompose a single frame into constituent ele­
ments.

Thus—after having investigated the material by the 
primary analysis, after having decomposed it into ele­
ments by the secondary analysis,—we can take up the 
synthesis:

the construcción of a cine-picce.

i l / /THE NEW REPUBLICA' ON  ''TH E  R O A D  TO UFE
“... in spite of these íáuks, and halí a dozen others, I would rather see 

this picture than the slickest society drama that ever carne out of Holly­
wood. The Russian films take you somewhere; they rouse your anger or 
enthusiasm; they get something done.”

—Malcotm Cowley in The New Republic 
ofFebruary 10, 19 3 2 .
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ALEXANDER BRAILOVSKY

AFEW R EM A R K S O N
THE ELEMENTS OF CINE-LANGUAGE

E x p er im en ta l C in em a lúa aaked me to clarify certain ideal 
aad terminology propouaded in M. Kaufman’l article. While 
ayreeing to do thii, I  wiih to emphaiiae that I take fiill reapon- 
aibílily for the iaterpretation of M, Kaufman’a ideat and [ {  mj' 
iiiterprelalion ¡a wroog—the fault la entirdy mine.—A.B.

I.

Suppose you read the word ‘'horse.” As a means of 
literary exprcssion it is only an abstraer and very gen­
eral Symbol. It is kft to your imagination to decide 
upon a wholc series of qiíalifications of a “horse.” It 
might be a big horse, small, haroess, race, young, oíd, 
with a flufFy tail, or tail-less, Arab stallion or French 
pcrcheron, or a Russian, half-starved peasant “seevka.” 
Now, when you sec the horse on the screen, all these 
qualifícatioos are given to you at once and immcdíately 
in a Pisual image. Let’s cdl this visual image a “cine- 
word.” We see that to tender adequately just a single 
“cine-word” by the means of wrilten words—we 
should nced a page of description.

On the other hand, suppose you read a word “war.” 
It is perhaps impossible to tender it by a single image: 
we need a series of images, the sum of which sug- 
gests to US the idea of a “war.”

So “cine-languagc” has its own nature, different 
from literary language. Now to continué.

t .
What is a single "cinc-letter”? Again we resort to 

the analogy with the written letter. I write a single 
lettex “m.” It hardly has any meaning by itself Taken 
by itsel  ̂it is only a mere phonetic symbol. It acquires 
meaning only in deñnite connection with other let- 
ters. It might be a part of a word “tnother,” or “miner,” 
or “mushroom,” or "bum,” or “Omaha,” or “Potem- 
kin,” etc., etc.

Accordingly, an isolated elemetnary image has no 
cinematographic “meaning.” Suppose I see an image 
of “a bottlc.” Only in connection with other images 
do I perceive whether it is a botde of whiskey, con- 
fiscated by prohibición agents,—or a botde thrown into 
the ocean by pcople from a drowning boat, containing 
imjxjrtant Information,—or a botde as a weapon in a 
drunken brawl of sailors in a Shanghai saloon, etc.

The same as a word “Potemkin” cannoc be written 
without an “m,”—so a certain situación cannot be ex- 
pressed through images without presenting the image 
of a “botde.”

Lee US cali such a single image a “cine-letter.”

Now, suppose you want to express cincmacographi- 
cally the following httrary sentence: “Ivan’s childhood 
passed in a family of a poor shoemaker, with a drunk- 
ard father, while his mother was a timid, God-fearing 
woman.” The series of correspondent concrete visud

24

images—let us cali them a cine-sentence. “Taking up 
the foregoing example: To a single literary word 
“War” on che screen would correspond to a whole 
“cine-sentence.”
“words, words, words” . . . ) ,  their disposición in a sen- 
tcnce— they rhythmical flow—their recurrence or vice­
versa—expressions of the same idea by différcnt words, 
—in short, a manipuiatíon of words, as material, is 
what we cali a literary manner, or style, (chool, etc.). 
The analogical cholee, disposidon, rhythmical outline, 
manipuiatíon of elementary single visual images, “cine- 
words” (or mechanically speaking, certain sets oí 
frames or, as Kaufman suggests, even parís oí a frame) 
—is the montage, (or mechanically speaking, “cut- 
ting”).

4-

Of course, the above is only the first approximation. 
Styles, as the most synthetic characteristic of the art of 
certain epochs, have always been the expression of the 
psychology, and, in particular, of the ideology of definite 
social groups. This refers to the cinema and its montage- 
stylc. The relation of che style to the social class is a 
problem passionately discussed in present Soviet film- 
literature. In the Soviet Union it is not a problem of puré 
theory. The Soviet cinematographers are trying to dis- 
cover che constituent elements of a prolctarian style in 
the art of the film. The treatment of the problem in this 
sense is outside the purely technical anide of Kaufman.

Kauíman’s árdele discusses only visual “silent" 
films. The advent of sound, or spoken word, brings, 
of course, additional elements to the problem.

Micro-, macro-, tele-shooting, etc.,. . .  Kaufman calis 
the camera “an apparaius of more perfect visión”.

It is true, but with the following reservatíons: our 
visión is stereoscopic, camera gives us rather flat 
images, perceived at two slíghdy different angles— 
wherefrom the i«ling or ‘depth.” But camera has a 
single eyc. A man, one-eyed from birth will be prob- 
ably more satisfied with our present fiai screen 
“images” th an peopie with normal visión. In this 
sense our natural visión is perhaps more perfect than 
a mechanical cye.

With this reservación, a camera eye, a lense, is more 
perfect apparatus of visión. Funhermore, different Sys­
tems oí lenses add to our natural eye artificial “eyes” 
of tremendous power: microscope, telescopc. Artificial 
eyes see—and through them a sensitíve píate could be 
fix—exttcmely small details and processes (lifc of mi- 
crobes), as wdl as cosmically extremely distant objeets. 
The adaptación of microscopio or telescopic lenses is 
an immensely enrichening reinforcement of our visual 
imagery. They open a new world of “cine-letters” and 
“cine-words.” They cnable us to “shoot” what is go- 
ing on on the summit of a mountain, to “shoot” from
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it'o production-stills show ing  Eisenstein, .-Ütx- 
drov and Tisse at w oi\  on  "Q ue V iva M éxic o !" 
he upper still show s Eisenstein loop in g  into ih e  
id er lo  gauge an angle close-up o f  a  M exican  
ornan. T h e  low er still show s the S. M. Eisen- 
ún C ollective Production com pany at w oi\ . 
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SOMERSET LOG AN

HOLLYWOOD FILMS 
AND THE WORKINGCLASS

Millions of workers in the United States go to thc 
picture theaties cvery wcek. The films shown at these 
theatres are turncd out by half a dozen gigantic indus­
tries which are owned and controlled by Ae bourgcois 
dass. This class sees to it chat American films refiect 
only capitalist “ideáis”—ideáis of business, of imperiai- 
ism, of morality, of racial and national superiority.

Although the workers and their families constitute 
almost ninc-tcnths of the audienccs at the picture 
theatres, the American cinema does not concern itself 
with their life and problems. Economic exploitation, 
uncmploymcnt, thc class wat—all subjects of vital im- 
portance to the intelligent worker—are rigorously ex- 
duded from the American screen. In this country, films 
are made to lull the working class into a State of mental 
vacuity, to take their minds from the dreary realities 
of cvcry-day life. For a worker whose thoughts are 
occupied with the screen amours of Greta Garbo, or 
with the fásdnating dramatic intricacics of Should 
Wtees Tell? or Where's Your Husband? or Girls De~ 
mand Excitement—such a worker is not likely to be- 
come a victim of radical propaganda, or a militant 
fighter fot a new civilization.

What does the American worker see when he goes 
to a picture show? The scx reveis of the “upper” class; 
anatómica! details of leading ladies; palada] dweliings 
inhabited by parasites who never work; gigolos, pimps, 
prostitutes; animated íáshion-piates, both male and 
female; gángster warfárc, with thc goodlooking gáng­
ster ulumately reforming by bccoming a respectable 
business man and marrying his employer’s daughter; 
the life and adventures of a young widow who is left 
a million dollars, and who is bored with cvcrything 
undl she meets thc right man— and so on, to thc point 
of drívding imbccility.

In connection with thc féature picture, thc worker 
also sees ncws-reels of the Pride of the Navy, the lat- 
est army equipment. coramercialized sports, and the 
swcct lace of some notorious politícal crook. He never 
sees a brcad-line, or a strike. He never sees a whole 
íkmily of starved working people thrown into the 
streets. He never sees the merciless exploitation of the 
masses of workers and farmers. He never sees the 
lynching of a Negro worker. He never sees a militant 
demonstradon of his class and the sickening brutality 
of capitalism's cossacks—the pólice. If such films are 
ever made, they are never released.

The ruling class of ancicnt Romc, when their power 
was threatcned by proletarian uprisings, appcased 
their slaves by províding thcm with fiee bread and cir- 
cuses—panem et circenses. The American ruling class 
provide their wage-slaves with the mediocrity and 
filih that emanate from Hollywood. But there is this 
diíference: our modern slaves pay for their own debase- 
ment.

The Russian film is a glorious contrast. Russia is 
the only country wherc films are made of the very sub-

stance of life. There is no romanticising, no glossing 
over the íáets of daily existence. The cinema industry 
of the Soviet Union is owned and controlled by the 
workers themselves, as are all other enterprises of the 
country. The Soviet film is looked upon as a powerful 
médium for culture and progress. It deais with thc 
vital problems of the toiling masses, with Science, 
hygicne, collectívization, the housing problem, the 
Five-Year Plan, with the Revoluüon, Áe class-war. 
In the Soviet Union films are not used as a soporific 
to dull thc workers’ minds, but rather to stimulate 
them to renewed efíbrt and achievement, for the pur- 
pose of raising their own standard of life. They are 
shown in factories, on 6rms, in schools and theatres, 
wherever workers or their children gather.

The cultural film of Soviet Russia is totally difíérent 
from the purely commercial film of America. The Rus­
sian workers, who control the film output, are tre- 
mendously interested in creating and disseminating 
things worthwhile, because they know that they them­
selves will immcdiately benefit therefrom. Nothing is 
too good for them. In addition to satislying their eco­
nomic requirements, they want the best in art, litera- 
ture, the drama and the cinema. Bolshevik Russia is 
the only country on earth that has an artistic censorship. 
And it is the literate worker himself who is his own 
censor. Moscow is the only city which has a film uni- 
versity, where students must study for several years 
every possible aspect of cinematographic production 
before they are permitted to engage in any important 
film activity, such as photography, writing or directing.

In America the artistic quality of a picture, 
its fidelity to life, is a mere secondary considera- 
tion, if, indeed, it is any consideration at all. The 
commercial nature of thc American film is only 
too obvious from thc momeot the scenario is written 
and accepted to the moment the finished product is 
released for universal consumption. Artistic integrity 
means nothing to thc average American director. It 
is mcrcly a question of box-office. In fáct, the over- 
whclming majority of American directors, whose 
pathetic duty it is to turn out Hollywood masterpieces, 
are aitogether unaware of the almost limitless poten- 
tialities of their own médium. Many of them are es- 
sentially illiterate men, who have bcen elevated to their 
positions because of kinship or “pulí” and not because 
they have shown any genuine aptitude for their pro- 
íession. They have not the slightest conception of 
rhythm, montage, photographic and dramatic valúes, 
or of any of thc basic ingredients of good film-tech- 
nique. And behind the directors stand the supervisors 
and general managers—ci-devant pants-pressers and 
nickelodeon proprietors, who are profoundly moved 
by only one thing: thc acquisition of sizeablc fortunes. 
And then behind thc supervisors and general man­
agers, stands thc sinister power of entrenched privilege 
—the bankers, the financiers, the successful racketeers
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MICHAEL ROSE ROBERTS

TOWARD A WORKERS’ CINEMA IN ENGLAND
The Mcrscyside Workers* Film Society

Ncarly cwo years ago a confcrcnce of socialist teach- 
ers decided to show, during the course of their mccc- 
ings at Birkcnhead, a film called A Journey to Soviet 
Rttssia. The film was banned on somc prctext by the 
local authorities and it was nevcr shown. But the teach- 
ers called their friends and neighbors and out of their 
protest grew the Merseyside Workers’ Film Society.

Only those who have some knowicdge of the hostil- 
ity on the part of the English authorities to films, to 
Russia, and to workers, can realizo what difficulties 
the Society strugglcs against and with what pride it 
now points to its achievements over the past two sea- 
sons. These inelude the gathering together of a mem- 
bership of some 500  people, the holding of 1 5  perform­
ances at monthly intcrvals at a charge ot ten shillings fot 
a season’s membetship, and the showing of all the great 
Soviet films, whether banned or not, with the exception 
of Ten Days Thot 5̂ ooi|; the World.

It is only quite rccently that Soviet films have been 
finding their way into England and getting past the 
Censorship, and cven yet Potemkin remains banned 
and has never been publicly shown. It was a great tri- 
umph fbr Merseyside when our first banned film— 
l^ew Babylon—ran through the projcctor and when 
Potem^in itself was put on in a crowded hall. 
Russian films, Germán films, any films of intel- 
ligcnce have extreme difficulty in getting through to 
the public in England. If they negotiate the Censor 
successfully they have still to face the neglect of the 
renters. So that fbr the ordinary person there is posi- 
tively no chance of seeing such mastcrpieces as Earth, 
The General Une, Storm O ver Asia, except in the prí­
vate societies. And prívate socicties—especial!/ when 
they included the word “workers” in their ñame—are 
faced with almost insurmountable diíficulties.

In England, powcr over film-shows rests with the 
local authorities. The Censor has no oíficial standing, 
,hough in practicc his word is law. But local authori- 
ties may override his decisions and prívate societies 
can sometimes persuade their local magistrates to sanc- 
tion a privare performance. But herc ihe chief of the

of our modern world, who díctate all ultímate policies.
The Soviet film is fiankly “propaganda”—propa­

ganda against ignorance and superstition, against capi- 
talism and wagc-slavery, propaganda for the better life, 
for Communism. The American film is aJso “propa­
ganda”—propaganda for ignorance and supxrstitioa, 
for vulgaiity and mora! degradation—in short, pro­
paganda for capitaiism. Unlike our films, the Soviet 
cinema is made to edúcate the workers, to make them 
aware of their historie mission in creating the society 
of the fiiturc—the Soviet Union of the World. And 
this educative intent is more than a vague aspiration. 
For Storm Over Asia, Oíd and New, Potem^in, The 
End of Sí. Pelerburg, Soil, China Express, and maiiy 
other Soviet films are enduring monuments of the new 
prolctarian culture.

u

local firc-brigade steps in. Unless the building in which 
the film is shown compiles with very stringent fire- 
regulations, no film-shows are allowed. And since 
notmally ihe only buildings which do so comply are 
commercial movie-houses, our Society must hire one. 
But the only day on which a cinema is free for prívate 
use is a Sunday, and herc the law steps in with a 
Seventeenth Century act and forbids Sunday perform­
ances! Apart from fire-regulations, authorities have 
linle control over films, but these regulations are suffi- 
cicnt to cnable a pwlitical censorship to be exercised.

Merseyside has been lucky. Liverpool pxwscsses 
two halls which satisfy the fire-brigade, but are not 
licensed cinemas. Here is a loop-hole, and here the 
films have been shown, badly and uncomfortably it is 
truc, with a single projcctor with its waits betwccn 
recls, with a screen which gets itself into plcats, with 
hard seats on a levcl floor—but what odds a few draw- 
backs.’

The adventures of the carly days are worth recall- 
ing. After two shows an avalanche descended—the 
films had been Two Days and Turi -̂Sib. The hall—  
a theatre run by the University Settlement—refused 
pwrmission fot further performances; the press conduct- 
cd a campaign against what they called the subversive 
character of the society, and the secretary was forced 
to resign by his employers. Then carne a show in a 
cinema closed for a few days while talkies werc in- 
stalled, and then an application to the magistrates for 
Sunday performances—refused, of course. Permission 
to use a hall belonging to the city was sought and re­
fused, but at last fortune, in the shape of the local 
Co-operative Society, smiled and produced the uncom- 
fortable but fire proof hall in which presen! shows 
are given. Bul even they are limited in number by 
cettain obscure local by-!aws.

So, to be an intelligcnt worker cinema-goer ín En­
gland is not casy. A bourgeois film-society in London 
with expensive rates and a high-sounding committee 
gets privileges the workers’ societies are denied. But, 
nevertheless, the work goes on. « A ^

The future holds prospeets of further difficulties. 
Talkies impose a financial strain almost unbearable, 
while the standard of production is definitely too low, 
and Russia, the homc of worker-art, has still to send 
US the results of her latcst experiments. But the art 
of the silent screen is not yet exhausted, while En­
gland teems with cinema material waiting to be fixcd 
in celluloid by a future worker-director of a worker- 
production unit. A start has already been made by the 
Federation, and shortly Merseysidc’s docks and dock- 
ers with their manifcJd problems will be screcned by 
the Merseyside Society. And strikes and bread Unes and 
unemployed marches will be woven into great works 
of rcvolutionary movement. But what will the Cen­
sor say? Perhaps by then he will have followed the 
gold standard into oblivion!
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GEORGE W. LIGHTON

TECHNICAL BRILLIANCE OR IDEOLOGY?
With a$ yet no cvidence of Soviet achievement io the 

sound cinema, * those in America who havc been look- 
ing for the talkic to vindícate itself have watched with 
interest the effórts of other European studios to solvc 
the problems of the microphonc and sound track be- 
fbrc the genius of the Soviet directors determines the 
new esthetic o£ the film. However, not much of valué 
has been fbrthcoming, for the Germana have lost them- 
selvcs in the slough of musical comedy, while the 
French cannot free themselves from slavish imitation 
of American commercial methods. Das Maedel von der 
Reeperbakn, hailed as a masterpiece of the continent, 
íáilñl to find a synthesis of the traditíonal intímate 
film and the new operetta style despitc its rcmarkable 
contrast of two types of woman.

Among the most recent of European importations 
are Rene Clair’s Le Million and G. W, Pabst’s Die 
Drei Groschenoper. In both films one can see the di­
rector fecling his way from situation to situatíon with 
no sure hand, drawing from his fund of rcsourccs with 
almost no sense of unity of style or dynamic stnicture. 
Yet both are brilUant for what they are intended to 
be, even though that accomplishment is a violation of 
the true dialectics of the film.

Clair’s film does not pretend to be anyihing more 
than an entertaínment along the Unes of the director’s 
peculiar talent—a penchant for saciric wit. It follows 
the conventional “chasc” pattern immortalized by 
Mack Sennett's cop comedies and, indeed, shows no 
grcat advance over them in the realization of cinematic 
valúes. Its constant straining after eífect grows in- 
creasingly irritating as one becomes aware that the 
things Qair is ridiculing are so very easíly disposed 
oC, if not taken fot gianted and pushed oif to one side 
to make room for greater problems. Then, loo, it is 
all only good-natured spoofing, never fár from pathos 
that is inherent in the loving care with which each 
lype is charactcrizcd. Purely bourgeois in its appeal, 
Le Million oñen approaches infantilc humor when it 
is supposed to be witty. Technically, it is a concession 
to popular taste, deserting many of the mounting 
achievements of the same director’s Sons les Toits de 
París. In seeking to shift emphasis the director often 
loses himself in the contemplation of documentary 
material. The dialogue and action sequences are not 
wcll spaced, and the altérnate use of dcscriptive sound 
with lip-moving pantomine (influence of Mickey 
Mousc Cartoons here) and scenes fiill of recorded 
phrases. breaks up the tonal rythm, for the effect is 
invariably that certain strctches of sound track have 
been “dubbcd.” The scenario-construction is very poor.

If Clair's film can be excused as just a fántastic 
comedy with music, Die Drei Groschenoper cannot be 
passed off so lightly, for it presents itself potentially as “a 
film for the revolutionary.” TTiere have even been 
rumors that it was accepted in Berlín as a piece of 
Communist propaganda masking as a modernizatioo

of John Gay’s The Beggars’ Opera. Certain it is that 
it has not caused any great excitement so far in New 
York and that is not entirely due to the astuteness 
of the American people. The film does not tender hom- 
age to the powers that be, but neither does it sympa- 
thize with the exploited underdog. It is entirely lack- 
ing in humanicy and is painfiilly mocking in its over- 
tones. Even its humor is vicious in its implications and 
the impersonal detachmcnt with which the grim match 
of the beggars is presented indicares a fatalistic accept- 
ance of diseased social conditions. Here is no insistent 
dialectics of an Eisenstein, no lyrical perspcctive of a 
Pudovkin, no poetic visión of a Dovzhenko, but the 
masochistic clairvoyance of a man who fecls the death- 
ratde in the throat of capitalistic society. The revenge- 
fiil king of the beggars incites the blind plodding mass- 
es to a rebellious march that disperses the dummy 
superiority of royalty, but as the sullen protest- 
ants disappear down the empty streets their revolt be- 
comes a mere gesture. For now the true rulcrs are 
revealed, secure in their power, as the racketeer and 
the chief of pólice. Together with the bcggar king, 
whose feint has been successfiil, they plan the fúture 
exploitation of the frustrated masses. There is no way 
out, this thing must go on forever as long as he Uves. 
Such is the ideology of Die Drei Groschenoper.

How this can be misconstrued as Communist pro­
paganda is hard to see. Truc, Pabst is mcrciless in 
drawing the rapacious character of his racketeers and 
unhesitant io depicting the bloody corruption of the 
poUce, but instead of using the truc working-class as 
his foils, he holds up the grotesque mirror of its slum 
proletariat—the economic misfit who in turn Uves on 
the parasitic capitalist. There is something diaboUcally 
cruel about the baroque spirit which pervades the film, 
and yet it is successfol in capluring the baffling aspect 
that contemporary Ufe must have for a bourgeois in- 
tcliectual disgusted with the world.

Unfortunately, the film’s unity sufférs from the 
taint of operetta interpoladons and often Pabst is com- 
pelled to forsake his devotion to the filmic representa- 
tion oí mind and motivation in order to convey the 
sentiment oí actiona! incident.

Just how much the society within which the creators 
of these two films worked is rcsponsible for their lack 
of social consciente is hard to say. But satire should 
at least contain some dialecdc analysis of existing con­
ditions and it is doubtful if the unscrupulousness of 
Pabst is not invídious in its suggestion and false empha- 
sis. What is lacking is the purposcfiil intent of the 
Soviet film which does not need to protect itself, but 
only to improve society.

*Edi!or Note: As this goes «o press, word comes from the Soviet 
Union of the immense success of the two new sound films: The 
Road to L ifí  and the Koaintstov-Trauberg production, Alom. 
These two films are said to have staried the long-awaited revolu- 
tion íb the use of souod.
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W ERNERKLINGLER
TrantUked by Christ«l Gang from Germán Original

OZEP’S FILM,
“ THE MURDERER KARAMAZOV”

That this picture, which by way of iilmic concept 
offcred cxcepüonal valúes, had no eflect on the broad 
masscs, is in all probability due to the fact that in the 
filmic-dramatic treatment a compromise was made: its 
theme was vcstcd with unfinished, haltsolved psycho- 
logical prbiems.

On the onc hand, the expansive Dostoievskian ideo- 
logy was comprcssed into a general formula of appeal, 
and on the othcr hand, as a result of this procedure, 
all deeper contact with the psychological development 
of the theme was lost. For this reason the barc, crys- 
tallized action of the film, a murder affeir, touched 
on the original idea only in its high spots and made 
various íonger or shorter cross-cuts through the straight 
line of concept, as well as through the physical action, 
of the novel itself

Of course, this rationalization of the material for 
purposes of filmic adaptation was unavoidable—a hy- 
pothetical necessity. This immediatcly raises the ques- 
tion of how far it is possible to present filmically, that 
is, to do filmic justice to a literary work of such 
scope as The Brothers Karamazov. Regardless of the 
philosophical power of its dialectical comment, this 
dimensional structure of Dostoievsky’s novel demands 
its definite raode of action—for the many episodes, 
cross-cuts of narrative and various interruptive tales 
are the trunks and branches of the tree, and these re­
sult in that vast expansión which, in the final analysis, 
is experienced as a pleasant release, even though it 
may not be felt as a necessity compellingly bound to 
the structure.

That Fedor Ozep, the creator of this film, was fully 
aware of the enormous diículties confronting him in 
the filmic presentation of this powerful material is 
clearly evident in the fáct that his film does not bear 
the title of the novel, The Brothers Karamazov, but 
instead is called The Murderer Karamazov. Further- 
more, in the credit-tidc the picture is announced as a 
“Treatment of the Novel of Dostoievsky”; and, fin- 
ally, Ozep borrowed only such themes from the ori­
ginal as contained purely motoric and dynamic ele- 
ments. This forced a change of valúes and established 
a new ideology—in short, a film which had litdc, 
if anything, in common with its literary antecedent, 
or bctter, which dared not have such a telationship.

Thus, the ffequendy undcrtaken experiment to pre­
sent literary works in thcir completeness on the screen, 
must again be accepted negatively. Howcver, if this 
film is reviewed critically in the light of its purely 
cinematic content and considercd on the basis of its 
elemcnury filmic Icgitimacy, which is essential to cine- 
ma-art, the results immediately become positíve.

Recognizing Ozep as a product of the strictly scien- 
tiñc Soviet film-school, we have in him a film director 
of highly individual mold. We are dcaling hcre with
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a man of great skil! who has conquered the A-B-C 
of montage and permeated it with his own gcnius 
and Creative power.

Not once are we conscious in this film of a deliber- 
ately placed design; never are we aware of the move- 
ment of the camera, ñor do we fcel that the racing, 
staccato cuts of the carriage-ride, for example, are 
merely a display of acquired knowledge. Throughout 
the picture, the harmony of imagc-values is consum- 
ated in a perfect symphony. The camera is ever the 
experiencing eye of the spectator, or the piercing visión 
of the protagonist himself At all times the complete 
collectivism of the filmic apparatus is under the domi- 
nant control of the director.

With sweeping brush-strokes the opening sequence 
is depicted.

First various placements of a locomotivc in deep 
night atmosphere. Smoking funnel, whecls, the cngine 
(boiler), then the moving seraaphores. In each image, 
steam and smoke in action. These image-values blend 
together in organic sequence. Then we see and hear 
an accordion, its rhythm replacing the previous metric 
musical accompaniment which accentuated the pre- 
ceding sccnes.

Without seeing the raiiroad station or the train in 
totality, ñor the rails leading into some iandscape, by 
this means of analytical montage-forms we are fami- 
liarizcd with the whole location and atmosphere.

Special emphasis is placed particularly on the loco- 
motive. It is a Symbol of power. It takes on an over- 
tonal signiñcance, creating a thought-association with 
the action that foUows (Dmitri’s fárewell to Katha- 
rina).

The scant dialogue, which serves to explain the 
reason of Dmitri’s departure— (a trip to his father to 
gain consent to marry Katharina and thus secute 3000 

rubíes)—is strengthened by these specific imagc-values 
of the locomotivc. Panting, boiling, spouting steam, 
che locomotivc represses its power until the conduc- 
tor’s signal designares the starting-time.

The semaphores begin to move, and again we see, 
in detaü, the specific parts oí the locomoüve. More 
smoke and steam come into view, and as the locomo- 
tive gradually moves out of the picture, we quickly 
switch to the action. Dmitri hurriedly, as his train 
stares slowly in motion, grabs a huge bouquet of 
flowers from a little flower-giri standing in the forc- 
ground. He gives these fiowers to Katharina, embraces 
and kisses her, and jumps on the platform of the train, 
which, speeding up in tempo, pidls out of the screen.

Motionless, arms limp at her side, Katharina stands 
there, with her back to the camera. (This static pos- 
ture and demeanor of Katharina is maintained through 
the whole film.) And as the last coach with its tail- 
light disappears into the distance and in the back-
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ground reigns complete darkncss, the flower-girl 
standing on the right side of the picture-frame steps 
up to Katharina aod draws hete attention to the fáct 
that “the lieutenant forgot to pay fot the flowers.”

Katharina gives her the amount. And with this the 
first sequence cioses.

Dmiiri’s trip serves the purpose oí sustaining, or 
conveying, the tensión through the lap dissolve into 
the next sequence.

Location: His ñther's estáte. Introductíon oí Ivan, 
the servant Smcrdyakov, and the oíd man, awaiting 
the visit of Gruschenka. This filmically plástic creatíon 
of the oíd Karamazov is superb. His crude dircctness 
establishes him as the stiongest figure and as the 
center of the acdon. The oíd man is an autocrat of 
licentiousness, a monarch whose unbroken nature 
knows no partiality. Deeply convinced of the utility 
of immorality, he drinks in life like a draught of cog­
nac. Only the most expressive elements are used and 
efFectivcly sketchcd in the portrayal of his character.

In contrast to the long shot of the vast entrance-hall, 
shown at fiall tange, in the oíd man’s room only single 
objccts are touched upon. The room in íts totality is 
never shown. A tablc with tid-bits is painstakingly 
arranged (seen from above, downward) and bccomes 
the visual center of the scene. A set cable and antici­
pación. An ikon, charactcrizing spiendidly the vitality 
and the shrewd religiosity of üie oíd fellow. The 
flamc of ilíc still flickcrs. (And how it flickers!) A lace 
ornamented bed-covcr has been drawn back and the 
silken bedding lies op>en, pointing to the sexual con- 
templations of the oíd libertine. lo various placements, 
we see bim resdessly pacing the floor. He is fiill of 
eager expectación. His hands movc ncrvously about 
the cable, making a fcw quick adjustments.

Now the aclion changes to exteriors on the Street. 
A pouring rain is indicated in a fcw speciñc médium 
closeups. Rain on the front porch, rain from the water- 
spout, rain in the gutter. The mood of rain assumes 
a dramatic sígoificance. Then, in médium shot, we 
see the entrancc to the mansión. A carriage (focus, 
side-vicw) drives up. This placement shows merely 
the lower parts oí the carriage. The horses’ legs, 
whcels and carriagc-step, Dmitri’s legs, as they step 
from the carriage, come Ínto the field of visión. Then 
cut, seen from above, across the driver’s back, toward 
Dmitri. He pays the drivcr his fie, and the carriage 
drives out of scene. Dmitri walks up to the entrance 
and pulís the bell-strap. Cut to closeup of the bell in 
the interior of the hailway, as it rings. Reacción of 
Karamazov.

The huge, massive door of the interior, securely 
locked and bolted with a heavy iron rod, serves as a 
Symbol of the greed and avaricc of the eider Karama­
zov. In great excitement, with trembling hands, he 
pours a glass of champagne. He thinks: “Who can 
this be? It must be Gruschenka, of course!”

Then, in the spacious hailway, Smcrdyakov comes 
walking stealthily toward the door. He steps out of 
frame. The movement is repeated in médium closeup 
as he reappears immediately in front of the enrance 
door. He opens the big lock and lifts che heavy iron 
bolt, not, however, before he has takcn one last, criti- 
cally vain glance at himself in the mirror.(Gruschenka.)

Dmitri enters through the open doorway and steps 
into the interior of the house. Disappointed surpríse

is clearly manifested by Smcrdyakov and Ivan. After 
a short passage of dialogue, Dmitri walks toward the 
door of his fkther’s room. The door opens and the 
oíd fellow stands radiantly on the threshold. He recog- 
nizes his son Dmitri. His joyous mood suddenly 
changes. His features become distorted into a reacción 
of disappointment and rage. Dmitri unsuspectingly 
takes the glass of champagne out of the oíd man’s 
hand and empties it in one draught. Result: mutua! 
misunderstanding produces short drcuit and explosión 
within the eider Karamazov.

The discussion that now fbllows between father and 
son oceurs behind locked doors. We become aware of 
the conflict from the reactions of Smcrdyakov and Ivan, 
who are listening in the big hailway.

Without ever being ablc to understand a single word, 
we hear in this long shot the quarrel between the oíd 
fellow and Dmitri. The tempo of this incomprehen­
sible dialogue rises rhythmicaily to a crescendo, skill 
fully internipted by significan! pauses. It reaches a 
raging furioso when the door opens abrupdy and 
Dmitri emerges in excited agitación. Through the 
halfopen door he screams at the oíd fellow, whom we 
cannot see, that he (Dmitri) “will forcé a change in 
existing conditions. Just wait and see”; he “will go 
direedy to Gruschenka.” On the word “Gruschenka” 
the scene lap dissolves into her home. Dmitri asks 
to be admitted.

With the fáde-out from the Karamazov mansión, 
the cardinal point of the tragedy is establishcd.

The types in their various characteristíes are reveal- 
ed one after another, in sequential ordc,r and their 
temporary relations to each other unfold the carefiilly 
constructed framework behind the dramatic acdon. 
Here, dramaturgically speaking, the motive of the 
“deed” is fbr the first tíme defined. (Smerdy^ov’s 
words: “He will yet murder him.”)

The leading motive of the plot has been sketchcd. 
It proves of extraordinary advantage in the linking up 
and the dramatic evaluatíon of the plot, that the bro- 
thers Karamazov were íbrmerly separated and meet 
here, fbr the first time, in the stifling atmosphere of 
the frthcr's home. Later the oíd man’s conduct leads 
thcm to an open uttcrance of their views.

The role of the third son in the novel is dispensed 
with in the filmic adaptación, but is pardy substituted 
by Smerdyakov. He alone is made a confident to oíd 
Karamazov and serves as mediator between Dmitri 
and Ivan, two antagonistic elements, and between 
the hostíle women, Katharina and Gruschenka, who 
in the later course of events widen the gap between 
the brothers.

Dmitri at Gruschenka’s house. At the cntrancc-door, 
the maid-servant tries to explain to Dmitri that it is 
impossible for Gruschenka to see him as she has visi- 
tors and is on the point of leaving. But Dmitri is obstí­
nate and refúses to be turned away. The servant re- 
ports to her mistress.

In médium shot we see Gruschenka surrounded by 
her friends as they prepare to leave. Indignan!, she 
commands the servant not to admit chis man under 
any conditions.

Suddenly she stops in ihc midst of her speech and 
secs: Cut to médium cióse shot: Dmitri in the frame 
of the door.
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Cut to cióse shot: Gruschenka as seen from Dmitri’s 
jwint of view. Cut back to Dmitri: bis cyes drop slowly 
as thcy “sizc up” his opposite.

This radical cut from Gruschenka and the surround- 
ing group to the closeup of Dmitri arouses in the 
spcctator a sensation of Dmitri having been hurlcd 
into the room and the anticipatlon of an explosión to 
follow. Howcver, nothing happens. Instead, Dmitri 
accepts, with the mcckness of a lamb, Gruscbcnka’s 
mocking challenge to await her return to the apart- 
mcnt. Gayly, she tosscs the remark at him: "If you 
want to wait?—but it may be very late!”

This wide-trcatmcnt of “waiting” is symbolized by 
a bronze mantel-clock with a bsJl-shaped pcndulum 
that moves in rotation. The rotating pcndulum is later 
repeated in closeup.

The dramaturgical structure of this scene is organ- 
izcd in parallel lines. The onc clement is time as it 
passes—waiting; che other is accomplishcd through 
dialogue—che servant’s story, which exposes Grus- 
schenka's past lüc to Dmitri.

Late in the night Gruschenka returns to her apart- 
ment, Now comes the explosión. The big scene be- 
tween Gruschenka and Dnritri reveáis for the first 
time the depths of her nature.

Notewonhy in this scene is the direct (radical) cut 
to a closeup of an angora cat. Its existence was noc 
establishcd bcibrehand. The cat serves as first-class 
plástic material to express the catlike nature of Grus­
chenka. Both valúes are mutually equivalent.

The dramatic interpretation of Anna Sten, who with 
her art embodies the colorhil charactcr of Gruschenka 
lo pcrfectíon, cannot be valued highly enough. It is 
láscinatíng to observe how she makcs use of a picture 
of Katharina, which has dropped from Dmitri’s pockct, 
and lees it serve as a means of practising her wiles on 
him. She is all winning smiles, promises and softest 
allurcmcnc one minute ^ d  the mewing, striking, pri- 
mitive, cat-nature the next.

As she leaps on the chair, we rcach the climax— 
the kiss. This strugglc for the kíss is most provocativcly 
and cfFectively handlcd by means of a series of flash- 
cuts in médium shot.

The constant pattering of the night rain as it rattles 
against the window-panes serves as a visual counter- 
point lo the crotically laden atmosphere of the interior.

The strongest and most expressive moment of the 
film is Dmitri’s departure at carly dawn.

Ozep Works here with overtones and uses the play 
of nature’s clements for the structure of Dmilri’s mood 
and his emotional reactions.

Exterior: Entrance to Gruschenka’s house. Médium 
cióse shot on Dmitri. Behind him the door swings 
shut. He takes a step forward. Lost in thought, he 
removes his cap. His dazed eyes glance up.

Cut to open sky. Cut back to Dmitri. Cut to morn- 
ing landscapc. Nature breathes. The night’s rain still 
lingers in the trees. Cut back to Dmitri. He takes a 
deep breath. His glance goes heavenward. Again ihc 
sky and passing ciouds. Thcn a bush. In its branches 
diops of water that glisten like diamonds. Cióse shot 
on the drops of water. They fall to the ground. Cut 
back to Dmitri in médium closeup. He bccomes aware 
oí the waterspout as a small stream dribblcs down from 
the roof He stretches out his hand. Lets it fill up and 
choughiflilly cools his brow.

3 2

In totality shot, Dmitri cleanscs himself of che night; 
he wanders out into the fresh morning air, prepared 
for the day.

The gripping effect of thesc scenes is by no means 
cvokcd by the csthetic valúe of thesc nature-images, 
but is produced by use of “overtonal montage,” which 
emerges as a living symbol betiveen the image-values, 
that is, within the picture-cut.

A Symbol is vital, significant, when it presents the 
best chosen, highesc possible expression of the antici- 
pated visión, of lácts not known, or but vagucly known, 
co the spectator. Under thesc conditions, the Symbol 
cffeets “unconscious” participation. It formúlales an 
act of “unconsciousness,” The more general this act 
bccomes, the more general, the broader, becomes its 
spherc of reaction, for it touches in cveryone a femi- 
liar note.

The structure of che preceding sequence deais with 
chree phases of the dramatic line-up:

1. Dmitri—Katharina
2 . Dmitri—Father
3 . Father—Gruschenka—Dmitri

As the action of the film, after the “raindrop scenes” 
moves increasingly into a gigantic mass of confliets, 
and the prcscribed Icngth of a commercial film does 
not permit it to do fidl justice to thesc confliets by 
developing them along the line of a strictly Dostoi- 
cvskian interpretation, from now on the film loses 
somewhat its power of impression and it does not in- 
tensiíy itself again until it comes to the sequence of 
the “night of the murder.”

Howcver, if we wish to split up these manifold se- 
quences, it is possible to describe superficially this in­
creasingly powerfiil flow of action as the phases of;

4 . Murder
5 . Court-trial
6 . Gruschenka—Dmitri

Moving-camera shots have become a fad in Holly­
wood. With very féw exceptions, the camera is at ali 
times in moiion: it turns, hits, lowers, etc. Very rarely, 
however, have these Hollywood camera-movements 
any organic connection with the contení of the scene. 
They are a fbrm of cheap exhibitionism, not used of 
necessity, but because of a craving for vulgar, gaudy 
showing-ofE Static placements connected by direct cues 
would be fár more plausible than these contortioned 
methods, which mercly weaken the desired impres­
sion.

In contrast to this, when Ozep sets his camera 
in mocion in Karamazov, he has good reason for do- 
ing so. His camera-movements are in the highest de- 
grcc organically related to the contení. The rcsults 
obtained by Ozep in the instances where his camera 
moves are results that could not be so simply achieved 
by static placements (direct cuts). His movements 
dovetail and melt into the scene. Ozep permits his 
camera to step into action only when through its move- 
ment, the rhythmic line of the filmic whole is advanced 
and the harmonious building-up of the complete struc- 
turc is thereby guaianteed.

An example of an Ozep camera-raovement:
With a fáde-in, we sec in closeup, in a mirror, a 

contortioned reflection of someone’s hcad. The camera 
moves backwards. We become aware that the surfáce 
of the mirror is the glistening roundness of a samovar.
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The camera moves on. The back of a waitcr stcps into 
frame; wc recognize his head as the one refiected in 
the mirrored surface of the samovar. With childish 
vaníiy, he examines his hair-comb. With his righc hand 
he adjust ihe linc of the part. With the left hand he 
holds a servíce-tray. In waiter-fáshion, he pulís it up 
high. A fcw glasses, füled to the brim, come into 
frame. He skilfully balances the tray above his shoul- 
ders and waiks with hasty steps toward the farthest 
cnd of the picture. At closeup range, the camera fol- 
lows bchind the waiter, throughout the room. In the 
composition of the frame we see the waiter’s head, 
shoidders and the tray. In the distant background, 
through a doorway, we see the interior of a billiard- 
room. The waiter enters this room. The camera fol- 
lows him and thcn stops, as the waiter stcps up to 
Dmitri and serves him a drink.

Samovar—vanity of waiter—drinks—spaciousness 
of room—guests— in a Word, the entire scenic atmo- 
sphere is efFcctively compressed into one single place* 
ment and the nervous restlessness of Dmitri, by means 
of this camera-objectiñeation, is illustrated for the 
spectator.

Ozep, in particular, lays great stress on the compo- 
sidonal valué of the scent. All optical appearanccs— 
architecturc—furniturc—objeets of all kiods, are in 
every case placed as advantageously as possible in the 
pteture-frame, so ihat they accentuate the contení of 
the scenic action. Ozep forces the spectator to see only 
that which is absolutdy necessary for his understand- 
ing or that which is later to refresh his memory. All 
other elements are ruthlessly discarded and eliminated 
from the picture. Only the most important, which con- 
tains positive significance for the scenic contcnt at 
hand, is thrown into strong lelief.

For the picturization of the night of the murder, 
Ozep resorts to the three "notorious” dashes of Dostoi- 
evskian fame, the use of which brought upon the 
great Russian author severe crideism for having touch- 
cd on the technique of a mediocre detective-novel. 
These dashes are cheap as they cause the reader to pass 
through unsolved tensión and cunningly leave him at 
a ioss as to who it was that commitced the murder. 
Ozep also makes use of this sensacional “WHO” ? He 
poses it as a formal quesdon herc, as a formal quesdon 
there. But at Icast Ozep’s film-dramaturgy jusdfiics 
this particular application of the method.

Ozep builds the Russian iandscape into the murder- 
affeir. Nature’s elements serve as putty and cement 
for the construedon of supermundane realides. Moon- 
light-nighc—a tree stump—a howling dog—a bush— 
the illumined window—wind—blowing curtains—the 
fence—the man—the entíre scene is enveloped in an 
uncanny atmosphere. Evcrything is charged with a pre- 
monitory sense of weird happenings.

This “overtonal” montage of the murder-night 
(Mordnacht-montage') Ozep also applies to Dmitri’s 
night-ride in the carriage. This episode stares slowly 
in long shot. As the camera turns about, gradually, 
in the distance the carriage comes into view. The ele­
ments of the picture carriage—horses—avenuc—trecs 
—tree-trunks—Uee-tops—sky—Iandscape—horses— 
horses’ legs—driver—drive whipping up the horses— 
by degrees fell into a speeding-up, racing staccato of 
flash cuts. All becomes a mad race, a raving, scream-

ing; in short, a perfect symbol of Dmitri’s inner tur- 
moil and his yearning to get to Gruschenka, speedily, 
immediately.

His arrival at the pleasure-house and his search for 
Gruschenka are magníficcntly solved by means of 
image-technique. The camera follows his every step 
through the various rooms and delicatcly acccntuates 
his nervous impatience. The erotic atmosphere violent- 
ly increases its pressure undl Karatnazov finally dis- 
covers Gruschenka on the upper floor, side by side 
with her former lover.

Then lightning scrikes as Dmitri’s chambre-separee 
blissfulness is abruptly cut short by a harsh knock from 
the pólice.

Ozep’s excepdonal filmic insight proclaims itself 
also in the extremely clevcr weighing of the image and 
sound valúes. The image-concepdon always comes 
first. The dialc^c is reduced to a mínimum, and 
sound and music are artfully applied as an accentua- 
don of the visualization-process. (C£ sound-treatment 
of kettie-drum and bells in the long carriage-ride.)

It should, however, be mentíoned that the hellish 
tempo of che carriage-ride and che orgy of intoxica­
ción oceupy too great a space in the rhythmic con- 
stnicdon of che whole, and take the breath away, so to 
speak, from the court-room scene, which should really 
have been the high point of the film since it contains the 
denouement and the untangling of the story’s threads.

Here, Ozep missed a wonderful opportunity lór a 
rhythmically organized, logical decomposition of the 
tensión. Though he carried the acdon of Ivan-Smerdy- 
akov in a parallel linc with the court scenes, it never- 
thless ended in a blind allcy, for Smerdyakov’s appear- 
ance al court does not enter the field of visión, despite 
the fact that by means of Smcrdyakov's coafession that 
he himsclf is the murderer of the eider Karamazov, 
Smerdyakov wichout anything further becomes the 
conveyor of tention of the whole sítuadon.

Example of the parallel acdon:
Court-trial—Ivan at Smerdyakov’s 
Court-trial—Smerdyakov confesses 
Court-trial—Ivan and Smerdyakov on the way 
to the couit-housc
Court-trial—Ivan and Smerdyakov at che en­
trance of the court-house 
Court-trial—Ivan steps up to the judge 
Smerdyakov 
in the ante-
room —Coun-Tria!; I van reveáis.
Ante-room 
without Smer­
dyakov —Court-trial; clerk announces to the
judge the suicide of Smerdyakov.

The end of the film bursts out into a refrain which 
thcmatically is a puré adaptadon of Tolston.

With swceping brush-strokes Dmilri’s deportadon 
and Gruschenka’s voluntary accompanimcnC of him 
into exile, are depicted. A locomodve is rcady to go. 
Smoking funnel, wheels, the eogine (boiler), then 
the moving semaphores,—in short, all the imagc-ele- 
ments of the beginning of the film are repeated, undl 
finally the trains pulís out. Behind an iron-grated win- 
dow, Dmitri; on the platform of the end car, Grus­
chenka; and then train pulís out, pandng, boiling, 
steaming into the Iandscape, toward Siberia.
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TranslaUd for "Experimental Cinema" by

Abel Plenn

BULLETINNO. 1
OF THE MEXICAN CINE CLUB

The Cine Club o f  México has been organizecl and 
affiliated with the Film Society of London and with 
che Lcague of Cinc Clubs of Paris. Its program is the 
same as that of the cine clubs throughout the world, 
but it is espccially akin to the Spanish Cinc Club which 
has achieved great success in the two years of its 
existence.

The essential points of its program are: ( i )  to pro­
cure the showing of good European, American and 
Asiaiic vanguard films; (b) to establish the educacional 
cinema, with special attention to the systematic show­
ing of scientific films; (c) to study the History of the 
Cinema by meaos of film-cxhibits dealing with the 
cinema in retrospect; (d) to hold lectures on the esthe- 
tic, scientific and socitd importance of cinematography; 
(e) to create a ^vorable atmosphere out of which a 
Mexican cinema art may emerge.

The Mexican Cine Club will follow the plan of the 
successíul foreign cine clubs in linking its activities 
with a consciencious study of our necessities. Its pur- 
pose is highly social and not lucrative.

The Executive Committee of the Cine Club is com- 
prised of the foUowing:

Art Director: Bernardo Ortiz de Montellano. 
Technical Director: Emilio Amero.
Sccretaries of Finance: Manuel Alvarez Bravo 

Maria Izquierdo.
Sec’y of Propaganda: Carlos Merida.
Directora: Maria M. de Alvarez Bravo and Ro­

berto Montenegro.
General Secrctary: Agustín Aragón Leiva.

The organizers of the Cine Qub are among the 
most serious-minded wríters, artists, journalists and 
critics in México, who have been able to see that our 
envirocunent is a sufficiently cultured and matute to 
make possible the existence of a Cine Club whosc 
prime mission is to give the cinema the place which 
it deserves as a powcríul vchicle of culture.

In order to make known the circumstances which 
have determined the creation of the Cine Club and to 
point out the details of its program, these organizers 
will shortly circuíate a manifestó calling for general 
active cooperation in the establishment and function- 
ing of the Mexican Cine Gub.

B y-Iaw s e /  I h í  M e x i ía a  C in é  C luh  

ArCicle 1. Tbe Cin« Clvb’t aaeíal rnidence will be in México 
City.

Artide 2. Tbe object ef tbe Cine Club U:
(a) to ehow £lm$, ;iovided by tbe Film Societ/ of 
London, the International League of Cine Qub>, the 
Film Amaleuie’ Lcague aud similar organizations a> well 
as films which in tbe Opinión of the Cine Club directors 
merit coosideration at the Clubes sessions. l'o  cooperare 
!q the establishment of a Mexican cinematography,
(b) to show faetory-filmi of high artistic quality, «ther 
at the expense of tbe Cine Club itself or ín combination 
with tome promotíng snanagemenL

(c) to orgsnixe lectures and publiah articles and crítical 
teviewi on cinematography.
(d) to Work for tbe establishment of the educatíonal cine­
ma by means of scientific filmsi to seo that tbe social 
ñinction which cinematography can fiiifill be mede efibet- 
ive in México.

Artide 3. Tbe Mexican Cine Club propoees to work together 
with the foreign cine duba, but at the same time to 
investígate the problema of its own surroundingi.

Article 4. The Cine Club will be comprised of en unlimited 
number of membera, These will be divíded inlo active 
members and subicrhing memberi. Active members and 
aubacriben will pay tbe aame amount of dues and will 
enjoy equal rights, but active members will be given 
various dutiea to fiilfilL

Artide 5. Active members are obliged to cooperate by means of 
work and eommissions toward tbe development of the 
Cine Club. Their number will be unlimited, but every 
candidato fbr membersbip must be proposed by two active 
membera in good slanding and be passed upon by the 
respective committee.

Article 6. Any perion, without distinction of nationality or 
social eategory, may becomc a subscribing member of the 
Cine Club.

Artide 7. Active and subscribing members of the Cine Club have 
the foUowing social rights; (a) to attend all the cinema, 
tographic sessions of the Cine Clubi (b) to enjoy any 
privilege which tbe Cine Club may obtaín fbr its mem- 
bers.

Artide 8. The sessions of the Cine Club will be of two kinds: 
business and cínematograpblc. Only active members will 
be entiüed to attend the former. The cineroatographxc 
sessions will be beld at stited intervals, prefbrably every 
month as soon as tbis is possible. Tbey will consist of 
the hovr'ing of films, of short lectures, reading of re­
porta, suggestjons, etc.

Article 9. The cinematographic sessions will be public, and non- 
members will pay an admíssion charge. The difiérence 
bctween the total dues and that of the admíssion charges, 
together with the right to reeeive mai lat the dub’i poat- 
office box, consiitute the raember’s privilege,

Artide 10. Those joining the Cine Club will pay a member- 
ship fee of One peso, Mexican lilver curreney, and 
monthly dues of one peso fifty cenUvos, Mexiean lilver 
curreney. Payments will be made ¡n advance.

.Artide II. Each member of the Cine Club will reeeive two 
tickets fbr every dnematographic leasion and a 25 percent 
discount on ticketi obtained ftom non-members.

Artide 12. The administratíon of the Cine Club will be ear- 
rled on tbrough a Dírectorial Council consisting of an 
Art Director, a Technical Director, a General Seeretary, 
two Sccretaries of Fiqanoe, a Seeretary of Propaganda 
and two Directors. Tliis Council will be elected by tbe 
active members fiar a period of two years.

Article 13. When the Cine Club attaíns a memberehip of ene 
thousand, it will form itself into a Cooperacive Society 
Ltd.

Artide 14. The financial reserves which the Cine Club may pos- 
libly own at some fiiture date will be ipent un artistic 
films to be produced by the Cine Club itself 

México City, June 4, 1931.
General Sec .̂, Agustín Aragón Leiva,
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ILYAZACHAROVITCH TRAUBERG
Ruscia*$ Youngest Film Director

Therc is a curious tradition in the Hollywood movie- 
industry that in order to be able to direct films a man 
must be cióse to míddle-age or beyond. Direction o£ 
featurc films is considered to be a task beyond the 
power and capacity of young men and women in theii 
early twenties. The case of Ilya Trauberg, howevcr, 
givcs the lie to the tradition, and, like so many other 
achievements of the Soviet cinema, it reveáis again 
that the things which Hollywood says are “impossible” 
or “impracdcal,” are both possible and practical.

Ilya Trauberg is a gradúate pupil of Eisenstein,— 
the latter’s most rcnowned student. He is the youngest 
director in Russia, an outstanding example of how the 
Soviet Union encourages the dcvelopmcnt of young 
talcnt and gives it a chance to flinction. Here in capitalist 
America, the soolled “land of opportunity" (sid), 
there is no chance whatever for working-class youth in 
the field of art. This is especially the case in the cinema, 
where the only opportunity for “youth” to function is in 
the eventuality of its being related to some powerful 
movie mogul. But then, the basic difference is onc 
between shecr prostitution of brains and encrgy for 
vulgar commercial purposcs on the one hand, and the 
utilization oí energy for the creadon of artisdc master- 
pieccs on the other hand.

Thus, Trauberg, who is now iwenty-five years of 
age, has made three films of eminent artisdc import- 
ancc: Metd, The Stormy iVay, and CÁ/na Expi-ess. His 
fourth picture is in producdon now. Of these three, 
China Express is the best known to the Western world. 
It was a first-rate success in Germany, England, other 
European countries, and in the United States.

In a Ictter to the editors of Experimental Cinema, 
Trauberg gives some interesting Information:

“Though I am twenty-five years oíd, I have becn 
working in the cinema for six years already, three of 
which I worked as a cride and theorist and during

TRAUBERG STILLS
2. Trsuberg's latest film, now In productien. The

film ii di yet untitUA. It deais tciíh ihe approacking 
revolution ¿n Eurepe.

1. China Express.

3. Metal.
4. China Express.
5. Ilya Zaeharoviteh Trauberg.
6. Production-still from China Express. Trauberg is 

seated nexe U lie eamrra.
7. Herfaert Marshall and Ilya Trauberg on a SotHft

movi^éí. Marfhall, tke Rnglish is uorA-
tng ujUh Ttaukerg as parí «/ Ah evtsrse of átudy in 
ths MotstfW Cinsma Unitisrstiy.

8. Stermy W íy ,  Trauborgh finí fii m
9. China Express.

this period was interested mosdy in American pictures. 
Under the guidance of Eisenstein, my oudook was 
changed and shaped. Only by working with him did I 
begin to understand—what cinema is.

“My first independent work dates from 1928—anedu- 
cational (culture) film, Stormy Way, the subject of 
which was the automobile industry and railroad-building 
in U.S.S.R. It was an attempt to wipe out the distinc- 
don between “art films” and educatíona] films. It was 
an attempt 10 create a gente of féuilleton. This task 
was fuifiUed lo a certain degree, in spite of many mis- 
takes. The genre is now widely established and used 
in Soviet cinema.

“Next work: China Express. This seems to me to 
assemble all the sins and infatuatíons of my youth.

“Lacer I created a long film (based on documents) 
—Metal, the subjcct of which was the Socialistic up- 
buildíng of hcavy industry.

“Now I am engaged in talkies and tone-films. They 
give me the inspiratíon lo learn and work anew. Grcat 
ideas, mosdy concerning montage, which we want to 
fülfill in spite of very poor mechanical equipment, ex­
cite US and forcé us to look at things from a new anglc. 
In these questions I fully agree with the Manifestó on 
Sound by Eisenstein, which you no doubt know.*

“A preseat I am writing a scenario about the psycho- 
logy of a European worker, who is nearing revolu-
tion.........I am making a complete survey of my meth-
od of creation, my views in all lines concerning mov- 
ing picture direction, beginning with the constructíon 
of the scenario to the composition of the “shot” and 
every small detail of the work. I am trying to find out 
new ways of expression, of emocional influence— m̂ore 
simple, more popular and more realistic. I am trying 
to resuscitaic the genre of melodrama in order to serve 
the aims of our ideological understandings (princi­
pies) ........The main figure of my picture is man,
his psyche, his reconstruction.”* •

Trauberg is now working in the studios of Lenin- 
grad. His assiscant is Herbcrt Marshall, a young En- 
glish student who went to Russia three years ago to 
study montage in the Moscow Film University. When 
Marshall has complcted his apprcnticeship with Trau­
berg he will be given an opportunity to direct his own 
films.

In an early issue, Experimental Cinema will publish 
an essay by Trauberg dealing with his ditectorial mech- 
ods and montage<onceptions.

‘ TriLberg referí to the famou» Manileseo on the Sound 
Film which wáí collectively wrítWn, liíaed »nd issued by 
Eiseoílein, Alexandrov and Pudovkia last year.

•* These quotatíons are from a peraonal letter that Trauberg 
sent to the editor» of Experimental Cinema. The letter wa» 
written in Eagliah and the quotacioiia are ezact excerpt» from 
the main text of the letter.
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N. SO LEW

A LETTER FROM MOSCOW
During the Revolution cciebrations o£ November, 

ihere was shown ¡n Moscow and Leningrad the third 
(fdlowing The Road to U fe and Alone) big Soviet 
sound film, Mountains of Goid, or Gotden Hills, di- 
rected by Jutkevitch. This picturc was produccd in the 
Leningrad Film Studios, which also made the sound 
film Alone and the silent film, China Express.

In iis silent scctions, Mountains of Gold is grcatly 
influenced by Pudovkin’s silent films, Mother and The 
End of St. Fetersburg. The types and the situations 
are very similar, although, of course, they are based 
direedy on the history of a political strike in the big- 
gest mctal-plant of oíd St. Petersburg, the Putilov- 
Works. If you would merely sce che stills, you would 
think Jutkevitch is a second Pudovkin!

What about the story itself? I shall quote to you 
what I wrote recently in the Moscow Newsi

“The cast being limiied to thrce characters 
only, the films oíFcr great oppoitunitíes fbr “plot 
development.” The films show two workers 
against the background of a large metal works 
in oíd Petersburg in the days before the World 
War.

“The first is a class<onscious worker who un- 
derscands the confliccing intereses of the capital- 
ists and the proletariat. The other, a peasant who 
has just been ruined by the local landowner, 
has come to town fot the solé purpose of earning 
enough money to buy himselí a horse and return 
to his native village.

“However, as the plot uníblds itself, the dass- 
consdous proletariao recognizes that although 
the boss of the works is his cnemy, he bribes 
his servants with silver watches.

“The silver watch becomes the leit-motif of 
the whole film.

“The first worker, who has just received a sil- 
ver watch as a gift from the boss for betraying 
his ícllow-workers, repairs to the nearest saloon 
and sings the song of the ‘Golden Hills’—or the 
‘Mountains of Gold’—that is, the mountains of 
gold which he will heap up while working for 
his boss.’’

This, of course, is by no nteans a new idea. We saw 
it happen with Ivan, the hero of End of St. Peters­
burg. But, of course, it has a very important political 
valué: to show aíl young people how the situation was 
before the World War and the conditions under which 
the working class was living at that time.

But the main power of the film is in the sound: 
the dialogue and the music. The complete text of the 
talk of the peasant, just coraing from the village, was 
wricten by the great master of the Russian langiuge, 
Chapigin (Leningrad). And the way in which this 
talk is used is very remarkable. There are long dia-
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logues, and also monologues, but they are never tire- 
somc. Why?

In answcring this question, I shall first relate an ex- 
cellent observación made by the Soviet film-journalist, 
Leo Mur, during a discussion of talkies over the radio. 
He said that long speeches in themselves need not be 
so tiresome. We become tired, secing long talkies, not 
by reason of the lenglh oí the speeches, but by reason 
of the length of the suitable silent part of the film—the 
photography. It is becausc, says Leo Mur, we “under- 
stand” (apprehend) those things which we see, much 
quicker than those which we hear.

And so it really is. By visión, by purcly visual means, 
we can project movement very easily; less easily, emo­
ción; and with difficulty, thought. 'ííiere are, diough, 
more instances of the projection of thought in Soviet 
pictures, than in che pictures of America and other 
countries. And in speech, there is a big difference 
between renderng an emotion and a thought. The only 
thing is that we tmist expend more time and atten- 
tion than we do in conveying movement.

But in the movie, we can connect the talk with 
visión, as we wish, and combine very rapid speech 
with speedy change of images. So it was done in 
Mountains of Gold, although not in a very puré and 
convincíng form.

For cxample—the worker, coming from the village, 
teils about the way his “form" is managed. This is a 
monologue, and a very slow monologue. But it is not 
tiresome, because during this speech we sce on the 
screen silent scenes about which the speech is con­
cerned.

This device is used through the bigger half of the 
film.

The other device is the manner of using music. 
There is simple music, illustrating those things which 
we sce on the screen. But it dees not ceasc as the scene 
is ñnished, As in the art of fugue, the mutua] pursuit 
of voices or parts (one of the most important forms 
of music) is continuous all through the film. It pro­
vides a kind of background for the whole subjcct, and 
it illustratcs the inner emotions of the players—and of 
the audicnce as well! In Mountains of Gold there is a 
double fugue, a fugue which begins with two parts 
and two subjeets simulianeously. The one is the song, 
Mountains of Gold (based on the theme-idea of the 
picture); the other is a simple waltz for wind-orchestra, 
composed by Shostakovitsch. This one is the more 
important of the two. We hear them in beautiful grow- 
ing calm in the first scene, when the peasants are 
coming to the metal plant inquiring about somc work. 
Then, in the scenes of bribery with the silver watch. 
the music meaows like a Hawaiian guitar.

And at the end, in a fiirious fortisimo oí the whole 
symphonic orchestra, it storms through the scene where 
the silver watch is hurled back at the boss.
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Thcre are also some excellent scenes in a bar, wherc 
the drunken talk of the hcro (he has just reccived the 
silver watch) is played agaiost the background oí 
the strongcst oíd tsiganian (gypsy) romance-music.

But it would takc too long to relate everything 
about this film. It is more a work of art than The 
Road to Life and more popular than Alone. There 
is one outstanding fáuk in Mountains of Gold—some 
parts are too long. But I am surc Amkino will show 
it in California in more suitable length. In my Opinión 
it would also be better namcd The Silver Watch or 
Silver Hilts.

The Road to lAfe and Alone are two big sound films 
which Amkino has not yet shown in America. • They 
are now making their trip from one European capital 
to another. The success of The Road to Life is trc- 
mcndous. It is not only the first great Soviet sound 
film, but also the first Soviet boxoffice picturc. It ran 
two months in one "movie palace” in Berlín, then 
several consecutive wecks in twcnty-threc other first- 
class Berlín theatres. There has been no equally artis- 
tic picturc sincc the time of Storm Over Asia by Pudov- 
kin.

The young director of The Road to Life, Nicolai 
Ekk of Mczhrabpomfilm, was several years ago a sim­
ple actor in Meyerhold’s Theatre, just as the author 
of the scenario of Mountains of Gold was a movie- 
architect and director of small, and esthetically “dry,’’ 
films, without subject matter.

What are we waiting to see on the screen during 
the next few months?

The next big picturc will be The House of the Dead, 
produced by Mczhrabpomfilm studios. It is being di- 
rected by Federov,* a former assistant of Meyerhold. 
The continuity of this film was written by our íamous 
theoretician of literature, Victor Shklovsky, who has 
written many sccnarios and continuities {BuJat Batir,

The Family Scotinini, The Daughter of the Captain, 
and other historical-literary movic-subjects).

The story of the House of the Dead is also taken 
from literature. ** There was a novel by Dostoicvsky, 
The Chronicle of the House of the Dead (“house of 
the dead”—the jail. Shklovsky has changed the situa- 
tion. He has madc Dostoievsky himself the hero of 
the film—because the novel itself was written by Dos­
toievsky when he was in Siberia as a political prisoner. 
As in The Road to Ufe, there are fine songs in The 
House of the Dead, songs of the Siberian prisoners.

We are also awaiting a big film by Dovzhenko, the 
famous creator of the silent, but great, Earth (called 
in America, Soil). This new film deais with the prob 
lems of a human being under the conditions of the 
period of socialist reconstruction of society. The pie- 
ture is entitled Ivan (Russian ñame for John), a tide 
which is not less important or significant than the tide 
Earth. “Ivan” is one of the workers on Dnieperstory, 
the huge dam and power plant that is being built on 
the Dneiper River of the Ukraine.

Next time, afier seeing the House of the Dead, 
whoUy, and not in parts only (as now), I shall writc 
you more about it.

•Since this letter arrived, as we go to press, we learn 
that the House of the Dead has been finished and 
shown in Moscow— Êd. Note.

••Federov is the director of the stage-spedtacle 
Roar, Chinal, by S. Tretjanov, produced at Meyer­
hold’s Theatre. This spectacle was highiy praised in 
Germany.—N. Solew.

Roar, China! was put on by the Theatre Guild in 
New York City two seasons ago. Over and against 
the vehement protestations of Rouben Mamoulian, the 
director, the Theatre Guild insisted on emasculating 
the politícal idcology of Tretjanov’s original manuscript, 
Bourgeois dictatorship.— Êd. Note.

R E M A R K S  O N  C IN E - L A N G U A G E
Continued from pase 24

afar a naval batdc, an erruption of a vulcano, or the 
surface of the moon,—as well as the “class strugglc,” 
the inside of a drop of blood, etc.

Such is the field for “macro-,” "micro-" and "tele-”' 
shoodng. (Microscopio and telescopio.)

I want to add that it is also possible to apply to cine- 
matographic uses the X-Ray tube, and so to pierce 
through, with the camera, the walls of a house, or see 
the inside processes of an organism. Furlhermore, a 
píate, sensitive to the infra-red rays, could even “see” 
through the mist and night.

6.
To conclude: One of the many fundamental difFer- 

ences bctwecn the typical “Hollywood” and the Russian 
film-workers is this: While in Hollywood they work

relying on instinct, “horse sense,” empirically acquired 
knowledge of tricks, camera angles and situations regu- 
lated by the indications of the box-office, in Russia, on 
the other hand, the Soviet film-workcr strives to build a 
rational theory of his art, analyzing it in its infinitesimal 
formal elements, analyzing at the same time the struc- 
ture of society. For, to reflect it on the screen—and to 
transform it into reality—is the function of cinema art.

ERRATA; In the ahove aiticle, A  F m i  Rem arJts o n  t ! u  E ltm o n u  

of C in c-L a n g u a g e, w« wiíh to cail the reader’» atten- 
ticn to the following correction: The £nt xntecce 
on che £fth line, «ecood column, page 24, thould read 
aa foUowa: “The cholee of u io r is  (aa Hamiet tara, 
wc read onl? Storda, words, words’ . . . ) their dia- 
poaitioo in a aentence—their rhythmical flow" etc,, 
etc., etc. . . .
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LEWIS M C O B S

HIGHWAY 66
Montase Notes for a Documentary Film
"Rjechevsky has the virtue, his aims b*ing limit- “PAY AS YOU EARN!”
ed, to pose problems bravely before the director; -The peeriog newspapers
he determines the emotional content and the sense prcaching their corruption
of the fihn without determining the visual con- -In trumpet-grandeur
tours.”— PudovkiK. and lusty conclusión.

-Limp cides alike in their escapes “ALL THE NEWS TH A TSFITTO  PRINTI”
and conquests _A Greta Garbo sign

-Coaeordant traffic -Vibrant
-Dumb bordes long out of work -Throbbing to adolescents
—Prowling..........  —and nomads
-Their vigilance confined to passing womcn stampcd down like grapes in sweat

and their bodies —Its electric halludnation.
who turn away “FLESH AND THE DEVIL”

-A  sudden thrust fot spacel -Department Stores
from d^ing oflcrs of rccognition -Wooiworth the A and P’s
and a vise-likc need of them -coiinters busy with wivcs

-And their bodies..........  -Bargaining
—KODAK AS YOU GO! and ¡mpatient with unwanted children
-SOUTH PENN SQUARE! who are as reconciled as their parents.
-Weeping wiUows for men "Papa Lot/es Mamtna

or what’s left of them Mamtna Loves Papa
to dump their past there Every Thing ¡s Rosy Nowl"

-T o wallow in, to reflect -Skyscrapers
and sufier again babbling to God
their wrinkled history; ¡n their heterogeneous statnmer

-For the pólice to uamplc in unconcern _And confusing man
of pilgrims’ weaiiness to begone and beast
.......... bcdamned! in their braggadocio.

-DO NOT THROW RUBBISH AROUNDI "Roar of Cities has musical undertone!"
-A  sudden radio pronouncement -The Carnegie Library
-While you’re jostled in  the Street -Severe and uninhabited

from the quick perccption of -Fictíon for the Sabbath
-Applcs -And librariaos of ephemeral sex
-Unemployed who covet the beggars’ cup "SILENCE PLEASE!”
-OtizensI..........  -The Deposits in the men’s room
-Torsos and ankles and axiom of its walls;
-The undulation of a calve "SOME COME HERE TO

 ̂  ̂ - i 3 th precinct
Â -Cages and complex excremento plumb and su^ey ..........

s gree ccun ity. -Scracchcs by men awaiting daylight
j • j  -Excavating iice

-Prohx and stmned shuddering
-In forniat vigdant j  ^̂ e coid..........
^ouched m decay -Scratching, scratching

. . .  for othcrs to follow-Sticky wrth orne _0 ,
—Rapt and furrowed '*Tullv Fi¡mt4s
-METROPOLITAN! ^  foliett"
-FOUR OUT OF FIVE HAVE ITl "They pul me here
-Shop W in dow s fi,r ridin’ the rods,
-unrcstraincd and lymg /  wanted to see ihings—
-their feces bewildering Charley "KID" Weisberg"
—And court-plasteied; -Apartment houses
—The clangor of SALE notices -Hotel-pimps and gamblers
-The zigzag of “REDUCTIONS” , , .  -Prosiitutes
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—Kept women smoking the day away 
wiih nimmy 
gin and recount 
of yesteryear’s hariotry!

“A RADIO IN EVERY ROOMI" 
-Speakcasy 
-Women gleam 

and wrest away laughter 
and bewilderment 

-Witness greed and wanton breath 
-Muster wails 
-Set griffins into flight;
-Taut lovers reprieve themselvcs
—And sound new pacts..........
-Somehow a cuspidor.
-Typists and secretaríes 

dcscribing their new “thriH” 
and new “ensemble”

-emerging with dcsire 
“True Stories" 
read in intervals 

-O f office slack, lavatory duty 
-Subway nin.
—Real estáte men, lawyers and clerk 
-Salesmen

who collcct at quick'lunches 
-All the day’s routinc 
—Automobile-love episodes 

and gaming debts;
—Then back to an afternoon of drcaming:
"When I get you done tonight........."
-O f desperare outwittíng 
-O f bc<h.
"Wkere wiU you be at 
—Arguing students 
-Destroying the past 
-Denouncing the present 
-Dcspising the “mercenary"
-All for black coffee 

and a future.
“Own your own borne I”
-With a bedroom of lust 
-A  kitchen of bate and destruction 
-Plush living rooms 
“A dollar down!”
-Decrcpit with chcap wit 

and the moment's wisc'cracks;
-Or
-Abated with compromtse 

until its customers 
go

-Screaming madc 
ffom silence enforced 

-O r suicide
irom despiatched venom.
The city swallows the sun 
Men hack God into bread.

“FARM FOR SALE.”
-Farmer’s help
-And family and possessions
-And second hand car

-Resist the road 
-Trek silemly from State 
—To State
-Envying cattle their cud 
-And contentment 
-Oniy resting 
-For shepherd-food
—And smuggled childbirth..........
-O r to rant at the Combines 
-And the “Power” 

which conditioned them.
"Farm Por Sale.”
-In town
-Farmers auction and barter 
-And fámilies exchange toothpicks 

and hunger
"When it't springüme in the Roclfieí''
-Rivets of concern 

with the withering of crops 
-And unemployment 
-Animal lore
-The political exploitation 
-And the same fcudalism 

next Saturday.
-Oíl wells 
"Where oil has bcen 
little ever grows again”

—Ranches and barreo mines 
“A fcrtile región the prairies 
and an obstaclc 
to whitc advance 
with no economy 
and only fit for Indians”

-Bíllboards
-For religión, mountains 
—And the holy word 
-Chalked by a strident bedouin 
—In a mouldy fbrd;
“God is Love”
"Jesús Saves"
“You are now leaving the incorporated villase 
of Edén”

-All
—The city, the country 
—All the hitch-hikers' kit 
—The discarded rcftise 

for maintenance 
—And excursión 
—The billboards 
—The bourgeois scenery 
—The Highway 
—Aristocratic 
—And imperious 
-Impassive to the worker 
—And imperial!
"Negra burned by mob”
"Hunger-marches throughout U. S.“
“STRIKEI”
The city swallows the sun 
Men hack God into bread.
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RA LPH  BO ND

THE PRODUCTION 
OF WORKING CLASS FILMS

Film production by workers’ groups in a capitalin 
country is naturally besct with extreme difficulties. 
With the siendcr linancial rcsources available to these 
gxoups a wide rangc of technical equípment is practi- 
cally out of the question.

Docs this mean that we should contení oursclvcs 
with theorising ovcr somcone elsc’s films until the 
revolution places the studios, the equípment and the 
money in our hands?

O b v io u s ly  such  a po licy  w o u ld  malte the w o rk ­
ers’ film  g rou p s  a mere collection o f critics, stifling the 

Creative im pu lse s that are to be fo u n d  everyw here in  
ou r m ovem ent.

Whatever the difficulties, we must combine the socio- 
togical and technical study of the Soviet films with 
production work of our own, however crude and írag- 
mentary it may be in the first stages.

We muse learn to master, in a practical way, the 
clements o£ film production so that when we have the 
rcsources after the revolution we shall know how to 
make use of them.

Although the Workers’ Film Movement in Britain 
is quite young, it has tackled this production problein 
and has already certain achievements to its credit.

What form of production is possibleP I suggest that 
we can at least make a start with ( i )  workers’ news 
recls; (2 )  montage films; (3 ) documentarics.

Here in Britain we have achieved something—a very 
littlc something—in these three forms. We have made 
three news reels, each about one thousand ieet in 
Icngth. The subjeets covered by these recls inelude the 
May Day demonstrations, the International Day of 
Struggle against Unemployment, the strikc of the Lan- 
cashirc textile operatives, and the Unemploycd Hunger 
March.

A single reel montage-film has been made under 
the title of Glimpses of Modern Russia. This cntirely 
consists of cut-outs from Soviet films imported into 
Britain, The material was collected and fáshíoned into 
a rhythmical pattern. The result is a fáirly compre-

hensive picture of various phases of life and activity 
in the Soviet Union today. The cost was negligible.

As a result of a Conference of delegates from the 
various Workers’ Film Societies, a decisión was made 
to produce a somewhat more ambitious eñbrt. It was 
decided to popularise filmically the Workers’ Charter, 
the militant programs of the revoluiionary workers. 
An outline scenario was prepared and I was given 
responsibilty for its production.

The film— is its title—has now been com- 
plcted and was received cnthusiastically at its first 
Lx)ndon presentation. rpjr shows how the dockers, 
the railwaymen, the miners, the textile and Steel work­
ers are exploited under the rationalisation attacks of 
the cmployers. The imperialist character of British 
capitalism is emphasised with shots of slave labour 
in China and the suppression of native revolts by 
troops and warships.

Shots of unemploycd workers at the Labour Ex- 
changes, and the slums where the workers Uve are 
contrasted with the luxury pursuits and wealth of the 
bourgeosie.

The struggles of the colonial workers are cross-cut 
with those of the British workers and ihere is a sym- 
bolical sequence urging solidarity with the Soviet 
Union. Various shots of British workers in acción, 
strikes, marches and demonstrations build up in a 
rising tempo lo the fade-out title, a map of Britain, 
with the words “THEIR OWN” superimposed.

Difficulties of securing interior scenes of fáctory and 
workshop conditions nccessitated the borrowing of 
certain scquenccs from other films, but a very con­
siderable proportion of the film we shot oursclves with 
a portable hand camera. The film is entirely document- 
ary; we employed no actors and no studio settings. It 
runs about 7,600  feet and costs under 50  pounds.

As an experiment, ig ji  is valuable, not only fot 
its propaganda content, but because it has taught us 
that workers’ production is possible even with the most 
limited resources.

LONDON CINEMA NOTES
STEPHEN C LA R K SO N

The season of the London Workers’ Film Society 
carne to an end with a performance at which 
TAc Blue Express was shown. The society, which is 
the London branch of the Federation of Workers' 
Film Societies, began a new season in the fáll,

The last programme was panicularly notable. The 
first film was a Chaplin comedy and made interesting 
comparison with a film prepared by the London Work- 
cr’s Film Society, called Nincteen Thirty-One, which
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was the most ambitious effbrt of the Federación, as 
it represents an attempt in filmic fórm to popularizc 
the Workers' Charter. It is documentary and a con­
siderable portion was taken out of doors with only a 
hand camera. ‘‘The film endeavors, necessarily brief- 
ly, lo emphasize the unemployment, poverty and ex- 
ploitation of che workers in capitalist England and to 
show how the Charter is a weapon which the workers 
have forged in their economic and political struggles."

Ayuntamiento de Madrid



The brilliant cutdng by Ralph Bond, who dircctcd, 
has rcsultcd in a documentary that is not only remark- 
able in its power of cxpression, but valuable as a histor- 
ical document, and the pride of thc members of the 
Fcdcration.

T h e  fina l ítem  w as the Blue Express, and  añer she 
had  bccn d riven  v ic toriously  over the frontier, one left 

the k in o  in  a State o f m in d  in  w h ic h  adm ira tion  fbr 
the technique and  considcration  o f thc idea were fight- 
in g  for footage.

The Blue Express (somctimes known as China 
Express) is one of thc finest examplcs of Russian 
technique that the writer has had the opportunity 
of seeing, and it is hoped that by thc time ihis article 
is printed, Americans will have had the opportunity 
of seeing it. It is wonderfiil. The quick cutting to 
significant detail is used with more skill than cvcr 
before and the musical accompanimcnt by Edmund 
Meisel with mixed sound êfiécts produces an almost 
perfcct harmony of sound and sight. It is thc first Rus­
sian syncronized film and gives great insight into the 
almost unconsidercd problems of visio-aura! coordina- 
tion. The programme aptly describes the film when

it says. . .  “The social importante of the Blue Express 
is equalled hy its superb artistic qualities. The tcch- 
nical resourccs of the direaor, his inspired symbolism, 
his proíbund sense of satire, his rhythmical cutting, his 
dialéctica] treatment of thc social class-confiicts in 
China today, have contributed to making the Blue 
Express the most important work from Russian stu- 
dios during 19 3 0 .” And one may add that Ilya Trau- 
berg, the director, takes his place with Eisenstein, 
Pudovkin, Dovzhenko, and Room.

Thcre was an interesting repertory season at Strat- 
ford, an east London district, where the local censor 
has takcn a sane attitude towards The General Une, 
Turl ŝtb, Earth, The Ghost that Never Returns, Stomt 
Over Asia, Men of the Woods, Giant Harvest, and a 
series of interesting shorts, both new and oíd. 
Earth is thc most rccent Russian film to be shown here, 
but it is not possible to fbrm any feir opinión, as the 
censor had been peculiarly ham-fisted with his ignor­
an! shears. But the original treatment of an entircly 
new subject, or rather an oíd subject ffom a new ap- 
proach, makes Dovzhenko as important in the Rus­
sian cinema as liya Trauberg.

VICTOR P. SM IRNOV

THE DEVELOPMENTOF SOUND
In thc Soviet Motíon Picture Industry

The dcvclopment of sound in che Soviet cinema took 
place in the latter months of 19 3 0  and during 1 9 3 1 . 
Although Soviet cinematography was able to profit 
by the machine achievements of the United States (al- 
ready a veteran in the sound film field), and by the 
achievements of the younger Germán sound film in­
dustry, ncvertheless, it had to go through its own per- 
iod of infáney and suñer all the üls of that period.

The first steps of the Soviet sound cinematography 
were timid. But the earlicr experiments in sound in 
the United States and Germany helped the Soviet cine­
ma in shortening this period of infaney, and grcatly 
accelcratcd its progress.

In 1 9 3 1  the sound film industry began to train peo- 
pie for the new médium; began to test and select the 
best Soviet recording systems, and to discover writers 
whose manuscripts were suitable for sound films.

There are thrce systems of recording in use in the 
Soviet Union now: the Shorin, the Tager, and the 
System devised by the engineers Othotnikov and Mar- 
shakovitch. Professor Chernyshev did valuable work 
with neón lamps, which should also be mentioned.

The fact that some of the bese composers of our 
times—Deshevov, Shostakovitch, and Glier among 
them—have written for the new sound films, is espe- 
cially notcworthy. The first two mentioned are incer- 
nationally known.

Analysis of thc producción of 19 3 1  shows that Soviet 
cinematography is íási acquiring cxperience and mcch- 
anical technique equal to that of the advanced naüons. 
The appcarance on the sound screens of Western 
Europe of such films as Road To Life with Shostako­

vitch, proves corrcct the Soviet policy of assimilating 
forcign experience and developing a Soviet industry 
of producing sound recording and sound reproducing 
cquipment. The recording in thesc pictures is little, 
if at all, inferior in quality to European productions.

Among the important sound picuares to be relcased 
in 1 9 3 1 , is the film Peor, directed by Room. Its scen- 
ario was written by che talented young playwright, 
A. N. Afenogenov.

In 19 3 1  the number of Soviet sound films, includ- 
ing the synchronized ones, was modest enough; thirty- 
two were made, of which twclvc were features, thc 
other twenty being educacional. In 19 3 2 , Soyuzkmo’s 
schcdule calis for a great increase. One hundred sound 
films will be produced; twenty-five of them features 
and the remaining of an educational nature. In 19 3 1 

there were only 5 0  sound screens; in 19 3 2  the number 
of sound screens will reach three thousand,

In spite of thc ñct that the oíd motíon picture stu- 
dios of the Soviet Union are not well adapted to che 
producción of sound films, this year will, no doubt, 
be utilized in filling the gap in sound film technique 
—the gap that resulted from the late entrance of Soviet 
cinematography into the sound field. 19 3 2  will see che 
Soviet cinema brought back to its high standard of 
artistic quality, which was somewhat lowered during 
the lase years, due to the reconstrucción of thc industry. 
This is assured by the enthusiastic response of the Union 
of Proletarian Writers and Composers to Soyuzkino’s 
appea! to particípate in the creación of a new and power- 
ful branch of an that will be accessible to millions of 
peoplc.
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PARIS LETTER

G. L. G EORGE
Translatcd by H. J. Salemson

Reasons for Supprassins a Film
G. W. Pabst, cieator oí one of the tniest of war- 

films, Four from the ¡nfimtry, (Comrades of igi8), 
made a picture after chat oíd English play of the i8th 
ccntury: Beggars' Opera. And all the critics agreed in 
lauding its scrcngth, its sincerity, and its tone, which 
was almost unheard oí in the bourgeois cinema, a 
tone of revolt against poverty, of hope fbr a life with- 
out shackles.

This film is at present being shown in its cntirety 
in Germany and in Engtand, and with no small suc- 
cess. But it will not be seen in France. For the first 
time, the truc reasons for suppressing this picture heie 
Lave just Leen revealed and, as usual in such cases, 
the repulsive stench of pólice and Business “plots” ac- 
companies their annouiKement. The letter, wrítten by 
the director of the prefectorial board of censorship to 
the company which was to release the picture in France, 
is definite and significan!. The foUowing deletions were 
dcmandcd in this letter;

The delegate of the Prefécture of Pólice considercd 
“indecent” the showing of a prostitulc accosting a man 
on the Street. No doubt, he wishes to sce this only on 
the sidewalks of Paris.

Furthermore, he forbade the showing oí a sccne in 
which bribery is dearly established when the jailcr 
tells Mackie Knife, leader of the bandits, that he has 
manaclcs at evcry price and, finally, releases his wrists 
in exchange for 5 0  pounds. This episodc is considered 
topical bccause, recendy, in a provincial prison, an 
inmate was freed through the coiruption of scvcral 
guards.

The delégate of the Ministry of the Interior consi­
dered the speech made by the beggars’ chief, subversive 
and unwarranted. Under no conditions can talking 
pictures mention the hard heans and sensitíve nerves 
of the rich who are rcsponsiblc for the miscry of the 
peor (fíV).

The Foreign Afláirs delegate formally opposed show­
ing a dose-up of the Queen of England, livid with 
fear and hiding her face behind a bouquet of flowers 
as she beholds the beggars. The scenes of the beggars 
being brutally disbanded by the pólice did not have to 
be deleted. Naturally, in a bourgeois film, mass demon- 
strations can be shown only if participants are massacred 
and beaten by the “deiénders of law and order.” That 
is the safest policy.

The line would also have to be cut in which Mackic 
Knife States that an ex-police oficial wíil always make 
a good bank director, because there have becn so many 
prcfccture employccs and even retired Prefeas of 
Pólice who have becomc bank administrators.

In agreement with the firm’s executives, Pabst re- 
fiised to make these cuts which would have takcn all 
meaning away from his film, and he invited the entire 
Fiench Parliamenc to a prívate showing of Beggars’
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opera. A goodly portion carne. No one found any objec- 
tions, but the ban was not raised.

A lew days later, the distributing firm, Warner’s 
French branch, was notified that the board of censocs 
would give its visa to none of its films. M. Ginistry, 
dramatist and president of the board of censors, de- 
clared: “The Ministry of Foreign Af&írs has requested 
that wc systematically deny this firm our visa, by way 
of rctaliation agaiast one of its films, at present being 
shown on the screens of America, Fifty MiUion Freneh- 
men, a film definitely aimed against the good ñame of 
France.”

This chastisement was revokcd after a short time, 
but Beggars' Opera still was not permitted.

This is the situation in France. Therein lies a con- 
féssion of feilurc. When, after sixty ycars of “demo- 
cracy,” the leaders of a country are reduced to emas- 
culating a film, for fear that the masses might find in 
it some encouragement toward a supreme revolt, one 
can concludc that they are condemning their own crea- 
tion and admitting that they are unablc to retain gov- 
ernmental power in any manner other than pólice 
dictatorship.

Soviet Films in France
The treatment given Pabst’s picture can give only 

a wcak idea of the systematic manner in which Soviet 
films are boycotted in France. Still, through the rela- 
tions of the French director, Abel Gance, at the Quai 
d’Orsay, it is possible that some of them may be auAor- 
ized for public showing. In this way, Along the Quiet 
Don, made by Olga Prcobrajenskaya, director of The 
Wornen of Riazan, has been shown at Studio 28, a small 
avant-garde housc. But this is obviously not what might 
have becn hoped for. Needless to say, the admirable 
Russian films are not meant for a fow snobs and esthetes, 
but for wide, general audiences which might profiubly 
come to know their lessons of beauty and culture. In 
that, too, France is considerably tiehind the other 
nations.

Elsewhere, despite an imperialism and a hatred of 
the Soviets in no wise inferior to those of the French 
bourgeoisie, such mastcrpieces as fotemkin, Soil, 
October, and others, the truc classics of the screen, 
have becn recognized and authorized for general re­
léase. In France, they are not even submitted to a board 
of censors whose answer is so certain beforehand. 
How can wc forget that, after the “subversive” passages 
of Pudovkin’s greal film, Mother, were deleted, the 
film was only one-half of its original Icngth?

According to late announcements. Oíd and Neiv, 
heretofore suppressed, will be run at Studio 28 , too. 
But here is another beautiful example of the hypocrisy 
of the stalwart guardians of our virtue; the film will 
not be shown under its real title, which has baorne 
t ^  well-known. Instcad, it will be authorized only if 
tided The Struggle for the Land.
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Hollywood’s degeneration. Fundamentally, in thc decp- 
est dialectical sense, the Basic causes of thc stupidity, 
ignorance and tyranny o£ the American film-industry 
are indissolubly connectcd with thc Marxian causal 
factors.

The whole tnountain of celluloidal rubbish heaped 
up undcr the electric sign, “HOLLYWOOD,” is a 
dialéctica! product, a crazy but inevitable monament, 
oí the decayed culture oí the American bourgeois class. 
No wondcr, then, that in the final stagc of capitalist 
society, when worid capitalism has already begun its 
mad plunge downward, Hollywood’s movics are eager- 
ly sought by “tired busincss-men” to release them a 
moment írom their sorrowl

The existence of an institution through a period of 
time need not signify progress; it may indícate retro- 
gression. On one hand, thc Soviet cinema in seven 
years has advanced to a condition of artistic conquest 
that no one had ever dreamed of, not even the vener­
able oíd Elie Faure in his Art of Cine^astics, ñor such 
superficial, muddle-headed arc-critics as Gilbert Seldes, 
whom we now perceive to have been captivated by the 
decadent avant garde cinema of Francc. On the other 
hand, there is the “film” developed by Hollywood. 
Degenerative impulses from the beginning; misunder- 
standing of thc Basic principies of film-iorm; relent- 
less abuse and persecution of the small minority oí 
uscfiil and Creative men involved (Seastrom, Flaherty, 
Stroheim, Dupont, Murnau); extensión of &lsc tech- 
nique; growth and delibérate encouragement oí tech- 
nical Creative methods (cutting, photography, direc- 
tion and scenario-writing) that are essenüalty non- 
filmic and that have been obviously inspired by purely 
commercial exigencies during thc industry’s períodic 
pañíes.

The Hollywood tcchnique of today is a mirage 
gready admired by certain bourgeois film-produccrs 
and even by somc oí the “advanced” theorists oí 
Europc, particularly of France. The French group, 
for cxamplc, frcely admit thc accidental, crazy tech- 
nique of the American film, but they find in the pro­
duct itself a certain mechanized good-natured élan that 
is missing in their own lives. It is therefbre possible 
for them cither to ignore the tcchnique or to find in 
“accideni” a source of virtuc—never mind at the 
expense of how many thousands of Hollywood’s wage- 
slaves who periodically pay the highesc price for these 
directoría! “accidents”!—and so they have propagated 
throughout Europe a hybrid-American conception of 
thc cinema that is really quite attractive to many bour­
geois esthetcs. Happily, the mirage is even at this very 
moment beginning to grow dim on the horizon, and 
betwecn the growing prolecarian thunder at home and 
the dcath-ratde noisc of the American talkic across thc 
sea, the bourgeois esthetcs of Western Europc who for 
some years have sung hymnals of praise to thc corrupt- 
ive capitalist film fiom Hollywood, are finding that 
their chorus is already a trifle out of date.

In chis paper I wish to trace and analyze the degen- 
cration of American film-techniquc. In some ways it 
is wrong to speak of “degeneration,” but if we take 
Grifiith and certain isolated achievements after GriP 
fith (for example: Grecd, Moana, The Wind) as thc
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high marks of attainment on this side of thc Adantic, 
we shall be able to judge cverything clsc accordingly. 
Of ocurse, thc moment we say “Griffith,” we evoke 
instantancously the more fundamental montage-systcm 
of thc Soviet directors, who developed Griffith’s ele- 
menury discoveries to their logical conclusión. But in 
this instance, for purposes of historical review and in 
order to obtain a proper perspective on the present 
film situation in America, we shall use oniy the more 
general and elementary principies of Soviet film-idco- 
logy as a means of comparison and definition.

FILM TECHNIQUE IN HOLLYWOOD
Today ñlse methods of film technique obtain to a fer 

greater degree in Hollywood, and are more despcrately 
adhered to by thc directors and “master” technicians of 
the American film-industry, than at any previous period. 
The essentíal reason fbr this is: overcapitalieaüon of the 
industry and the tyranmcai use of power by the control- 
ling interests have driven experimentación out of the 
studios or underground, and even the best directors, irre- 
spective of what ingenuity they may possess, musí con- 
form to outworn and illogical conventions.

The photography of the Hollywood product is in 
itself a summary expression of a fálse, romantic, bour­
geois oudook on Ufe and the American scene. But it 
is in cutting, in the editing-process, that we find the 
greatest source of Hollywood’s corruption of film- 
technique. In this sphere, experimentation of even the 
most elementary naturc—by experimentation we 
Creative activity, thc seeking of ncw expressive forras, 
the actíon of the artistic intellea—is denied to the 
makers of films. In its place stand certain myths, certain 
fálsehoods, of film-construction.

Even if it wcre not for the low, moronic substance 
of Hollywood pictures, the prcdominance of these 
falsehoods, the conviction of thc majority of the direc­
tors that these false methods are the correct methods 
of filmic contructíon, would alone absolutcly forbid 
any intention of assigning a place to the Hollywood 
product among genuine film accompíishments.

Hete, for example, is an incomplete “catechism” 
of thc lies and illusions in which the Hollywood pro- 
ducers place their faith:

1. I f  a director hai been "traioed" in the íutting-depart- 
meat, be i» i fs o - f iu t o  a “wi«e” director acd a “maiter” 
of montage. (Thia half-truth emanate» from the well- 
known case of Mileatosc. I  shall diacucs the consectíoa 
of Milestoae with American cutting-methodj later.)

2. When no other meam of traniition hetween the chota 
suggesu itself, use a ‘lap dieaolve.”

3. The “lap diuolve” ¡a uaefiil at all times as a meaos of 
sm o e lA  v is u a l flo te . (In  tbil error alone may be found 
the hey to the technical degeneration of the American 
film.)

4. The function of film-photography is to picase the 
eye. This fimetion is valid regardless of the dramatic 
and monUge requiremeats of the subject for harih or 
otherwise “uapleasant” («ubjectively speaking) photog­
raphy. (From this we can see that the cameramen, whose 
art-traditlon stemi from sentimental and romantic still- 
photcgraphy, have more than a hig ihare in the corrup­
tion of cinemalography. Their bastard influence has spread 
throughout the worid, ¡nfteting even the best of the 
European cinema.)

5. la  the louad-film, the basis of each scene ¡a the talk 
itself—the dialogue.

/.
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6 . When i( ii defirable to “quicken” the audtence’i  st- 
tencíoia, u»e “faíl cuta.” (This doctrine it one of the most 
pernicious féaiurei of American film-technique at the pre- 
aent raomenl. It automatically destroyi (he whole concep- 
tion of filmic unlty and collectíve moncage. (See Strtti 
S e t iU , A m e r ic a n  T r s g id y , F r o n I  P a g e , etc.)

7 . Uíe “interesting,” “clever” and “atartUng” angle» 
whenever poasible to ilimuUte the audience and (o cali 
attention to the virtuosíty of the cameramao,

8 . H e  d eta íl-c lo teu p , the objectificaCion-cloaeup and 
other cloaeupa uaed for purpoeeo o í intentifying the mon* 
tage-itrticture, etcept only when the facet of playera are 
■hown in cloaeup, have the function of, and are deaignated 
as, '‘ snserts.*’  They are not considered an íntrinsic, vital 
unit of the montage'Structure.

9. The haefcground, eepecially if it ia an outdoor teenie 
of the pieture post-card variery, must alwaya be photo- 
graphed “pleaeingly,” “smoothly,” (evcn if ite purposes 
be “weirdnees,” “siarkness,” “coldness,” etc.). The par­
póse ehoufd he to bring out the fh o to g r a p h ic  co m p o sitlo n . 
Never mind the cinepiaetic image-values! Never mind 
the Dvertonal qualiites, related to the montage-fbrm aa a 
eoilective wholel It ¡a much more important that the 
photographer ihould show off that he knows “compoii- 
tiont’’ he wiU be sute to get a }ob on the neat production. 
in that case.

10. S x e e s s  faolage-. this ie (he term used by the American 
producers to denote al! the vital material that makes it 
poesible to build up the atmctiire of the continuity to 
points of high tensión. By “excess footage” they mean 
any shot, or series of shots, whose connection witb the 
material as a whole is not superhcially obvious or literal, 
and whose function ¡n the pieture is purely filmic or suh- 
jective, instead of in the direct coarte of the action-narra- 
tive. Thus, they destroy the montage of their films by 
eliminating, or by not shooting at all, images that seem 
(o be in c id en ca l to the upbuilding of atmosphere, inood, 
tone, etc., but that are actually of the grcatest psychologs- 
cal ¡mportance. Atl thie vital, significant image-stuff they 
cali “ cx te s s  fo o ta g e .”  Eaamples later.

11. Closely connected with the above idiocy of American 
Slm-production is the ignorante concerning the use of 
“still” shots (pauses) or shots of arrested motion: e.g., 
objects, slill-compositions, motionless images used for 
purely symholical or cine-structural purposes. They do not 
know the valué of (he still shot, bul consider it to be 
either “eacesa footage” or a “drag” on the tempo of the 
film. They imagine that any shot in whích tbere is no 
motíon it automatically “dead material.” With this ñtse 
idea firmly implanted in their “minds,” the American 
producers prove coaclutively that they know nothing what. 
ever about the construction of tempo and rhythm in films.

As aJieady staced, the foregoing fallacies and 
cornipt notíons of film-technique (that is, what Holly­
wood calis ‘'film-technique”), give only a partial, and 
by no means satisfáccory, idea of the tnass of stupidi- 
ties in ihc ñame of which the American producers 
"construct” (read; desiroy, murder) their films. But 
the above líst, at any rate, indicares the calibre of the 
Hollywood film-mentality, and he who masters rhesr 
obvious half-truths and contradictions is considered 
to have a “background” in "piecures” and is said in 
Hollywood to possess a “piclure-mind.”

To understand more fúUy the inimical character of 
these fraudulent concepts on which every film-produc- 
üon in Hollywood is based, and to realize how their 
traditionaUzing has cheated the masses of movie-goers 
out of a rich esthetic expcrience, and incidemally ef- 
fected a Wholesale corruption of cinema in the West­
ern World, it is nccessary, first, to examine briefly the 
essential points of the most important iheory of film- 
construction in the history of the an and, second, to 
analyze the salient construction-mechods of Holly­
wood in the light of this ihcory.

MONTAGE
Nearly cveryone today, cven among the lay public, 

knows that after a film has been shot, it is assembled 
in the cutting-room where the individual shots or 
"takes"—closeups, íong shots, médium shots, etc.— 
are pasted together in ihc order oí their continuity 
or scquence thus forming one continuous strip of ccllu- 
loid. This “continuity” (in reality, a succession of still* 
photographs), is formed, or butlt up, on the basis of 
the logical order of the time and space of its sepárate 
pieces.

This tíme and space, however, is filmic time and 
space, not real, or actual, time and space. The film, 
as we say, has its own reality. And the film has this 
autonomous filmic reality to the extent it departs Irom 
the norm of actual reality. As an example, consider the 
powcr of the film to concéntrate its spatiálly separated 
scenes and also to eliminóte cransitional or intermed- 
iary steps in the projection of filmic-time.

In Griffith’s Intolerance, to take an excecdingly im- 
pressive insiancc, four stories, each supposcdly oceur- 
ring in a different section of ihe world (Babylon ,old 
Jemsalem, the France of the Huguenots and a mod- 
ern American city), are fiashed on the screen in a con­
tinuity of parallel and simultaneous action.*

Another instance of the projection of filmic-time: 
che film may show a man entering a housc, and in the 
very next shot, it may show the man leaving che 
house several hours or several years later, establishing 
the passage of time by inlerence, antecedent or sub- 
sequent, or by any device which has been calculated 
to be the logical one at this point of che film-structure. 
If the director’s judgmcnt fails to supply him with 
the logical image, he may resort to the standard exped- 
ient of unimaginative directors: a subtide.

An important illustratíon oí a method by which 
time can be “mounted,” may be seen in the Ukrainian 
film, Ttvo Days, made by a young Russian director, 
Stabavoj.

A bourgeois family is shown fleeing from a man­
sión.

Through the other end of town, the Red troops are 
advancing en masse.

After a violcnt succession of scenes of the fleeing 
&mily and the conquering army, Stabavoj causes the 
tempo of the film to lessen.

The acdon relaxes in its füry; movement diminishes 
in the individual shots; and, finally, a close-up is flash- 
ed showing the ornamented iron gate at the entrance 
to the fámily’s horae .

A hand places a Red flag on top of the gate.
The hand withdraws.
But the camera continúes to focus on the sate and 

the Red flag.

' Technically considered, this citalion from In to le r a n c e  is equilly 
valid aa an ülusiratioo of the ¡jower of time-concentration and 
üme-raontage, hut I  have quoted it here with referente to the 
treatinent of ¡p a ce . However, it ii more celebrated for the mont- 
age of time. Even the bread massee of people who have aeen 
this tremendous film, without kjiowing a thing about film-tech­
nique, have marvelled at the violent paralleliams of the modera 
locomoiive racing acroas the landscape and the masaed charíoti 
of Cyrus sweeping over the deaert toward Babylon. The equal 
of this has not been achieved in the suheequent fifieen years cf 
American cinema.
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We are led to cxpect a change of shot, but, insteadj 
we continué to gaze at this relatively motionless closc- 
up of the Red flag.

Fuliy fiftcen to iwenty seconds (a long time in screen 
action) pass bcfore anything happens. And then, im- 
pcrccptably at first, the Red flag dissolves slowly— 
almost sadly, it sccms!—into the white flag of the 
counter-rcvolutionary armics!

In a single careiiilly developed dissolve, without a 
change of camera-placement and with no organic spat- 
tial motion, a lapse of time and a drastic reversal of 
situation are conveyed to the spectator.

These incidents have beca cited as exampels of coa- 
linuity, of che possibilities and variations of concinuity- 
treatment, but, as a matter of &ct, they cannot ^  
thought of, from a technical and csthetic point of view, 
in terms so simple and superficial. To define the meth- 
ods of continuity utilized to weld the film into an 
artistic, structural whole, the Russians have laken from 
the French a word that in che lase two years has creat- 
ed immeose excitement and considerable anguish in 
the Western worid, especially in Hollywood. I refer, 
of coursc, to the word “montage.” As unfamiliar as 
this term is to many people in America in connection 
with the Creative problems of che motion picture, it is 
a relatively simple matcer to cxplain its meaning.

To mount a film meaos, broadly speaking, to organ- 
ize it in a lógica! order of continuity. But it means 
more than this. The montage of a film implies certain 
definite ideas of cucting with respect to the internal 
relationship of its parts. For example: the proportion- 
ing of scquences on the basis of ( i )  the number of 
shots required to build up cach sequence and (2 )  the 
length of cach particular shot in relación to the Icngth 
of every other shot. These two considerations lead 
direedy to the cstablishment of tempo, rhythm and 
general Unes or tendencies of movement.

The reward Fot the corred building-up, or montage, 
of tempo in a scene of great emotional power, or for 
the montage of a strong, irresistible rhythm in a se­
quence of mass-accion and many conflicting currents 
of movement (as, for exampie, the massacre sequence 
in pQtemXiTi) is the evocación of intense emotional 
response from the audience.

It would leave too serious a gap to omit one consider­
ación of the montage-process that is more advanced 
and that is, perhaps, of cven deeper significance.

Spccifically: the montage of images which have no 
external, or subjective connection, but whose objecüve 
(meaning) connection is decisive. In such connretions 
of images, rcgardless of the unifying process by Eisen- 
stcin’s “conflict basis” of images, or by Kuleshov's 
early “brick-upon-brick” connection process, the cle- 
ments of time and space do noc enter into considera- 
tion. The foUowing simple example from the opening

STbii i> one o f  Oie leaX importast of tbe Soviet fiinu, but one 
which nicelp luici our purpoie oí analyiinj an elementary ecam- 
pie. We need not ;o  to Eieeaatein or to Dovabenfeo at thii stage of 
aoalyeis, aince the conatruction of “non-match** jtnagea ía their 
filmi ¡I  undertakcn oo an entirelr difiérenC theoretical baiia—  
that of purcly overtonal and iatelleclual-iymbolícal ima;ery along 
tino of “condíct” and “ayntheiis'’ reipectívely. Raiimaon ii 
one of the youngstert among Soviet producer», and we could 
even choote eaamplea from  Kuleibov, the pioneer of Russian 
directora, wbom Eiaenttein hai termed “thcoiecically quite anti- 
quated.” We do not need to travel to the fartheal terminal of 
the lefi dnema-Iinc in order to provide ezamplea that, bj> con- 
traat, abow bow backward Hollywood really ie.
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sequence of the Soviet film In Oíd Siberia {Zuchlhaus 
Nach Sibirien) directed by Raismann, is important:  ̂
Main Tifie:

1. Siberian sky,
2 . Pardal dissolve into aurora design on insignia 

of Grcek Catholic Church. Tiis design grad- 
ually overspreads the entire sl{y and the slfy 
finally dissolves out.

3 . Dissolve into composition-shot of a group of 
church buildings.

4 . Dissolve into huge tower of Grcek Catholic 
Church.

5 . Dissolve into huge Christ figure.
6 . Dissolve from Christ figure into group of 

prison buildings.
7 . Dissolve into a dificrent group of prison 

buildings.
8 . DIRECT CUT to long-shot of a gloomy 

prison and a snow-waste in Siberia.
9. Perspective shot of a Une oí prisoners march- 

ing across the frozen waste, silhouetted against 
bleak Siberian sky.

Thcrc are very important conclusions to be drawn 
from the above continuity. For one thing, note that 
the lap dissolve is not used herc as a slip-shod connea- 
ive o£ shots, having no filmically logical rcason for its 
existence. But it is employed as a means of suggcsting 
to the spectator the objective connection bctween the 
various elements (prisons, churches, fácades, religious 
symbols.) The dissolve of one into another is an im- 
plied association which would be either lost or very 
unclear if direct cuts were used,

But, ai the end of this group of shots ( 1-7 ) , oceurs 
a direct cut after a whoIc series of dissolves into the 
culminatíon-shot (the prison 0 0  the snow-plain) to 
which ail preceding seven shots are related as a collect- 
ive unit. And the prison itself is the main settiag of 
the story.

This use of che dissolve is a radically diíFcrent thing 
from the nonsensical use or raihcr, misuse, of dissolves 
in pictures of Hollywood, where we sec one room 
“melting” into another, or a man walking from one 
room to the next in a “lap dissolve” for which there 
is no logical filmic reason cxcept that the director and 
the cutter did not know how to build the continuity.’

Another important observation to be made from Rais- 
mann’s continuity is the mínimum timc-element and 
spacc-element involved in the transition from one image 
to the next. These elements are present, but oijy in the 
broadest sense. We know that it is Siberia, that it is 
in the time of the Czar, that there is a significant con- 
nection bctween Greek Catholic Church and Czarist

* The rooit conspicuous misuse of the lap dissolve oceura ía- 
cesiantly in the picturea of one of the worst American directora: 
Joaef ‘S>on” Sternberg. It would make too long a digreaaion to 
relate all that this man doea not know about film-construction and 
direction, but bis recourte to endiosa seríes of dissolves gives us 
a cue to the basis of hia perverse idea oí the cinema. In one of 
hit recent pictures, D is A o n c r e d , he used so many dissolves that 
the film became optically tiresome, estireiy apart from the poor 
direction, etc. One shot melied into another, and thii process 
waa kept up relectlessiy, without stop, until the picture was a 
confusión of mizing, dissolving, inter-mclting tccnes and It was 
sometimes diScutt to determine wbich was which. This, of course, 
was an eztreme misuse of a falae metbod which even che better- 
infocmed directora use in all their films.
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prison. The atmosphere of gioom, oppression, tyranny, 
dominance of ihe church, etc., is very strongly con- 
vcyed. And as concerns the symbolical valué of the 
images (the church insignia, the Christ figure, etc.) 
aftcr seeing this picture, I made the foUowing note, 
which I have incorporated in my essay. Principies of 
the New Worid-Cinema:

“To opérate as a symbol in an explicit symbol-rela- 
tionship, an image need not be temporally (film<hro- 
nologically) or spatially (film-geographically) con- 
nected with other images that precede or fbllow i t . . . .  
This sumnalion montage, which opens the film, con- 
sists of elements (prisons, churches, ñcades, religious 
symbols, etc.) which have no geographical connection 
with each other or with the action projected, but which 
are coordinated as essential clemenu in the explicit 
symbol-relationship íbrmulating the association of 
church and prison {oppression in oíd Siberia).”

And I addcd that, with almost the solitary excep- 
tion of Griffiith (in his earlier days), this is a phase 
of the montage of symbols entirely unknown to Ameri­
can picture-makers.

From these few simple examplcs we can rcalizc: ( i )  
the significance of montage as the one unifying &ctor 
in filmization and ( 2 )  the importance of montage- 
ideology as a method of dialectlcal analysis oí film- 
construction. (Cine-analysis.)

It is, perhaps, unnecessary to mention that the exam- 
ples we have oíFcred hardly begin to give an idea of the 
vast and rich attainments oí the Soviet cinema to date 
in the crcation o£ new, significant montage-forms. 
According to Pudov\in,

montage is “the logic,” "the structural priiudple 
of film-language”—Film Grammar.
According to Eisenstein,

montage is the mathematics of film-construc- 
lion, the dialccdcal principies governing the dynamics 
of fiim-form— F̂ilm Dialectic.

And both Eisenstein and Pudovkin have emphas- 
ized, again and again, that montage docs not mean, 
and is not of necessity intrinsically identified with, 
quick, shortly-cut flashes of scenes pieced together in 
rapid successioo. In their films as well as in theoretí- 
cal evaluations, they have shown it to be the forming 
principie that conditions and governs the final unity of 
the film, investing the whole structurc of the picture 
with the logic of image-associations that the raultiplicity 
of montage-devices makes possible.

Obviously, when viewed in this light, the film as- 
sumes the seriousness and complexity of formal meth­
od associated with any other major form of expression, 
and it becomes, even more than music, something to 
be scientifically studied.

Systematic study of the cinema is a procedure en- 
tircly unknown to the chaos-minded movie directors 
and cameramen of Hollywood. But in the U.S.S.R., 
a film-university (the Moscow Kino Technikum) has 
been cscablished for the purposc of thorough study 
and research of the motion-picture.

A point even more imporant in chis connection, how- 
ever, is the relation between montage and cutting. 
Several of the most ptominent Soviet directors have 
valiandy endeavored, in their technical writings on 
the subject, to make make it clear to the Western 
W orld  that montage does not mean cutting, although

manifesdy it cannot be achieved wUhout resort to the 
physical operation of cutting.

Up to a few years ago, the American directors used 
to pride themselves on their ability to edit (mount) 
their films in a way that compclled the attention of 
the audience. We may expose this fellacy in passlng. 
Generally, the stupidity of American directors, a stu- 
pídity beyond description, was covered up by the clever 
Work of an obscure cuteer who had a better sense of 
the filmic structure than the director and who was, 
therefore, permitted to earn $25.0 0  a wcek for his 
knowledge as against hundreds of dollars or more per 
week that the director got for his ignorance.

Moreover, the cxcessivcly limited knowledge of the 
cutters themselves—remarkable beside that of the di­
rectors, but pathetic beside that oí the Soviet techni- 
cians—never really entided che American movic-aowd 
to toot their horns so loudly about their edidng abili- 
ties. They undetstood editing, i.e., a certain ingenious 
assembling of the shots to make the picture “flow 
smoothly.” And they knew it better than the Germans 
or the Swedes, and better than the French commercial 
directors. Montage, howevcr, the revoluüonary creadve 
extensión of the editing-process, they have never known 
as a group and known but superficially in single cases.

It was charactcrisdcally brazen of the shyster-direc- 
tors of Hollywood to pretend that they had attained 
the “highesc mastery” of the cinema of any group on 
earth, but this sophism has been sufficiendy puoc- 
tured by superior Soviet accompiishments. What has 
not been sufficieody emphasizcd is the h a  that what- 
cver artistic accompiishments the American film can 
show during at least the first ten years of its existence, 
especially by way of montage, are either the achieve- 
ments, or the imitadon of the achievements, of one 
man. And we have already seen that Grifiith, even 
though he towered hx above anyone else in the cpoch 
dominated by his ñame, failed basically. But GrifBth 
at his best distinedy knew how to “cut”—indeed, how 
to mount—along at least metrical Unes, and somedmes 
in a startling way prophede of Eisenstein’s overtones.
{Brocen Blossoms.)

Even in his cwo-rceler, The Massacre, produced in 
1 9 1 0 , five years before The Birtk of a Nation, Griffith 
created a rotadon of sharply conflicting long shots and 
closeups, in the climax, which could not be quesdoned 
from the standpoint of simple metrics (length of the 
images, progressive acceleration of tempo, etc.) This 
was “cutting' 'with a vengeance! In fact, it was mont­
age, and every American director and cutter means 
precisely this when he talks—so superficially, so stupid- 
ly—about knowing how to "cut” a film. But the 
American ctowd since Grilfith, with the same acci­
dental excepuons as heretofore noted (mosdy drifdng 
in from other countries where Griffiith’s pictures wcre 
studied), knows nothing beyond this elementary A-B- 
C metrical conception of film-montage. And che ignor­
ance today is greater than ever, for the talking film 
has caught the Hollywood crowd intellcctually unpre- 
pared to meet its far more complex—and more pro- 
blematic—demands, so that even those wise, wise "ex- 
perienced” directors, the long-term job-holders from the 
silent era, give ever-increasing evidence of their inabil- 
ity to handle the themes they are confronted with.
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To complete this picture of Hollywood’s senile de­
cay, we have only to look at one classical example from 
thc continuity of a Soviet film to perceive how, even 
in thc field of dementary metrical cutting, the Holly­
wood movic directors have failed to master, in any 
sense of the word, the médium which they have so 
viciously degradcd. This section of a sequcnce in Dovz- 
hcnko’s Arsenal will enable us to decide conclusively 
whether in Hollywood they have a right even to mcn- 
tion the woid "montage”:

749 Interior of an empty room- The Bolihevik aod the 
Meashevik face each ocher al tome díttaoce.

7S0-761 A eeriea of constantly eolarging cloaeupa of the two 
oppoDenCi.

762 The Menihevik pointi hia revolver.
763 Street Sghting outside.
764 The Menahevik poiata . .  . aimi.
765 The itreet. Bolahevik» jaining.
786 The liltle Bolihevik walks over to the wall. He itandi 

with hia face to it. Walt». Suddenly he (urna. . .
767 BoUhevIk troop» ratíag over the anow. At fijrioui apeed. 

City-ward.
768 The liltle Bolahevik advancei to the eenter of the room, 

aquarely hcing hii opponent.
769 Red troopa roundinj a hend lo the load. Toward the city.
770 The Menahevik takea aím.
771 Bolihevik aoldieri on the rúa.
772 Red troopa galning.
771 Tolality ehot of city ilreet (from high angle above). 

Terrible confriaioo. Red troopa preaaing ahead.
774 Totality ihot interior room. (Taken from above). The 

Bolihevik and the Menahevik face to face. The Menahe­
vik tremblea aa he pointa hia gun at the Bolahevik.

775 Closeup of Menahcvik'a band (three-quarter range). Bol­
ahevik entera picture-frame from oppoaite alde of cadre.

776 Cloaeup Menahevik.
777 Cloaeup Bolahevik.

(The Bolahevik) “Canh you do it looking in my eyeaí”
778 Cloaeup Bolahevik. (Cut-back 777).
779 Cloaeup Menahevik, frightened,
780 Cloaeup Bolahevik, Berce.

T U U :  (The Bolahevik) “I  can.”
781 Cloaeup revolver in Menthevik’a hand. The Bolahevik 

auddenly aeiaea the revolver by thc mvzele.
782 Qoieup Menahevik. Hia right forefinger ia atill crooked 

aa if it were atill preaaing the platol-trigger. It makea a 
re£ex-nioveaneat, pulling an ímaginary trigger in apace. 
It repeata the motion a féw time* while the Menahevik 
atarea, blankiy.

783 Cloaeup Bolahevik. He raiaea the piatol and lévela it at 
the Menahevik.

*784 Cloaeup Menahevik. He guipa. 27 framea.
••785 a  pile of ezpiaded, amoking ahella. 36 framea.

•786 Totality ahot of room, taken from above. The Menahevik 
liea dead on the floor. The Bolahevik atandi over him 
with amoking platal. No movement. Smoke frdet o 9 . . , .  
113 framea, iocluding a 21-frame fade-out,

Ir another article I characterized this as a “fiery, 
Heraditean continuity,” emphasizing the “intoxicat- 
ing incerplay of conflicting elements (collision of shots, 
collision of angles, collision of tempos, collision of

sizes, collision of movetnent-forms, etc.) culminating 
in the image of shells dready exploded" . . .  “dcvelop- 
ment of actions and lines of movement unified in a 
single synthecic impulse” . . .  actions “converging in 
one impulse toward thc climax-image of the whole
unic (**7 8 5 ) ” -----"a didectical soluáon of tnove-
ment-progressions."

And it ¡s nccdlass to point out ihe clarity of 
Dovzhenko’s imagc-structure, its compclling forcé, its 
simplicity of motion-line.

Nccdless, too, to mention that the Soviet cinema 
offers an astonishingly large number of similar in- 
stances which, even in the most elemental spheres 
of constniction, beat Hollywood at its own game.

As a matter of fací, montage, that is to say, the whole 
point and esscnce of the motion picture—is a stranger 
that can hardly be said to have been won over by Hol­
lywood’s gold.

There remains only one point to complete our 
outline of thc conception of the cinema that prevails 
in the Soviet Union. The Russian directors do not 
“cut” their films. They do not “bréale up’’ their scenes, 
to use the stock-in-trade Hollywood expression.

^ e y  regard the cutting-process rather as an assem- 
bling-process, and the división of the master scenes 
into long shots, doseups, etc., not really as a división, 
but as a geometric building-up and unification of vital 
elements inherent in the sccne, and they emphatically, 
and with irrefiitable logic, maintain that this assem- 
bling-process and this building-up is the logied con- 
tinuation of the directors function after he leaves the 
set where the scene ivas photographed.

Having already begun to create a rcality (film-reali- 
ty) on the set and on the field, they ask why should 
the director now abandon bis half-formed microcosm, 
the film, at this vital point, where the mulcitudinous 
fragments of bis creation require to be organized and 
coordinated in their delicace, complex relationships of 
time and space and psychological associations?..........

So much fbr the general aspeets of the theory and 
conception of cinema which the Russians have evolved.
I have merely sketched it, regretfully forcing myself 
to omit its deeper aspeets, its various radical, lefi-wing 
schools (Vertov, Eisenstein, Kaufman, etc.) and its 
profound and startling contributions to the physiolog- 
ical theory of esthetics and emotion.

In thc next issue of Experimentd Cinema I shall 
present in review the standard methods, traditions 
and ‘ideas” of the American bourgeois cinema and 
see how they measure up to the System of montage- 
logic that has just been discussed.

Hollywood: Sales A gen t of Am erican Imperialism
Continued from pase 20
patriots of 1868 ,—the majority of them were slavc- 
owners,—was to declare their Negrees free. So, in both 
wars of indcpendencc, 1868  to 1878  and 18 9 3  to 189 8 , 
Negroes and whites fought fot libeny, shoulder to 
shoulder, against thc tyranny of Spain, their secular 
encmy.

So we do not have that terrific racial antagonism.
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But things are changing, owing to the Hollywood 
pictures and to thc Cuban youth in America, In Amer­
ican films, Negroes are cowards, superstitious, dumb 
or at least a ridicuíous entity, nothing but serfs. There 
is not a single shot of Negroes like Langston Hughes’ 
workers and students, who after a brilliant graduation 
from some university cannot get anything but a job in
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a Pullman, shining the shoes of the grcac “señores,” 
the bosses, or cleaning spitoons.

This depiction of their race has evidently affccted 
che Negrees’ confidence in themselves, handicapping 
them ¡n the eíFort to domínate their taras. I cxpect and 
hope that the Cuban Negro leaders will advíse their 
brothers everywhere to boycott che American pictures.

The whitc Cuban has always appreciated the Negro 
as a human being, having the same right to happiness 
and consideración as himselí The Cuban Negro has 
a powerful imaginación, a fine sensitiveness, and he 
is a quick and clever thinker. His individual and class 
dcvelopment is astonishing. In the public schoo!, in the 
Provincial Institutes,—there are six of these, onc in 
every Province, and they are equivalent to high schools 
in the U.S^.,—as well as in che National University,* 
the Negro students often get the highest honors and 
are the best exponenes of learning and are deeply 
esteemed and admirad by their white comrades.

What is che attitude of the Cuban crides and intel- 
lectuals toward Hollywood films ?

Peüt bourgeoisie as they are, the Cuban crides and 
intellectuals are deeply interested in idealisde philo- 
sophical schools and other hocus-pocus, mosc of them 
suffering from an irremediable spiritual and mental 
psychosis, being diseased with a rotten social poütco- 
economic concepdon. They praised such pictures as 
The Smiting Ueutenant, Strangers May Kiss, Atina 
Chiistie, etc., and they either let pass Scorrn Oper Asia, 
The New Babylon and The End of St. Petersburg 
without any cotnment or they charged them with the 
accusation of “propaganda,” as if every art in the 
W o r l d  has been anything elsc but a vehicle to carry 
on and extend the idea or the message of its author, 
i.e., propaganda.

Very féw of che Cuban crides and intellectuals have 
seen Poteml în or the oíd American films, like Way 
Dowrt East or Brohen Blossoms, for instance. They 
have been interested in the films only for the past five 
or six years, when Europ«ao literati began to make 
so much noise about the new art, “ChapUn the ge- 
nius,” etc., and I do not bclieve they know anything 
either about cutting or montage, ignoring the íáct that 
these are the backbone, the very nerve, oí cinema art. 
I do not hesitate in affirming that not one of our es- 
thetes, are crides and intellectuals has heard of Eisen- 
stein's theorics of cinematic arts, based on dialectic ma- 
terialism, the philosophy so deeply haced by them all.

They do not realize that the cinema is in its inner 
essence dialectic and revoludonary, ñor are they aware 
of Hollywood’s terrible miscomprehension of the most 
authende valúes of the cinema, as is evident in its 
evcryday use—I better say mis-use—oí montage and 
sound. They have accepted the talkies in the Holly­
wood way, and those pictures, mere copies or photo- 
graphs of theatrical picces—operettas, musical come­

dies, dramas, melodramas—are nothing but manifést- 
ations of demodé artistíc forms and concepts.

I have said before that che American film is íüriously 
individualistic. It is based on unbridled egodsm. But 
what else is the capitalist system if not a hymn of 
glorification of the individual, at Icast concerning 
matters of appropriation and cxploitation? One of the 
principal difTerences between the American and the 
Soviet films is this: the former looks back to the p>ast, 
trying to perpetúate and maintain it; the latter, with 
a profound social significance, looks to the füture.

To sum up: Every film made in che U.SA.,—and 
the U.S.A. is the very essence of capitalism in its final 
stage,—contains an implicit attack on the proletariat 
and on those countries that are rich in prime raw mater- 
ials and in economic possibüities, which the imperialist 
robbers are seeking. I have never seen projected in an 
American film the fundamental inequality between 
bourgeosie and proletariat.

Accordingto Marx, the arts are based on the economic 
structure. Nikolai Bukharin in his impxwrtant work, 
Historical Materialism.ASysíemojSociology.Chzpi. IV, 
p. 1 9 6 , says: “Directly or indirectly, art is ulcimately 
decermined in various ways by the economic structure 
and by the stage of development of the social tech- 
nology.”

So, the cinema muse express the real sencimenes and 
thoughts of this historiesj moment, and, being revo- 
lutionary, it must work íbr the destruction of the pre- 
sent social forms. Then it will be in accord with that 
dialectic and revolutionary essence which I mentioned 
before. This is what happens in the case of the Soviet 
films, but not so with dic Hollywood pictures, which 
are fetters, holding up and impseding the development 
of the new art. There is a sharp contradicción between 
the purj>oses iór which American Capital is using the 
cinema and the cinema’s inner and authentic essence.

Every class in its dominating pteriod has developed 
an art of a particular mood or school of art, reinforc- 
ing its domination through that art. So the proletariat 
will develop che cinema and make it fulñll its máxi­
mum pxtssifailittes.

Controllcd by the bourgeoisie for its own benefit 
and used against the exploited, very soon the cinema 
will turn itself,—for dialeccical reasons,—against the 
bourgeoisie, helping the proletariat in its inevitable 
historical rise to powcr and contributing to put an 
end to what Karl Marx caíled “the closing chapter of 
the prehistoric stage of human society.”

—La Habana, Cuba.

*  All the Provincial Institutes and the National Universitj 
the latter founded in 1728, have been cloted and aup- 
prejsed, from September 30, 1930 to the pteaent, i j  

Machado’a government because the eCudentt bitterlj’ pro- 
teated against the brutal reglme and againat American 
iinpcrialism. Machado, like practically every prcsldent 
of Cuba, Í9 ar agenf of Amcricaii imperialitm.
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HOLLYWOOD B U L LE T I N
THREE YEARS O f SOVIET FILMS 

IN HOLLYWOOD

It i» now tbe end of thc tliird ycar that 
the £Imi of the Soviet Union have keen 
shown ia Hollywood. In little more tkan 
ihree yearv* time, twenty-níne Soviet 
picturea, includinf ooe mtde In Ger- 
many by a Soviet director, have appeared 
on the icreent of the American £lm- 
capital,

The Srst onea to be ahowa were f o t t m -  

k i a  and Taritach'i oíd Slm, C w  ¡v a n  
th e  T e r r ii le . Both theae productions were 
releaaed almoat limultaneoualy in the 
winter of 1929. P o te m k h t , accordiní to 
a report, had beca privateiy ihown to 
membera of the Americaa fim-induatry 
lo 192S, but ila firit ptjblie exhibition in 
Southern California that we have record 
o í, took place ia the fbllowing year. h a n  
th e  T t r r i i l t  wat not ao lucceatfvl ai 
P e te m k ie t, but it obvioualy mude a deep 
imprettion on thoae who aaw it, for ita 
influente waa detectable in a certain Hol* 
lywood production ahortly afterwardi.

After P u te m k m  bad been diaplayed in 
any number of theatrea in and around 
Loa Aiijelei and Hollywood, carne a long 
ilretch when no one heard anylhing fur- 
ther about Soviet filou. But aoun rumora 
be^an to come acrota the country from, 
New York, and frienda of Ruaría beard 
or rrad atoriea of the aeaiatlonal New 
York receptioni accorded auch picturea aa 
E n d  o f  S t . P e te r iu r g , T e »  D a y s T h a t  
S h o o k  th e  W o r ld  and aeveral otherl.

Pudovkin'a powerful £lm of che Rut­
ilan Revolución, T h e  E n d  o j  S i .  P e te r j-  
ba rg, wai ahown In 1929 ac a Fox thea- 
tre in San FranclKO. According lo re­
porta, it waa received wítb great enchua- 
iaam and waa therefore quickly witbdrawn. 
In che inlereaci, no doubt, of "giving che 
puhlic what it w anta” !

LaCer that same year, the Filmarte 
Tbeatre in Hoilywood wat renovaCed and 
upened under cew management. In the 
bcginning Chis management waa content 
to ahow revívale of claaalc American pie- 
tures and it lucceedcd in obtaining prlnti 
of auch rare picturea as In to le r a n te , B i r i i  
o f  a  H a lla n , B r o k e n  B lo s io m s, etc., (but, 
unfórtunately, not of C r e e d ) . Shortl) 
Ihereafter, aomeone infórined thc man- 
ageri about the Rusalan flima, requeating 
tbem to communicate with the Amkino 
Corporation In New York. Other requeiti, 
baied on rumen and reporta that had 
reached Hollywood, were brought to thc 
atlention of the Filmarte people. The 
laCter oponed negotiations vrfth New 
York, and before long it becamc the habit 
of a large group of people in Hollywood 
to look fbrward to Chat aanctíjied Friday 
night on which a new one of tboee 
strange, sCartUng and generally over- 
powering Bolihevik fllmi would he abown. 
with .\mkinot| trade-mark of the aun 
rialng over the earch ai a aignificant fore- 
runner to the imagei chemaelveii

Hete ia a complete lisC of the Ruisian
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Alma ahown to date at chía tbeatre, in 
the order of their exhibition:

1929
POTEMKIN 
THE VILLAOE OF SIN 

(Dui D o r f  d e r  S a n i e )
TWO DAYS
HER WAV OF LOVE

( D a t  W e l i  des G a rd U te» )
TEN DAYS THAT SHOOK THE 

WORLD (OCTOBER)

1930
IN OLD SIBERIA 

(Z s u h th a u s  N a c í  S i t ir le n )  
ARSENAL
FLAMES ON THE VOLCA 

{ R e v o U  i »  K a z a n )
THE YELLOW PASS 

{ D e r  G e lb e  P a ss)
THE NEW BABYLON 

( K a m f f  V m  P a r ís )

OLD AND NEW (THE GENERAL 
LINE) ( D e r  K a m f f  um  d ie  E r d e )  

PAMIR { E x fe d M o n a r y  F i lm )
A FRAGMENT OF AN EMPIRE 
TURK-SIB
CHINA EXPRESS (THE BLUE 

EXPRESS)
LASH OF THE CZAR

1931
SOIL (EARTH)
STORM OVBR ASIA 
IGDENBU
CITIES AND YEARS 
TRANSPORT OF FIRE 
AL YEMEN 
CAIN AND ARTEM 
STORM OVER ASIA (r e v iv a l)
A SON OF THE LAND 
THE FIVE YEAR PLAN

1932
A JEW  AT WAR 
THE ROAD TO LIFE

Id addition to the foregoing, T h e  B r o ­
th e r s  K a ra m a a o v, directed ¡n Germany by 
Oeep (who made T h e  Y e l lo to  P a s s ) , waa 
recently ihown ac the California Theatre 
In Loa Angeles and it to be brought to 
the Filmarte In Hollywood eometime next 
leaion.

Thua, twenty-níae Soviet filma ia all, 
of which one, S to r m  O v e r  A s ia , waa run 
a lecond time leía than aix monthi after 
ita inicial ihowing, have come Co Holly­
wood.

The directora whoae work hai been 
repreMnted in this coUection of filmi are: 
Eisenatein, Dovxberdco, Pudovkia, Ilya 
Trauberg, Koainatov, L. Trauberg, Oxep, 
Víctor Turin, Raitmann, Ermler, Tar- 
itach, Stabavoj, Preobraeheaakajt, Ekk, 
and others.

It it a good liit, from one point of 
view— aamely, ita variety and volume. 
But 0 0  the other hand, it ia quite incom­
plete. The Soviet Cinema ia a fértíie and 
productive fieid of artiacic labor. The 
number of ita precmiceot films exceedi 
that of all other nationi taken togetber.

And we have not yet leen che 
films of Daiga Vertov, Alexander Room, 
Either Schub, M. Kaufmann, Lev Kule- 
acbov, or the LEFT-group o í  Lenin- 
grad. Very important productiona from 
the USSR must therefore yet be shown 
here. Among othera: Room’t two famoui 
picturea, B e d  a n d  S a fa  and T h e  G h o sI  
T h a t  N e v e r  R e iis m s ;  Vertov’a E n th u t-  
ia sm  and T h e  M a n  W ith  th e  M o v U  

C a m e ra l Kuleahov’s filmiaation of a 
Jack London itory (titled, E x p ia t io n ) i  
Kaufmann’a recent piclure, S f r i n g ¡  and 
A lo n e  (Koainstov’a and Trauberg’i new 
production).

Betidea theae, the Filmarte Theatre 
atill has the lask of teying Co leeure a 
print of T h e  E n d  o f  S t . P etersb u rg . The 
managers o í  thls theatre have made re- 
peaCed attempca to obeain thia colosial 
picture, but fbr variout reaaons all efrórta 
have so far been unsucceaañji. One rea- 
son ia Chat the picture has been involved 
in a great deal of Etigation in New 
York, baving been withbeld from publie 
sbowing in the pasi year by Arthur Ham- 
meratein, who bought Che American rights 
Co it in Germany.

HammersCein reCurned to the United 
States not having the elightesC idea of 
how to “puc over” a film of this type. 
S í. P etersb u rg  oponed at thc Hammer- 
siein Theatre on Broadvay on an all-day- 
run (concicuoni show) polit?. Thia waa 
a misCake from the acart, lince Che nacure 
of che picture urgently required that ít 
be seen by the audience from the begin- 
ning to the end, in sequence, and chere- 
fore on definite achedule. The next mil- 
take wat the advertiaing, which waa al- 
Cogether bopeleas. The third miaCake was 
the musical score for which Hammenteln 
hired a complete film-orcheiCra. This 
score was utcerly ouc of apirit with the 
picture, the leader of the orchestra bav- 
ing declded that it would be all rlghc to 
play the S o n g  o f  th e  F ía m e  (from one 
of Hammeratein’i operettas) as a Cheme- 
piece. And to Crown all these Cragedies 
was the circumsiance of the geographical 
location of Che HammersCein Theatre on 
upper Broadway, aotnewhaC beyond Che 
main theatrical diitrict of New York.

So T h e  E n d  o f  S t. P etersb u rg , because 
of these and other factors, not che leait 
important of w'hich waa the butehery com- 
milted by a Federal censor seni up from 
Washington, D.C., eapecially for chis jok, 
vas not che sweeping success in the East 
that it would have been if more favor­
able coaditiont had prevailed. Wbile in 
Berlín chía picture hecame the rage fer 
two solid se.'iaona, in New York ita suc- 
cesa waa lesa marked because of the 
above-mentíoned reaaons. The resulc was 
that Hammerstein loit money on ic, and 
he aeemed unable to make up his mind 
whether or not Co road-show it. Amkino 
then tried to buy the print back. Between 
Hammerstein’s vacillaclona and the dick- 
eringa of Amkino, T h e  E n d  o f  S t . P eters-  

bttrg recired modeatly into aecluaion!
Yet, in spite oí chis, it ran at the Roxy 

Theatre, the targeac houee in New York, 
where it was held over a aecond week.
In Detroit It ran three w*eeke at a large 
Fox house. In other cicles iu success was 
proportionate. But after three yeara we 
have not yet had the opportunity of wit- 
neiaing how Hollywood will take to thls 
gigantic film.
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laterotin; ic üiif conaccCion i« the 
fiiet that Pudovkín’í  other picture, S torm  
O v t r  A s ú i , prov«d to be tbe mosc popular 
o f  all the Russían £lms thcwa in Holly* 
wood. It played fot two weeka at the 
Filmarte, packin; the houae with crowdt 
that reeeíved it with enthuiiastic ap- 
plause. Thii waa especially lignificant in 
view of the antagoniam toward the yel- 
low race that the fniit-capitaliata of South­
ern California have fried to foater among 
the populación of chía aection.

The fame of S to r m  O v e r  A s ia  apread 
throughouc the northern diitríct of South­
ern California, and people carne to aee 
i* ftom towna twenty, thitty and Sñy 
railea away,—from Long Beach, Santa 
Ana, Laguna, Riveriide and even from 
Santa Barbara, ninety milea up the coaat. 
In conaeguence, it waa brought back to 
the Filmarte aia montha later for a acc- 
ond tun.

The majority of the other Soviet filma 
ahown in Hollywood were alao very popu­
lar. The outalandlng aucceaaea among 
tbeae were: P e l i m k i n ,  O í d  a n d  N e w , T e a  
D ays T k a i  S k o o k  tAe W o r ld , A  Trag~  

m e a ! o j  a n  E m f i r i— eitremely aucceaefijl 
— C Iú n a  E x p r e ss, T u r k S i i ,  H e r  W a y  o f  
L o v e , O í d  S iberta , T h e  R o e d  to  L i f e ,  

and T h e  E m e  Y e e r  P la n .
Aa thete filma continued to be ahown, 

one añer another, intreaaing groupa of 
new people carne to lee them, while the 
audiencet who had fbllowed them fmm 
the begínning carne to eapect higher 
itandards and more finishcd reaulta. Such 
reaulti were not alwaye forthcoming due 
to the fact that the arder in wbich the 
Rusaian filma were ahown in Hollywood 
w'aa not coíncídent with the order in 
whích they had been produced in the tlS 
SR. Therefore, it oñen happened that after 
an ezcepcionally wonderñil film waa 
ahown, a poorer one, which had been 
produced aeveral yeara earlier, fbllowed 
it up. And a nurober of theee poorer 
picturea were decided failuret, both arCiit- 
ically and comineTcially. Such aa: T h e  
L a s h  o f  th e  C za r, C it íe s  a n d  Y ea rs and 
A  S o n  o f  th e  L a n d . But there it no doubt 
that if they had been releaaed cbree yeari 
ago, befbre T e n  D a y s , A r s e n a l and other 
picturei of a bigh itandard, they would 
not have been such commerclal failutea. 
In this retpect, it It interesting to note 
that C a ín  and A r ie m , A l  Y em e n , and 
Ig d e n b u , three picCuret of minor tignifi- 
cance, were quite popular at the Film­
arte, but were very diiappomting to the 
ttudio-people and intellectuals.

{ F o r  d e ta i l í  to n c e r n la g  th e  e x h ib itio n  
a n d  recep tlo n  o f  t h e  o th e r  S o v ie t  film s  
s h o w a  in  H o lly w o o d  d u r in g  th e  past teco 
years, see th e  H o lly w o o d  B u l le t in  in  ^'Ex- 

p e r im e n tt l  C in e m a ,"  N o s . 2  a n d  3.)

THE ACADEMY AND THE 
CAMERAMBN

The organieation which etylet iiself the 
‘'Acadcmy of Motion Picture Artt and 
Sciences** of Hollywood ( I )  had a rather 
hectic tíme of it in iit attignmenc of 
awirda on Nov. 10. It awarded the var- 
ioui pritet for the year*t “artiitic** achieve- 
menti (tic), amid a terrilying guah of 
ballyhoo and vulgar publicity, the hub 
of which wat the doaing scbnoczlc of 
Vlce-Pretidcnt (of the U. S. A.) Charlie 
Curtís. 'Fbe dínner at which thit auguit 
pertonage tomnambulittically preilded 
over the Academy’t augutt eventi need

not be deicribed: only a film (in the man- 
ner of Pudovkin’t patriotic parade in 
T h e  E a d  o f  S t . F e íe r sb u r g  could convey 
an idea of ici Itu-pen-dout cultural im- 
portance. On the oppotite pago you may 
get 3 feeble idea of what thii beatifie 
banquet wat llke.

The awarda made by the Aeademy rait- 
ed a tCorm. Although féw people in Hol­
lywood took the w'hole circut lerioutly, 
the cameramen were arouted. They were 
¡ncented over the Acaderay*t telection of 
the photograpby of T aba  as the “bctt 
photographic work” of the year. Their 
proCestations were bated on aolid reason- 
ing.

T a bú , they cUimed, wat not a regular 
ttudio-made picture. It waa produced en- 
tirely independent of itudio-tupervislon, 
and it took approximately two yean to 
complete. Furthermore, th^ objected, it 
it easy lo shoot a film In the South Sea 
Illands, where climate, quality of at- 
motphere and many other material and 
natural condltlons are overwhelmingly 
in your fiivor. This !i quite a diffsrent 
ching from ahoocing picturet in a dull, 
fiat-toned real-eatate bedlam llke Holly­
wood.

Up to thit point the argumentt of the 
cameramen, lo wrathful ac not having 
been coniidered for the coveted Aeademy 
“honor,” were lógica! beyond diepute. 
Bul there wat another angle lo their ob- 
jectiont, an angle which reveáis lome 
illizminating féaturet of the peculiar piy- 
chology of the American movie-crowd. 
Thete preciout photographic geniuiea of 
the Hollywood film-induatry were all 
'*bot and bothered*' becaute (he pboto- 
grapher of T a b ú , so they maintained, wat 
not a " r e e o g n in e d "  photographer.

Ezactly what doet thii meanl What 
do they mean when ch^ apeak of a 
photographer being “recogníaed** or ‘Hin- 
recognized** 1 Who doei the recognicingl 
By whoie standards and by whote law 
it an “outeasi** photographer “not re- 
cognited*’ i

The aniwer, in our opinión, it quite 
limpie and can he enpreiicd without any 
tecbnical red tape. A movie photographer 
it “Tecognlaed** in Hollywood when he 
it tocially and economically a memher 
of the cameramen*! cliquet when he it 
a memher of the camcramen'i unión 
(virtually a tocia] club), when he it “oae 
of che boyt,'* at chey sayt when he playt 
a good game of poker with bit féllow- 
cameramen, or ocherwíte “geti in the 
iwim” of their tocia! accivitiet.

Being a '‘recogniaed*’ photographer, 
accordíng to the camertmen't unión, be- 
mg contldered worthy enough to be given 
awardi, bonort, mentioni, etc., hat little, 
i f  anythlng, to do with one*t photographic 
Creative abilitiei. '̂Creative photographic 
abiiity,** ai a maCCer of fact, meant only 
One thing in Hollywood: ahility to photo- 
graph a weeping-willow tree to ihal it 
retemblet a níaeteenCh-centuiy pastoral 
of a quiet Englisb counCryiide, ahility 
to photograph a baby (ain’t-it-eute, etc.), 
bbili^ lo photograph a croti or tome 
other religious Symbol with emphaiis on 
¡ti tentimental appeal. Thit it “Creative 
photograpby** a la Hollywood.

(To appreciale the extern to which 
thit bogut conception of photograpby pre- 
vaili in che American movíe-capital, look 
through any islue of In te r n a tio n a l P h o to -

g r a p k et. Its pagel are fiüed with senti­
mental tcenici of willow Crees, children 
on lawni, che cliSs at Laguna, piecure- 
puitcard viewt of interior icenery In 
Southern Calitbrnia and thoutandt of 
other extmplei of obvious, lentimenCal, 
bourgeois photograpby. Most of theie 
reproduccioni are the eSbrta of camera­
men engaged in the industry.)

Thut, while on one hand we fiilly agree 
with the prótesis of the Hollywood 
cameramen againil the Academy’i award 
lo T a b a  at far at thete protettt are based 
on comparitont becween workíng-condi- 
tion» on the Murnau-FlaherCy productioa 
and working-condicioni ín Hollywood, 
on the other hand, we fail co tee what Che 
Itatus of Murnau*t photographer has Co 
do with it, Al a matter of principie, we 
do not understand just where Cbit ittue 
of “recognition” or “non-recognition” 
comes ín. Most Hollywood cameramen 
are so jealous and so completely fiushed 
with a sense of mftriority when they see 
a Soviet picture, that they either condemn 
the picture wildly or shuc their eyet 
to the Cremendous power and honesty of 
Soviet camera-work. They do not “recog- 
niee” this camera-work. But doel th!i 
mean anythingf Is Soviet film-photo- 
graphy had photograpby, hecauie Holly­
wood photographer» feel injured by the 
comparisoní CerCainly not.

The cameramen*s unión of Hollywood 
underataadt very well wby it has ere«ed 
the insuperahle barrier of an initiation- 
fee that ranges from $750-00 to $1000.00.
The cameramen's dique of Hollywood 
hat no detire to encourage new talenC, 
CO afibrd young Creative abiiity a chance 
to funclion. What doei it care if there 
be ten Tittet at the gales of Hollywood? 
I f  it it moved at all by this fact, It will 
be moved to cruth them and to shut ¡Cs 
gatel. Ic doe» not “reeogniae” any other 
photograpby except it» own or that which 
it tanctioDs fbr its own purposes aa an ex­
clusive economic dique, regardleai of how 
excellent, how tnily wonderfiil other 
photograpby may be. It ít therefore sím- 
ply another manifétiation of that nar- 
row, ignorant Outlook on the cinema- 
tic accompliibmenti of other nacions 
which teemt to be an invetérate cbarac- 
teriscic of the Hollywood movie-mind.

THE PROPAGANDA QUESTION
Shortly after our third numbor appear- 

od, our esteemed conttmporary, che H o l ­
ly w o o d  S p eetator  (formerly the F i lm  
SpeeU stor) in iu íaaue of SepCember 26, 
1931, took space to lay a few remarkt 
concerníng E x p er im e n ta l C in em a , prole- 
CariaC arC and the queatlon of propaganda. 
The writer stated that he waa “sutpie- 
ioue” when be read (in E. C- No. 3) 
that the magazine would 'suececd in esta- 
bliihing the ideológica! and organiaation- 
al foundationi of an American working- 
data cinema.’ And be laid that he wat 
“turfisited** when he read comnientt on 
•the American imperlalist policy,* ‘capital- 
itc propaganda* and ‘working-claii aud­
iencet,’ He weni on to lay Chat he díd 
not recall “ever having met a man who 
contldered himselí permanently a mem­
her of the working dati. I know many 
who are undoubtedly membert of such a 
clatl, but they will brísele at the sugges- 
tion. The American os a race is young 
and opCimistic. He is contenc with the 
present systera because there it fac ín it.
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rf be can not eccure the fat, hia children 
wilt, or hia cbildrca’a children—and chef 
will aecure it withoul (he fúia and itrife 
of revoIutioR. Thac ia hia dreaiD, A dreana 
may be untruci but wbile it eadurea ita 
potcncy ía unqueatíonable.’'

It ia preciael)' becauae, aa (he S f te la ío r  
haa ao clearlp aCaCed, the American work- 
er ia noC yeC claaa<€ounacioua» that B x f e r ’  
¡m e n ta l C in em a  ¡a greaily concemed about 
the production of workera’ filma in Amer­
ica and it ia, aimilarly, becauae we recog- 
niee the idio^ and futility of the tradi- 
tional dream that ia America erery 
worker haa the chance of becoming rich, 
thaC we are earneatly and relentleaaiy 
atriving to eat^liah in thia covntry a 
cinema which wiH analyae and deatroy 
that dream in all ita imbecilic aapectt.

In thia coDDCction we may mahe the 
atatement that life itael  ̂in the form of de- 
preaaion, hunger and unprecedented cap­
italice bnitality toward the working-claaa, 
ia helping to burat thia bubble. No doubt 
the SpectatOT ia more or leaa dimly aware 
of the mala bread-linei of the Eaatern and 
mid-Weatern citiea, of (he mata hunger 
in “lunny California*’ and of auch inter- 
nationally ñmoua inatancea of capitalice 
America*! *hrotherly atticude” toward ita 
w'age-alavea aa the incarceration of Tom 
Mooney, the murder of Sacco and Van- 
aetti, the maaaacring of Negroec, mine- 
workera, etc. But perhapa the S p ec ia ío r , 
though it may have hcard aomething of 
the foregoing eventa (not to be thought 
of, however, aa poacíbte material fbr a 
movie-comedy or a bedroom "art” maa- 
terpiece), il not yet acquainted with teca 
publicieed afiaira auch ai the preient 
reign of terror in HarUo, ICentadcy, or 
the endleaa number of cacea of induatrial 
perceoition, atool pigeon eapionage, pólice 
bectiality and incommunicado impriaon- 
ments in che baitilea of America. Poiaibly 
—but we have no illusiona— if the S fe c ta -  
to r  were even remotely acquainted with 
aome aapecta of the claaa-war that ¡a tak- 
ing chape beneath the amooth, glittering 
surfaee of American “civiliaation,” it 
would realíae to wbat eztent Ufé itaelf ia 
juatifyiog our cinema ideology and our 
film production policy. Verily, “a dream 
may be untrue, but while it endurca, ita 
poteney ia unqueationablc.** We believe 
the dream ¡a breaking up now. We meie- 
ly want to aaaiat in the operación and 
eatabliah a new “poteney” actuated by a 
difiérent viaion of aocieQ'.

We cannot refrain from quotíng a féw 
linea fiirther from the Sp eetaíor’ s  intrig- 
uing rumination. Thia, for eiample; “The 
maaa impulae in art, auch ac E x p er im e n ta l  

C in em a  champíoni, ia atultifying and príg- 
giah, irrecpective of what religioua cauae 
it involvea.”

We have teaaon to believe thac the 
S p ic ta U r  haa little, if any, underatanding 
oí what ia meant by “proletarian arf'i 
but regardleai of what it thinki we mean, 
doea it not oceur to the S p e c la lo r  that it 
ia being aomewhal hypocritical and two- 
faced wben it atCrmpCa to deny “Che niaai 
impulse in art” aide by aide with ita orcbo- 
dox championing of the moct groasly 
atandardíaed and crudely vulgar fihu 
‘‘indualry” In the world? What has sud- 
denly happened to the Spec/ator^i “boz- 
office arc” f What haa auddenly become 
uf the giorified Hollywood ideal o í pro- 
ducing “a r f  filma for twelve-year-old
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minda and mental deféctiveal Tnily, our 
friendi, we are “eurfciled” I

The S p ee ia ío r  concluded ita meditación 
in a rather atrange and, we chink, conCra- 
dicCory way. It aaeured ica readera Chat 
E x p er im e n ta l C in e m a  “will never be read 
by the working claaa it ceeka to unabackle, 
but the beaC minda of Hollywood may 
make aome money oul of ica auggeaciona.” 
What an írony that a 'Suapicioua” pro- 
leCarian film Journal ahould be called 
upon to aupply HoJlywood’a purported 
“bect minda” with ideac I We would like 
to know, however, lo what way preciaely 
the S p eeta ía r  imaginec that the film-ideol- 
ogy represenCed by E x p er im e n ta l C in em a  
can be grafted on to an oppoaite ayatem, 
che Hollywood ayitemi And how doea it 
recondle ita opinión that we cannot be 
read by ebe uneducated workera with Ita 
auggesCion that we can provide the “bect 
minda” of Hollywood with ideaa fbr fur- 
ther accumulation of money í Haa the 
S p tc ta le r  never heard of “educated mo­
rona” !

SOVIET STIMULATION IN 
HOLLYWOOD

In a recent converaation with one of 
the editora of E x p er im e n ta l C in em a , 
William K. Howard, director of W h it e  

G o ld , ezprcased himaelf with regard to 
the Ruaslan cinema. He gave vent to hia 
unbounded admiration of the Soviet pro- 
ductioni. He aaid that chey were far and 
away the greatest filma ín the world) 
Ch.aC (hey had given an ímpetus to the 
cinema, the full effécts of which could 
not be calculated at the preaent time. He 
aaid that up to the time when be fint 
aaw Soviet filma, hia intereat in cinema 
had begun to alacken and he félc that it 
was hopeleas (o try to créate anything 
worthwhile—the film and its problema 
had become aickeningly commerciallzed 
and Creative accivity wac ucterly impoa- 
tibie in Hollywood. Then carne the Soviet 
product and it aCimuUced him like an 
clectric ahodc. He became enchuaiaatic 
again—and he realized the limiticaa poa- 
aibillciea of what could be done in che 
cinema.

All thia waa an intercecing part of che 
convenation with Mr. Howard. But 
what clearly indicated the man’a Intel- 
ligence, was hia remark concerning mont- 
age. Unlike certain cel^rated quacka who 
enjoy the ñame and poaítion of “big 
directora” in Hollywood, Mr. Howard doce 
not profeta lo know “all about” montage. 
On the contrary, he proféasea only a auper- 
ficial knowledge of it, and conaequently, 
as il often the caae, we fbund that he 
underatcod more about it than he had 
claimed.

Moreover, Mr. Howard maintained 
Chat under the preaent ayatem of Chinga 
In Hollywood, he did not believe ÍC wat 
poiiible to “graft on” to American film- 
productíon the principlea of Cechnique 
which the Rutaian directora had evoled. 
The reaton he believed chis Co be so, he 
ezplained, was because the lubjeet-matter 
of the Soviet filme, concerning itself bas- 
ically with concepta and ideas, determinee, 
neceasitacec and otherwise condítions the 
Soviet technique, whereai in the Ameri­
can product the convcntional “plot-atory” 
and so-called ‘'entertainment” requite- 
menCs form an insuperable obstacle to 
genuine image-conitruction at the very 
oucset,

This staCement from a man who haa 
made one of the féw meritorioua filme 
produced in the United States Imprested 
ua at being an honest, practical and in- 
Celligent recognición of what the Ameri­
can movie-ayatem retlly ia. The recent 
attempte of certain directora to “grafl 
on” ihe montage-conatniction they have 
seen in the Soviet productiona are fucile 
and waated efforta. Aa Mr. Howard put 
it, the only ezcuae a director can have 
fbr making fíat cuta in the preaent films 
of Hollywood ia to quicken the aud- 
ience’a aCtention, but that ezcuae In it- 
aelf ia a weak one and inconaiacenc with 
the montage-ideology.

Directora who imagine they can pro­
duce great pictarea merely by íncorpor- 
ating a lot of quick cuta remind ua of 
che “Socialista” and social reformera who 
imagine Chat chey have only to inaticute 
certain reforma and “deán up” aome ugly 
apota in che capitaliac ayatem in order 
to get rid of the evil itaelf and “evolve” 
a better ayatem. It ia patch-work, ineSKt- 
¡ve at heit, retrogreaaive at the worat.

‘T H E  HOLLYWOOD CODE”
Our fricad Bryher, who co-ediCs C U s e  

V p  with Kenneth MacPheraon, had aome 
intereating Chinga to aay in a recent number 
of the magazine. In a atrong and luc- 
ceasfiilly analytical attack agaínit the 
“Hollywood Code” of plclure-making, 
ihe wrote; “Wherever Hollywood haa 
heen accepted, there haa been a definite 
lowering of the aCandarda of cinema.” 

We are, of courae, heartily in accord 
with chía atatement, and we believe— 
aC leaat we aincerely hope— Chat it marka 
a clear recognition on che part of C ió te  

V p  of the character and eztent of the 
oppoaitlon to Eiacnatein’a art 

We maintain that there ia no potaíbil- 
icy of reconciling theie two antipodal 
elementa; Eicenacein and Hollywood) 
Chat the two are mutually ezcluaivc) that 
che vanguard film-studenta throughout the 
world muse chooae definicely and uncom- 
promiiingly between them; that the (erm 
“Eiaenatein” aymbolíaes everything ín che 
cinema that is oppoaice to, and denied by, 
Hollywood.

Bryher heraeif haa very charmingly 
ezpreased thia deep-rooced ancicheaia in 
a aeccion which we cannot refrain from 
quoting;

“Conaider fbr inatance, how Holly­
wood would have made P o te m k in .  
The atocy by this time, muat be fami­
liar to all. Sailora on a Ruaaian bat- 
cleship refüae to eaC meat eovered with 
maggota. The doctor pronounces the 
food edible) men are to he shoC for 
tbeir compiaint. In the ensuing muti- 
n y  theit leader ¡a killed. The towna- 
people, curioua, indiSérent and sym- 
pathetic, are thot down by Cosaacka¡ 
Che bactleahip aailing ai it believea to 
deatb, aeea ¡ñatead the red flag appeai 
on the maata of oppoaing ihipa.

“What would America have made of 
auch a atory!

“Maggota certainly would not have 
been permicted. Inatead we ahould have 
opened with a aailor*a bar, with plcnty 
oí fémales in sez-appeal promoting 
dreaaea and a cheerful aong. The doc­
tor nced be little changed, but we 
would have had ainiaCer designa upon 
the heroine who would, of courae, 
have survived the periia of the under-
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World bocaufo o f  her love for an oíd 
father-inother-jrardparcnt or a young 
brotbcr-aiator-orphan'chitd aC choicoi 
holped by the paCect-enamel body 
paiat ÍD(o which American «tan are 
dipped.

“The leader oí the mutineera would 
waCch the doctor’a advanceai laugh, 
remember in a cut-back hia oíd mother, 
knock tbe doctor out, pat the giri out 
o í hia way and ait down and drink. 
The doctor, not being in unifbrm, 
would ieave muttering in ainiater ea> 
mera diaaolvea. Through the Odeaia 
miata, the mutineer and the girl would 
diaeover love at firat aight, to be bro- 
ken apart at the ñrat kíaa clutch, by 
the memory of the aalior’a waiting 
comradea. Tbe heroioe, jealouf, would 
wander to the atepa. Then, aicce 
Hollywood ia wealthy in ideaa as w'ell 
aa cameras, theie are at leaat three 
directiona open to the atory. Simple 
love, the sailor ¡a accuaed falaely by 
the doctor, ia about to be ahot, but ia 
rescued as the aheet drope, by a com> 
rade or the girl; romantic drama, the 
aailor ia an officer diaguised as a niuti- 
neer in order to diaeover aome treach- 
eroua plot to overwhelm the ahip¡ or 
a play of gángster life, the ahip ia 
loaded with alcohol, and tbe doctor 
and the mutineer are leaders o{ two 
sepárate bootlegging establiahments. 
But the end of nll the stories muat be 
the same: a triumphal bridal procea- 
alan down the Odessa stepa, Cossacka 
in ÍTont with bayoneta decorated with 
orange bloaaorna, sailora hehind, the 
folk songa of the world, and on the 
edgea, children with doves. The dif- 
férence between thia atory and P o le m -  
k itt, ia the difference between kitsch  

and art.”
Bcyher concludes by auggcating that 

the nezt time the reader viaita an Amer­
ican movic, he ahould form a mental pie- 
ture of the way Eisenatein or Pudovkin 
would have treated the same aubject and, 
converaely, the next time he eeea a Soviet 
film he ahould imagine in hia mind’a eye 
how Hollywood would have made i t  The 
movie-goer will then underatand, aaya 
Bryher, “why the tinned ideas of Holly­
wood are ao dangerous.'*

CHAPLIN. DE MILLE, AND 
ROWLAND BROWN ON CAPITAL-

ISM AND THE SOVIET UNION
There ia a definite growth of liberal 

and aemi-tadical aeutiment among the 
more intelligent membera of the Holly­
wood film-colon/. Some of them even 
read T h e  N e w  M a sse s , T h e  L e ft , and other 
publicaciona of the Revolutlon, but with 
what degree of understanding, apprecia- 
tion and acceptance remaina yet to he 
aeen.

Recently, three individúala promineiit 
in the American film-induatry have ex- 
preaaed themaelves openly and unminc- 
ingly on the qveation of capitaliam’a 
downfall and the Soviet Union.

In London Chartie Chaplin recently 
aaid that he did not aee how the capitaliet 
syatem could endure another five yeara.

De Mille, returning from the USSR, 
in an interview puhliahed in the Loa An­
geles R eco rd  and other papera, waa not 
alow in declariiig bis enthusiaam and

admiratíon for the Soviet Union. Even 
before going to Rusiia, De Mille atartled 
everyone by admittíng bluntly that “there 
is someching rotten at tbe core of our 
eyatem.”

Rowland Brown, director of the film 
Q u U h  M U lio n s , makea no aecret of hia 
sympathies with the firat workera’ and 
peaaanta’ republic, One the eve of Nov 
ember 7 (anniveraary of the 1917 Revo- 
lution), he sent a cablegram to the Soviet 
Government in which he extended hia 
congratulationa and atated that the Sys­
tem of aociety being built up by the 
Soviet Government ia “the firat real gea- 
ture at civilixation.”

FILM CULTURE IN THE U. S. A., 
19J1

Hcadline on the front page of the H o lly ­
w o o d  D a ily  S c r e e »  W o r ld , Saturday, 
May 16;

“HIGH-HATTY” DRAMAS 
NUMEROUS

Repeated Warnings Againet Intelligentaia 
Stuff Have Little Efiéct on Production" 
Brilliant Thought ffom Im p rovem erU  o j  
S c r e e n  E n / e r la m m m l, by Frank Wooda, 
a paper read at the Hollywood Conven- 
tion of the Society of Motion Pícture 
Englneera, May 2S;
“ . . .  the news reel remaina the one Item 
on the theatre program that retaina a per- 
manent publíc ippeal. Why ia thia? The 
reaaon ia perfectly apparent. It tella the 
truth about things of intereat. There ¡a 
cnagic ÍQ the truth. Let ua noC fbrget thia 
phraae. There is maglc in the truth.”

From the H o lly w o o d  H e r a ld , June i 6 ; 
“The *houaewarm¡ng* aC Bernie Toplit- 
aky’a new Malibu Beach borne turned in- 
to one of the largeat and moat artiatic 
partiea ever ‘thrown' for the pícture 
colony. A beach act, ‘Paria Strccta* with 
café exteriora and tablea on the etrand, 
and an Eifiel Tower illuminated in the 
background, coat in exceaa of $2 ,0 0 0 . 
Two hundred gueata, including many in- 
dustry executivea, attended, and two or- 
cheatrai provided Spaniah muaic and ) o t t ,  
respectively. Specialties were contríbuted 
by Marílyn Miller, Buddy De Sylva, Tom 
Patrícola, Harry Roaenthal, Nina May 
McKinney, Gua Shy, June MaeCloy, 
Raquel Torrea and Dorothy Burgeai.’'

From V arie/y, June 25:
“I am not a radical,” Mr. DeMllle aaid, 
“but now thinga are a question of ríght 
and wrong , , . ,  There is someching roC- 
tcn at the core of our syatem.”

From an editorial in the N e w  Y o r k  T im e s, 
entitled A  S k a k e s fe a r e  fo r  th e  F ilm s ,  
July 27;
“The movie world ia worried. In apíte 
of the gigantlc growth of the induatry, 
with ita chaina of theatrea round the 
world, there ia cause fbr anxiety. Some- 
thiiig more tban the depreasiun ¡a at 
W o r k .  One producer defined che trouble: 
We don't know what we want exacciy, 
and che puhlic doean̂ t know what it wanta. 
A more thoughtfbl analyais ia offéred by 
Maree] Rouff in an arCicle in the M ercu re  
d e  F r a a c e . He believes that the reaaon 
for the m a le iie  in filma le revealcd by 
the cry of one expert: When fhall we 
have a Shakespeare of tbe cinema?

.........it would eertainly be most ínter-
eating Co aee aome producer take hia eye 
o ñ  the older arta, and the hoz oSce, and 
give free play to cinema technique, with 
ita infinite posaibilitiea.”
(£d. Note: N o  m en tio a  w as m ad e in  th is  

e d ito r ia l o f  S . M .  E is e n s te in , o r  o f  th e  
S o v ie t  c in em a .)

Excerpt from an arCicle in Che L o s  Á n g e s-  
U s  T im e s  of Sunday, August 9, entitled 
“The Reaaon Why Greta Garbo Will Not 
Talk”’

“Oh,” aaid Greta, with a little aoh of 
puré ecatasy, “I  Cell you what I Hice. I 
like to amell horsea and look at aunseta.”
Excetpta from the apeech of Louia 
B. Mayer, Vice-Preaident in change of 
production of Metro-Goldwyn-Maycr 
Studioa, at the Annual Dinner of the Aca- 
demy of Motion Pícture Arta and Sciencei, 
as reportad in che L o s  A n g e le s  E x a m in e r  
of November 11:

“Aa one of «he foundera of the Aca- 
demy, I  tonight am Chrílled with pride 
as I  look upon chis gachering, the moat 
diatinguiafaed ever aaacmbled in the bii- 
Cory of «hia inacitution.

“From the capital of our nación hat 
come Vice-Preaident Curtía. Crossing Che 
conCinent fbr the apecial purpoae of at- 
(endtng this gathering, he honora ua with 
hit presence and the good wiahes of che 
President of che United States,

“Leaving his buey office in Sacramento 
in order to be with ua, the chief execu- 
tive of the State of California gracet our 
gathering with hia preeence. Surely thia 
aasemblage would be woefully incomplete 
without the preaence of Governor James 
Rolph.

“Senatora, publíc officlala and aome 200 
leading newapaper publithera, men wboae 
fingera are ever on the puhlic pulse and 
whose wiadom in a great meaaure guidea 
the trend of publíc affiaira, are among our 
dittinguithed gueata."

“Aa preaidenC of the Producera* Ai- 
aociation, I  perhaps am in a specially ad- 
vantageous poaition to know juat how 
much the induatry owea to che Academy 
. ,  , and I  tay to you tonight, that it ia 
the greiteat factor for progreaa the pro- 
ducing induatry hat ever known.

“The producing of picturea ia a com- 
plicaCed a^ir. It involvea every bewilder- 
m ent, from the intricate marea of an ab- 
truae Science Co Che oftentimes equatly 
intricate problem of che human equacion.

“In thia mare of hewílderment. Che 
Academy hat beca a guiding lighc, atraígbt- 
ening out our miaunderatandingl, tolv- 
ing our technical problema, belping ua 
improve the artiatry o í  our picturea and 
creating greater understanding between 
induatry and publíc.

“And to tonight we are gacbered to 
beatow che aymbola of the accompliah- 
menta in the patha of progresa. The little 
autuettea to be awarded tonight are, in 
themaelves, tmail things, but their aigni- 
ficance is Cruly great. Each and every 
one acandi fbr an achievement of im- 
poTtance and benefit not oniy to ua here 
tonight, but lo the world at large.**
Recent announcement of the Fox film
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T4í Y e llo to  T U k t t , as advertlicd in Loa 
A n ;d »  newipapen:

TOMORROW 
AT TWO THEATRES 

GLORIOUS WOMANHOOD 
BRANDED BY A NATION 

REVELINC IN SINl 
Russia! . . .  Laad of drama ... 
land of liccDKd love . . .  land of

tyrann)'. . .  wier« “The Yeito»- 
TTcket” ¡ I  a badye of shame, hut 
atill a paaa of privilege . .  .intn 
Ihis maelitrom of blachened hearts 
is woreti a courageous rom mee 
. - - a love that defied ihe persecu- 
tion of a □atios

Raoul Walsh’a

“YELLOW TICKET”

HOLLYWOOD SEES 
" T H E  ROAD TO L I F E ”

Oa t b e  2 2  o f  Januaiy, Nikolai Ekk’i 
famoui £lia of the he%pri»crnÍ9  (home- 
less children,” ‘'wüd boya”), T k e  R o a d  
t»  L i f t ,  wat given it« American premiere 
—in Hollywood. Thii ia the firat time 
tbat the premiere of a Soviet film haa 
Caken place ¡a Hollywood instead of in 
New York. The reaaon for the change 
in policy ia probably due to tbe keen 
inCerest that che American movie-índva> 
try haa nianiféated in the gueltion of how 
Reacia would come through with aound 
ñima.

T^e inteüigcnt minoría of Holly* 
wood’a technical peopie have long ago 
freely and apontaneojsly adraitted that, aa 
&r as silent Sima were concemed, the 
Soviet producers had Hollywood backed 
o f  the map, Wbeiever che ailent Soviet 
Sima were ahown, chey made Hollywood 
picturea look ¡ike oid-faibioned penny- 
areade ahowa.

And now the same inteüigent minoríty, 
plus a number of new ipectaiora from Che 
commercial and technical departments of 
the American movie-induitry, having leen 
T k t  R o a d  lo  L i f t ,  appreciate once again 
how far in advance of Hollywood the 
Soviet cinema haa travelcd. In the era 
of the ailent £lm, Ainerican atudioa were 
the Srit lo turn oni a fbw Sima of a higb 
artiatic and Creative standard. But in che 
new era o f the tound-film, Soviet atudioa 
are che Srsc, and ao far che oaly, anea 
to gire practical demonstraclon of what 
a aound'Slm ahould be.

What are the varioue reacciona to thia 
pictureí What ia being taid about it in 
Hollywood ?

There are many groupe and a great 
many typea of peopie in Hollywood. Some 
of the cnoat typical and moat vlcíoua 
ipecimenta of the American bourgeoiaie, 
claaaical enamplea of the leisure claea 
in its Snal atage of decadence, may be 
found herei and, on the other band, there 
are many w-bo go hungry, who are sya- 
tematically denied the right to a job, 
thotigh they live in ihe aame town where 
“itars,” illiterate directora, bathing. 
beauties and other good*loohing paraaites 
receive hundreda, even tbcniaanda, of 
dolían per week.

So, naturaliy, there are many different

60

r6 actÍ0 Qi to tuch a stroog propaganda 
£lm at T h e  R o e d  í c  L ife .

First, tbe preview audience. (Prívate 
previewa of Soviet filma are alwaya held 
at the Filmarte, the only theatre where 
Ruaaian films are ahown, a féw daya in 
advance of the public presentación.)

Thia audience compriaed, altogether, 
ahout 60 to 70 individúala. At the film’a 
concluaion, they all appiauded enthualai- 
tically. It was clear that Ekk’a work real- 
ly pleaaed ihem because two other Soviet 
productiona, T h e  B U u k  S e a  M u t ín }  and 
A  J e te  a l  W a r , were received by thia aame 
group o f peopie with disappointment and 
general lack of approva!. All considered 
T h e  R o a d  l o  L i f e  one ©f the foremoct 
acbievementa of the Soviet aereen» all 
considered it a film of rare beauty and 
power.

Some formalists, however, found in­
numerable blunderi in Ekk’a treatment of 
the theme. Tbe montage of the aequence 
where the beapH nenúa  break up the ma- 
chine-ahop waa aeverely criticiaed. It waa 
charged that in thia aequence Ekk’a method 
of building up the image-structure waa en- 
tirely fórmicas, aimless and weakiy con- 
ceived. Thia criticiam was made again in 
reference to the acenea where the crowd 
ruches acroaa the railroad track to the body 
of the dead Mustapha. Theae ahoti ahowed 
the peopie hUckly ailhouetted againat the 
sky, but in the cloacr ahoti the emotionaJ 

differeat. Hiere were other 
cnticicma m Iciad, naostly concerníng 
montage and Ekk’a failurea in formal 
matter*.

The general summary of thete techni­
cal (montage) criticiama waa that the 
film waa “apotly”—wonderftl in eertaín 
apota, fouity in others. Comparicona were 
made with Eisenstein’a monUge of cer- 
Uiij parta of P o U m k in . But everyone. 
even the formalista, had praise for the 
ending (the lait 500 fcet), which waa 
called a auperlative piece of artiatic con- 
struction.

It waa evident to everyone that on the 
purely v u ch a n ie a t aide (i.e., technologleal 
equipment), Soviet aound atudioa are not 
up to the capitaliit atudioa of Holly­
wood. The vjaual-moDiage throughout 
T h a  R o a d  to  L i f e  ia eacellent. Sound- 
niontage and aouiid-reproduction, how- 
cver, are by no meana on tbe same quili-

tative level. The lound-reproduction of 
thia picture is not equal to that of the 
moat banal American movie. It is greatly 
inferior to that of Oaep’a K a r a m a z o c .  
Whether thia ¡a due entirely to the inferior 
mechanical equipment of Soviet studios 
at the present time, or to a bad princ, is 
hard to say, But no» and then the aound- 
recording impaired Ekk’c film to a great 
eaCenC.

The audience at the firat public show- 
ing of T h e  R o a d  to  L i f e  reacted to it 
with loud appiauae. Not aince S to r m  O v t t  

A l i a  haa a Soviet film been so splendidly 
received in Hollywood. The theme ia one 
that ia sympathetic to an average Amer­
ican audience. Children and young peo- 
pie have always been in demand on the 
American aereen, and here ia a film that 
doea not treat children and young boya 
with the honey and aynip and ihe re- 
pulsive lenlimental dishoneaty o í the 
lo-called “children’s picture” manufac- 
tured by Hollywood. On the contrary, 
the honecty and authenticity of Ekk’a 
film of the tezp rizo rru e  are manifést to 
everyone.

Yet many peopie here have criticieed 
it as being “too romantic.” The emotioa- 
alism of the film, they laid, was not 
consistent with the clear-eut Marciat poli- 
tica] ideology,

Several othera held the characteristi- 
cally bourgeois-American view that the 
film is “auperficial” because It falla to 
deal with the ‘’sex problem” of the b et-  
t r in o fu ie , Theae peopie want to know 
whether the be%f>ri%emie ever engaged in 
sexual intercourae after they entered the 
collectivei whether they were allowed 
to play, to amuse themselvea, to have 
games, sports, girla, etc. The epiaode 
where the b e a p r ízo m ie  wreck the machin- 
ety of the collecüve was interpreted by 
these peopie as aigaifying that the be*-  
p r k o m i e  were sorely in need of emo­
cional and sexual release afier a long 
winter of relentless work!

Others found the picture “naive,” 
pointing to the fact that in the beginaing 
the bea p r iío r n ia  have fierce, wild, ani- 
mated facea, while toward tbe end they 
look “sweet” and dress like American 
bourgeois boys.

Many peopie declared that the picture 
is too long. Others said the opposite, 
maintaining that it is so rich in sub- 
scance and artlscry that its length is one 
of its chief virtues.

There were some individuáis, and per- 
haps diere will be a few others before the 
picture finiahes ita nin at the Filmarte, 
who found T h a  R o a d  to L i f e  very “arti­
ficial.”

The moat popular acenea were Mui- 
tapha's appearance for che firat time, be­
fóte the Soviet Commisaion fot Homelest 
Children and the “funeral train-ride” at 
the end. All audíences have heactily en- 
joyed the former, and il is no eiaggera- 
cion to eay that thia acene alone haa 
created a warmer feeling for che Soviet 
Union than anything elae in the Soviet 
films ahown here ín the paat seaaon.

.A curióos reacción to T h e  R o a d  to  L i f e  
waa that of a bourgeois intellectual in 
Hollywood who, becaute of the “glorlfi-
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cátion̂  ̂ oi the locomotíve, accused Eklc 
of a sort of ^^eehnologícal f«tÍ6h¡stn.” 
(Cf. Aniaimov’t critkiim of Eisenstein 
ín L iU r a iu r e  o f  t h t  W o r ld  R e v o lu íio n
AV. 3.)

But on ihe other hand, man? Kunfiy 
p«opIc, many pcople who have long b«n 
withoul joba— Hollywood’i unorgaaiaed, 
u nfo f med ‘*bread“li De’*-^ha ve ma n aged 
to lee T h e  R o a d  to  L i f e . They have not

aaked ^ueatíona, they have not analyaed 
¡t) diacusacd montage or argued about 
“technologícal fetíahlam.” They aimply 
have aeeo che Blm aod have bees tre* 
meadoualy ímpreiaed.

The succest of T h e  R o a d  to L ife  ín 
Hollywood marka the begínning of a 
very promísíng epoch of Soviet aouod* 
filme íü the United Statee.
H o lly tc o o d , C a lif .

NOTES FROM MOSCOW

B y  G> L. GcoKam 
T r a n sía te ^  fr o m  th e  F r t n t k  ky

H .  } .  S a le m ic n

'* L ífe  is B e ttu U fid f*  a  P u d o v k in  T a lk U

I[ it ilmott auperfluout to tecali che 
caJumny whick the hourgeoú presa of 
the entire norld waa only too happy to 
spread after the previo» of thie picture 
in M okow. The report vaa thac, the 
Slm havinp been auppreaeed by Soviet 
censorehip, Pudovhio, becauae of a eo> 
called “petit-bourgeois idealiam” nhich 
suppoeedly pervaded the £Im, had been 
deprived of hia workera' card and banned 
from the Commuoiat Party. He waa even 
abouc CD be jailed, they aaid, and only 
che personal protección of Scalín waa 
powerful enough to aave him from the 
clutches of the G. P. U. Following theee 
incidentij Pudovkin  ̂ diagciated wích work* 
in ; in the USSR, wat luppoaed to have 
fled to Beriin in the hope of gettín; a 
conlract chat would brin; him to Amer­
ica.

It ic only too casy to tee that tbis ia 
the cUiiical anCi-Soviet faliehood, but 
reinforced by those powers intereated in 
diecredicin; che Ruasian cinema, the uní- 
veraally recogniaed (juality of whicb 
threatena lo compete too mercilcsaly wich 
the intcrnational inovie product.

Pudovkin immediately anawercd by i  
IctCer denying iheie stupid rumora, but, 
altho the general newt preaa ia auppoled 
to be independent, it díd not deem it 
uaeñil to run thia denial.

Here are a ftw ertracta from Pudov- 
kin’a rectificación: “Thia whole bulineaa 
ia utterly falae and abaurd. You know 
how luch thingi take place in Ruaaia. 
The atate haa given the cinema an cdu- 
cational role, in the broadeac aense of 
the lerm. It ia not poaaible for any per- 
son to film anyChing he pleatea. Each 
acript, beforc encering producción, is sub- 
mitted to varloua departmenta which paaa 
upon ite cultural, artiatic, and ideological 
valuea. I f  any detalla are fbund amssa, 
the writer ia called in, and, together with 
the bead of the department ín queacion, 
he corrects hia work.

“Aa fbr my ovn picture, ia waa not 
auppreaeed by censorahip. Quite to the 
contrary, it waa approved for public ahow- 
ing. And, aa in the caae of almoit all 
importan! Ruaaian pictures, it waa openly 
diicuiaed in che diSerent circlea compe­
ten! to Judge it. Tbii criciciana, becauae

a i  che eztremely varied public opinión 
ia USSR, brought up aeveral auggeaCcd 
changea in cerCain pares of my films 
which ¡a a great point in ftvor of the 
general féeling of artiatic and aocial re- 
sponaihili^ on the pare of the ipectatora 
aa wcU aa the techniciana.

“My ao-calied flight from Moacow hai 
an equally limpie ezplanation. 1 am em- 
ployed by the Mejrabpom, Rusiian ñame 
of the Workers  ̂ International Relief, 
(W. I. R .), which bal ita headquarters 
in  Beriin. My poiicion requirea frequent 
commuting between Chat City and Moa­
cow. In thac manner, I played in T k .  
L iv in g  C o rp sg j which my oíd fríend Ozep 
wai making ín Beriin.

*‘Coaferencei have been under way for 
aeveral moncha to arrange for my going 
to Hollywood and directing a picture, 
employing the technical aound and dia­
logue equipment uaed ín Che California 
atudíoa, an equipment which far surpaaaea 
Chat available even in the best aludios 
of Europe.”

Sioce thia cloaca all misunderatanding 
concerning theae incidente, leC us glance 
at Pudovkin*! picture. The acenario, 
which he wrote himaelf, ia briefly thia:

During the civil war, commandant 
Langovoi, a worker returned from the 
frene, carries on che fight together wich 
hia wife Mascha and hia chtldhood pal 
Boris, in che revolutioaary ranka. Wound- 
ed in a ecufile, he entera a hospital, afrer 
aending bis wife ofF to reac in che coun- 
try at Che borne of a friend. After the 
revolución, lífé follows it habitual courae. 
Langovoi, wcll once again, becomea aC- 
tracted to another wonaan, a woman of 
aocieCy. Her beauty and refinement lakea 
him away from hia friendi. Soria tries 
vainly to bring him back to hia work. 
The comrades disapptove of him. Hav- 
Ing by chance gene to a club-mceting, 
he la heckled, and it takea all of Soria’ 
lact to get him away eaiely. Thia inci- 
dent completely convincea him that he 
no longer haa anylhing in common with 
hii onecime companiona. But he therc- 
upon receivea a leCter from Maacba, eom- 
pletely back to healch, announcisg her 
return. Before he even has tíme to con- 
síder what he wtll do, abe arrives. On 
seeing her again, her natural charm. hec 
unpainced beauty, he realices that ahe ia 
really the one he loves and he can fór- 
gec the other woman and che lifé away 
from hia claaa, fbr now, there ia no doobc, 
“lifé is beautifiil.*'

With thia banal story of the new life 
of Ruaaia, the author of T k t  E n ¿  o f  S a iiu  

P tle r s b u r g  haa made an admirable film. 
The aound, recorded by profésaor Obo- 
lenski, ia uaed by Pudovkin to luch ad- 
vantage that it ia obvioua that after a 
few laboratory eiperlmenci he has learn- 
ed Co ezploit ít to the utmoat.

The luperlative qualíty of the photog- 
raphy, a perfect rhythm never intemipted 
in ite continuícy and harmony, a complete 
comprehension of the individual and col- 
lectíve souis of the Ruaaian people, and 
eapecially the “Pudovkin manner,” per­
sonal and víbrant, hia exact appreciation 
of the valué and duration o fevery im- 
age, theie all contribuCe toward making 
L if e  is  B e o u iifis l, along with M o ik e . ,  

the most human and the mosC pathetíc 
of Pudovkín’i filma.

THE NEW SOVIET 
FILM PROGRAM

A  R e p o r t f o m  t k e  ‘ 'M o sk a a e r  R u n d sck áu '*

To celébrate the October holldaya, 
Soyuakino released a number of new 
filma, the most notable of which wat 
the aound film M o u n U in s  o f  G o l á ,  di- 
rected by Jutkevitch. The musical acore 
waa written by the famoua Soviet íom- 
poier, Shoatakovitch. The picture deala 
with the aCrike of ihe Putilov-workt ín 
conjunction with the atriking naplha 
workera of Bakú in 191+. The hero ia a 
peaaant who, through a gradual and diffi- 
cult procesa, becomea a class-conscíona 
worker.

The diteccion ia good only in parta and 
on the whole it has noching new to ofiér, 
for the director retaini almoat literally 
ideas and images from the films o í  bis 
former good teaehera. However, the 
aound treacmeni and musical acore are of 
inlereat— tn fact, at times the director 
becomea so enamored of che apoken word 
that be causes the film to drag, and un- 
pardonahifl lengtha of dialogue escape 
him entirely.

The themet of the other new filma 
o í  Soyuakino all deal wich che contem- 
porary Ufé of the Soviet Union—how 
to Overeóme a ahortage of producción in 
a factoiy, reconiCruction of tranaporc, the 
buílding of important tnduiCriea, advanc- 
ing cducation in achoola to the ataCua of 
a polytechtilcum, mechanisation of the 
Don Baain, industrial and cultural pro­
gresa of the nainere, ete, etc.

Meehrabpom announcea the following 
program of producción for thia winler: 
Five filma are to be released, which are 
líkewiae to arouae the interese of foreign 
countriea. The most prominenC one ia 
Pudovkin’a film T k e  S tea m er P ia tile tk a .  
The hero is a worker from Hamburg who 
is engaged in che ahipbuildiilg induatry. 
He ia working on che conitruccion of a 
steamer which is to be delivered to the 
Soviet Union. He is traniported on thia 
steamer to Ruaaia, and loon takea an 
active part in the great Five-Year-Plaa. 
Further detaíla pertaining to thia new 
Pudovkin film are unfortunately not avail­
able at preaent. Pudovkin. however, juit 
returned from a locatíon trip in Ham­
burg and Odessa and will loon make hii
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nwn repon on the progres» of fiit work.
Twa other feature filn» will be re- 

leased in the near future, T h e  H a tu e  o í  
T h e  D e a i  and T h e  H o r iz e n .

T h e  H o u s e  o f  th e  D e e á  ia heing direct- 
ed by Fedorov, a co-worker of Meyer- 
hold whoae work, R o e r , C h in a !  la well 
known abroad. The continuity of thíi 
Dostoievaki novel is by Víctor Shklovaky, 
ene o/ the moat popular £ln)-writera of 
Soviet Ruiaia, (The filnu, B u U e  B a tir  
and T h e  G e n t le m e n  S k o tin in y f and other» 
are alao by him). In the film T h e  H o tu e  

o f  th e  D e a i ,  Dovatoievski hinaaelf ¡a the 
leading character. The central ¡dea ia 
Doatoievaki'a conception that Ruaaia ia 
the príson of all peoplea. Doitoievaki re- 
cognizea this truth—but forced labor 
breaka hit will. He then tinga bynina 
of praite to the ariatocracy, wrifea reac- 
tionary novela and hia final eSbrt, to

returrect the revolullonary dreami of hii 
youth, come» too late. T h e  B r o t h e n  K a ra -  
m a xu v , whoíe heroet he wanted to make 
into rcvolutionarie», remaim unfinished.

T h e  H o r it o n , the other féaturc aound 
film, ia under the direction of Kuiethov. 
ihe former leacher of Pudovkin. The 
scenarío of thia film has alto been writ- 
ten by Víctor Shklovaky. It deala with 
a young Jew in a imali town on the 
eouthern coaat of Rustía. He atrugglee 
along and dreams of America. Hit frienda 
try to draw him into the revolutionary 
niovemcnt, but he longa fbr bourgeoia 
democracy. He emigratei to the United 
Statet and ia laten drafted into the U. S. 
Army, where be geti a thorough drill- 
ing. He begini to rcaliae that there it 
no différence between the Ctar’a Artny 
and the American Army, eiccept that the 
latter haa hetter military equipment. In

the end he goea with the American Er- 
peditionary Forcea to Siberia. Hete he 
deaerta and joint the Revolution, to help 
the Bolahevikt in ihe conatruction of the 
Soviet Union.

Another film of the young director, 
C o m r a ie  L i- F a , treats of the Communiat 
Revolution in Southern China. The film 
waa made on the eouthern bordera of the 
Soviet Union in Central Aaia. The caat 
conalst mainly of Chineae.

Finally, the film T h e  W o r  h  N o t  Y e l  
O v e r , diretíed by Yrínov, ehould alao be 
mentioned. The montage and lound-treat- 
ment refiect etrongly the influence o í the 
Work» of Vertov. (Vertov himaelí will 
now alio Work under the banner of
Merrhrabpom-Film.)

( T r a n i la te d  by C k r is te l G a n g )

50,000 workers
and intellectuals in America, organized and functioning in revolu­
tionary cultural organizations in all sections of the country, have as 
their spokesman,

NEW
Oniy American Monthly of Revolutionary Art and Literature

TH EO D O R E DREISER, JO H N  DOS PASSOS. M ICH A EL  
GOLD, LANGSTON HUGHES and a talented young group of 
writers from the milis, mines and factories contribute regularly in 
storics, articlcs, poems, reviews.

47 Art is t s
including G RO PPER, BURCK, G E L L E R T , D EH N , LOZO- 
W IC K , BARD, HERNANDEZ contribute satirical cartoons and 
drawings.

W orkers  A r t
all workers cultural activities are reported and discussed in the first 
sectíon on W ORKERS A R T in any American publication.

15 cents a copy . . . Subicription, $1,50 a year ín U. S,
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SOVIET RUSSIA TODAY
4  X T  -K /í _____ _________ P U B L I S H E O  M O N T H L Y  B Y  T H E

iSQXV JS\.CtQ(tZtYl€ F R I E N D S  O F  T H E  S O V I E T  U N I O N

Fully illustrated with photos of the latest ad- 
vanees and accomplishments of the Five-Year 
Plan. Arricies, news reports and original statistics.

VoL. I, No. 1 (February 1932) 

readí novj

SOVIET RU SS IA  TODAY, 80 East U th  Street, New  York City, N . Y . Marcel Scherer, Natioaal Sec- 
retary. Subscríption: $1.00 per year ia  U. S. A . and México; Foreigs: $1.50 peí year. Single copies 
10 cents.

announcing the second numbero

Subscríption $2 s year: 
$2.50 torelgn. S i n g l e  

C o p i e s  5 0  c e n t s .

LEF
J U S T  O F F  T H E  PRESS
containing articles of exceptional ínterest to every 
student of the cinema and one hundred pages of poetry, 
pióse, drama, críticism, reviews, etc., by the most im- 
portant younger wríters ¡n America: Horace Greg- 
ory, Paul Peters, Murray Godwin, Hermán Spector, 
Norman Macleod, Roben Cruden, H. L . Lewis, etc. 
The LEFT is the only quarterly review in America pub- 
lishing the work of those young writers who are cre- 
ating an American proletarian literature.

THE LEFT is published at 218 W . 3rd St., Davenport, lowa, and is edited by Jay du Ven, Martin Klein 
and Geerge Redfield.
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H E  S P I R I T  O F  T H E  A G E  

D E M A N D E  N E W  T Y P O G R A P H IC  E X P R E S S I O N  

•  I n  N O  O T H E R  A R T  H A V E  C O N V E N T I O N A l  

I S M  A N D  T R A D IT IO N  B E E N  S O  C O M P L E T E L Y  

C A S T  O F F  •  T h e  A R T  O P  T H E  M O D E R N  

P R I N T E R  W I L L  S T A M P  T H E  R E V O l U T I O N  

A R Y  W O R D S  A N D  T H O T S  O F  T H E  P R E S E N T  

I N T O  T H E  L I F E  O F  T H E  F U T U R E

C H A R L E S  W * K L O R
t y p o g r a p h y  • f í n e  p r e s s
«07  E. P I C O  S T R E E T  . L O S  A N G E L E S ,  CALIF.

WORKERS
I N T E R N A T I O N A L

R E L I E F
F I L M  D E P A R T M E N T

U West 21st Street, New York City, ü . S. A.

Beakin^r io C lu bs  

FKATBRNAL ORCANIZAnOKS 
W oRKEis’ THEATRES

of
SOVKINO  FILMS 
W E L T -  F I L M S  
P R O M E T H E U S

a n d

AM ER ICAN
W ORKING-CLASS

NEWSREELS

T H E

HOUND
A N D

H O R N
WINTER 1931-19J2 ISSüE

"The PiiritJti HefMy," a jmdjr ot American
Pircholofr.........................................i y  H , S .  Ptrkrs

■'1919," seleciions ítom ihe latest novel
6y  John D os P cjroi

"Ezampicr of Wallace Sreveiu," an csiay
hy R , P .  B U th n n r

"Garbo Dietrich,” a chroaicl............by K irn u th  WhUr
"Dance Credoei and The 'Greeki’ " .....by A n(n a  B u te n
"Sil Poema (or Ihe Sheiifa Daugbt«i”.Jy D u ü e y  fifi/ 
"Depreasion Archítecture," a chionicle

by John IPheeítorighí
"The Poeiry of Contad Aiken," a reviei»

by M aricnne Moore
Storica, .......by /, fP. Johnxon, George rilchenor

and L . W . H M e lt
"Poems"............... ...by K en m tk  WkUe. A. J. M . Sm itk

and Wallace Eteveni

CHRONICLES PHOTOGRAPHS 
BOOK REVIEWS

One Year 
Two Yeaia . 
Single Copy

I N  o .  a. ABItO A D
. S2.00 B2.S0
. J.50 *.50
. .ÍO ,«

T H E  H O U N D  6  H O R N , INC.
545 Fílth Ave. New  Yotk, N. Y.

Sophie Boyd
Formerly with the Paramoum and 
M-G-M Studios.as secretary to S. M. 
Eisenstein and Boris Piinyak.

Scenario Editing
Manuscrípt Revising and Copying 
Translations írom Russian, French 

and Italian
WRITE

Hollywood Studio Club Hollywood, Calif., U. 8. A.

Christel Gang
Formerly with Cecíl B. De Mille and 
Universal Studios as translator and 
secretary in Germán and English.

Germán Staff Translator for 
Experimental Cinema

Germán and English Translating 
WRITE

318 West Ninth St., Rootn 802 
Los Angeles, Calif,
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