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General Editor’s Preface

Sergei Eisenstein is by general consent the most important single figure in the
history of cinema. His contribution to the practice of film-making is universally
acknowledged and his films, from The Strike to Ivan the Terrible, are well
known, if not always as widely shown as we might assume. But the buik of
Eisenstein’s theoretical writings has remained largely inaccessible and, despite
the invaluable efforts of Jay Leyda in particular, the English-speaking world
has only a partial acquaintance with the ideas that underlay his films.

It is the primary purpose of this edition to make available the most
important of Eisenstein’s writings in a2 comprehensive and scholarly, but
nevertheless accessible form to the English-speaking reader for the first time.
The nature of those writings has posed considerable editorial problems for
the organisation of the volumes in the series. We have opted wherever possible
for a chronological approach: the ultimate justification is quite simply that
this is the order in which Eisenstein himself wrote and therefore the order
that enables the reader most easily to trace the development of his ideas. The
first and third volumes in this edition therefore follow Eisenstein’s career from
his first published article in November 1922 to his death in February 1948.
The documents have been chosen not merely to record the development of
his aesthetic ideas but also to illuminate the context in which that development
occurred.

Sometimes the sheer amount of material has rendered a chronological
approach unsustainable, as in this volume, Towards a Theory of Montage: here
understanding is better served by grouping Eisenstein’s sometimes fragmen-
tary and often unfinished writings on montage from the 1930s and 1940s
together in one large volume. It has nevertheless proved necessary to exclude
some material, as explained in the Note on Sources.

It is the aim of this edition to make Eisenstein and his ideas more
accessible to the English-speaking reader. If the organisation of the volumes
or the quality of the translations or the annotation obstructs that purpose,
then we shall not only have failed in our duty to the reader, we shall have
failed in our responsibility towards Eisenstein.

RicHARD TAYLOR
Swansea, Wales
July 1991



Michael Glenny: An Appreciation

Michael Glenny began work on the Eisenstein papers that were eventually to
form the backbone of this volume in 1975 when he was a National Endowment
of the Humanities Fellow at the University of Southern Illinois at Carbondale.
He died in Moscow on 1 August 1990 a few days after the translations were
completed.

Nobody has done more to bring to the English-speaking reader the
enormous variety and complexity of twentieth-century Russian cultural life.
Michael’s translations have brought to life the otherwise linguistically incarc-
erated ideas of people as different as Isaak Babel and Marina Tsvetayeva,
Vladimir Nabokov and Mikhail Bulgakov, Alexander Solzhenitsyn and Boris
Yeltsin. He had the unique ability to translate Russian texts in a way that
made them read and sound as though they had originally been written in
English. His acute and musical ear was complemented by a working knowl-
edge of a dozen languages and both these factors made him the perfect
translator for a man of the depth and breadth of Sergei Eisenstein.

Michael bore his gifts lightly: his professionalism was leavened by a
heightened sense of the absurd, his conversation peppered with an extraor-
dinarily infectious laugh. Yet he, more than anyone, exemplified the notion
that translation is not merely a skill, or even a craft, but an art. He felt very
strongly that translation was a creative activity and an undervalued one, and
he gave vent to this feeling on a number of occasions. One of his more
restrained statements on the subject was his contribution to the Times Literary
Supplement symposium in October 1983 to mark the twenty-fifth anniversary
of the Translator’s Association. There, and elsewhere, he argued that the
relationship between the translater and the original author was similar to that
between a musician and a composer, or an actor and a playwright. It is a
useful analogy, because it emphasises that the nature of the relationship is
symbiotic, rather than parasitic, as some would argue.

There is however one essential difference between the performing artist
and the translator. The musician or actor appears before the public, even in
a sound recording or a radio performance. He or she is highly, and in the
present day increasingly, visible. His or her performance is compared minutely,
sometimes agonisingly, with that of others, both for its inherent virtues and
for its fidelity to the original, whatever that might be. The tragedy of the
translator is that his or her success is crowned with invisibility: the reader only
notices a translation when it is a bad one, when the translation interferes with
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the process of communication between the original author and the public. It
is as if we might notice a musician only when he plays out of tune, or an
actress when she fluffs her lines.

It would be no exaggeration to say that, in dealing with the enormous
range and complexity of Eisenstein’s thought, Michael’s talents as translator
were at their most invisible. In the piece I have already mentioned, he wrote:

Yet there is such a thing as a special translating talent, motivated by an
urge to communicate between cultures; it is essential for the health of
civilization. Where would we be without the labours of those paladins of
translation, the anonymous Jacobean divines who gave us the Authorized
Version of the Bible?

There could be no better or more lasting memorial to Michael Glenny
than for the reader of this volume to ask where he or she would be without
the labours of this particular paladin of translation.

Michael could justifiably borrow the epigraph from Pushkin’s poem: Exegi
monumentum.

Ri1CHARD TAYLOR



Note on Sources

The contents of this second volume of Eisenstein’s Selected Works were left
at the time of his death largely in draft form. That is why we have given the
volume the somewhat tentative title, Towards a Theory of Montage.

In the early 1930s Eisenstein had written the first volume of his work on
‘Direction’ (Rezhissura), entitled ‘Mise en scéne’, but had no time to start the
second volume, ‘Mise en cadre’, before he began filming the ill-fated Bezhin
Meadowin 1935, Only ¢ “Eh!” On the Purity of Film Language’ was published
in May 1934 (see vol. 1, pp. 285-94).

After the filming of Bezhin Meadow was stopped on official orders in
March 1937 and Eisenstein was forced to publish a self-critical article, “The
Mistakes of Bezhin Meadow’, he returned to his notes on montage. The
manuscript from the draft introduction to ‘Unity in the Image’ was written
between April and November 1937 in Kislovodsk and Pyatigorsk, two spa
towns close together in the Caucasus, where Eisenstein spent the summer and
autumn of that year. The content is based on the lectures he had given at
VGIK, the Film Institute in Moscow where he had become Professor of
Direction in January 1937. But Eisenstein did not avail himself of the
stenographic records of his lectures that were kept at the Institute, relying
instead on his memory. There are two possible explanations for this: on the
one hand, they were quite simply too heavy for him to carry; on the other,
he left rather suddenly for the Caucasus, almost certainly at the suggestion of
the writer Isaak Babel, because his life was in danger after what he himself
called ‘the catastrophe of Bezhin Meadow’.

In Kislovodsk Eisenstein began to write this material out for the first time
as a text rather than a course of lectures and the themes covered in Part One,
‘Montage in Single Set-Up Cinema’, are essentially those that he would have
tackled in ‘Mise en cadre’. ‘Unity in the Image’ was finished just before he
began work on his next film Alexander Nevsky, at which point he broke off
writing ‘Montage’. The true position of “Tolstoy: Anna Karenina — the Races’
is not known, so it has been placed where it seems to fit most closely. It could
have been followed by ‘Stanislavsky and Loyola’ but we chose to exclude this
on grounds of both the length of the volume overall and the fragmented state
of this particular part of the manuscript. ‘El Greco and Cinema’, first written
in September 1937 as part of ‘Montage 1937°, was moved by Eisenstein in
1939 to form part of his book on ‘Direction’.

Once Alexander Nevsky was completed in the autumn of 1938, Eisenstein

xi
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constituted ‘Montage 1938’ (originally subtitled ‘Horizontal Montage’) from
notes and fragments of the materials for ‘Montage 1937’, which explains why
there is some repetition. It was first published in January 1939 in the journal
Iskusstvo kino. In 1939 he began ‘Montage 1939°, which became ‘Vertical
Montage’, was finished in 1940 and first published, again in Iskusstvo kino,
in two parts in September 1940 and January 1941. What began life as
‘Montage 1940’ and was written in that year was revised to become part of
Nonindifferent Nature entitled ‘Once Again on the Structure of Things’ and
contributed also to his writings on colour.

The order in this volume has been established by the team of Soviet
scholars working under the guidance of the Consultant Editor, Naum
Kleiman, the Director of the Central Film Museum, and is based on the
Eisenstein collections of TsGALI, the Central State Archive for Literature
and the Arts, in Moscow.

R. T.

xii



Eisenstein on Montage
Geoffrey Nowell-Smith

There is nothing mystical about montage. Montage is the ordinary word for
film editing in French and in Russian (montazh), Italian (montaggio) and
Spanish (montaje). It is a word with strong practical and even industrial
overtones. Chaine de montage is the French phrase for a factory assembly line,
and the same association between splicing together bits of film and other
forms of construction exists in English where the word assembly is used by
film-makers to denote the stage when the footage for a film is put together in
playing order prior to the actual cut. Montage and assemblage are also terms
used in art practice to describe ways in which materials from different sources
are put together to produce an object.

The idea of film-making as construction and montage as the putting
together of parts of a machine (a machine for signifying, rather as Le
Corbusier conceived of houses as machines for living in) had a strong appeal
in modernist circles in the early years of the Russian Revolution. It can be
found in some of Eisenstein’s early writings on film aesthetics and can be
plausibly held to underlie his editing and mode of film construction in The
Strike and The Battleship Potemkin (1925). But by the early 1930s such ideas
were dangerous heresy and people who espoused them and put them into
practice were being forced to recant or desist or face the penalties of disgrace.
Eisenstein’s mentor, the great Vsevolod Meyerhold, was among the disgraced,
and Eisenstein himself was in deep trouble early in 1937 after the denunciation
of his film Bezhin Meadow. His return to the subject of montage in the essays
that comprise this volume was therefore a matter of more than academic
interest. Would he stand by his earlier beliefs, would he recant, or would he
surprise the world by having something new and different to say?

There is an element of recantation in the montage essays, symbolised by
some embarrassingly sycophantic remarks about Stanislavsky and a corre-
sponding silence about Meyerhold; there are also passages of stout defence
of his earlier positions; but most of what he writes in these essays is entirely
original and represents a deeply thought reworking of all his ideas — not just
those on montage as such, but on cinema in general, and indeed on art as a
whole.

While the most obvious pressure on Eisenstein to change his ideas came
from the political sphere, a more profound reason was aesthetic. The coming
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of synchronised sound to the cinema had fundamentally changed the limits
of what cinema could be, opening up many new avenues but closing down
others. Although sound as such could be counted an addition to the range of
cinematic possibilities, synchronised dialogue should rather be reckoned a
constraint — or so many film-makers thought, Eisenstein included.* Dialogue
functioned as a restriction not only on the variety of things that could be done
with the image but also on the potential of the soundtrack itself, subordinating
it to the requirements of a type of dramaturgy that film-makers had hoped to
be able to turn their backs on. Early technology imposed severe limits on how
dialogue could be recorded, so that once the principle of synchronised
dialogue was accepted its enactment had to be on extremely conventional
lines. But accepted the principle had to be; once the dialogue film had caught
on there was no opposing its rise to dominance as the only cinematic mode
audiences would accept.

Strange though it may seem at first, the coming of sound to the cinema
worldwide and the imposition of socialist realism in the Soviet Union are
related events. Both represent a similar turn away from modernism and a turn
towards (or a rejoining with) a humanist notion of realism that modernism
had repudiated. By restoring voice to the actor’s persona the dialogue film
reasserted human integration; by giving primacy to the exchange of words
between characters it put focus on individual human attributes. These effects,
demanded of the sound film throughout the world, fit perfectly with the
demands of socialist realism for a new conception of the hero and its associated
humanist rhetoric. The combination was lethal. The sound film, developed
throughout the world as dialogue film, becomes in the Soviet context the
favoured vehicle for the populism and pseudo-humanism of Stalinist ideology.

Eisenstein saw this. But there was nothing he could do about it. Both the
dialogue film and socialist realism had to be lived with. After a desperate
period in the early and mid-30s when he attempted not to live with them, his
response in practice comes in 1938, with the triumph of Alexander Nevsky,
and in theory in 1937-40, with his essays on montage. The basic strategy of
the essays is that of counter-offensive. Rather than see the concept of montage
limited to that of a special case of film editing, he argues that montage as he
had himself conceived it in his earliest writings on the subject is in fact a
special case of montage in general, which is a principle to be found underlying
artistic construction of all kinds. Within this enlarged concept of montage,
which he had already begun to elaborate in 1928-29,1 he is then able to
include not only the pieties that he was obliged to subscribe to but many
aspects of artistic practice that he had come to believe in and respect.

*See his ‘Statement on Sound’ (co-signed by Vsevolod Pudovkin and Grigori Alexandrov),
on pp. 113-14 of Volume I of this edition.

1See in particular the articles ‘Perspectives’ and “The Dramaturgy of Film Form’ (Vol. I,
pp. 151-60 and 161-80) for an early and rather rough-hewn formulation of the ‘enlarged’
concept.
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EISENSTEIN ON MONTAGE

Eisenstein’s original concept of montage was that meaning in the cinema
was not inherent in any filmed object but was created by the collision of two
signifying elements, one coming after the other and, through the juxtaposition,
defining the sense to be given to the whole. The obvious vehicle for such a
form of meaning-construction is the shot, which within the conception needs
to be a relatively simple element. But what if it is not simple? What if it
contains within itself juxtapositions of different elements, whether contained
within the composition or produced by camera movement or movement
within the frame? And what about the juxtapositions created by the coin-
cidence or collision of sound and image in the synchronised film? Does this
undermine the concept of montage, or provide a case for its extension?

In the 1937-40 essays, Eisenstein divides montage into three types:
montage in single set-up cinema; montage in multiple set-up cinema; and
sound-film montage. The second of these corresponds roughly with the
concept of montage he had developed in the silent period, since it covers the
effects that are produced by the sequential movement from one set-up to the
next. Both the first and the third, however, deal — at least in principle — with
the montage of simultaneous elements, in cinema and in art generally. The
argument rambles somewhat (with the exception of the last two, these essays
were never revised for publication in his lifetime), but the central line of it is
clear: montage exists not only in time but in space, and not only in the object
but, crucially, in the perception of it. Montage as a principle is not limited to
cinema: it is found in literature, in theatre, in music, in painting, even in
architecture. But it is in cinema that it finds its highest expression. Not only
that, but it is through montage that cinema becomes the first art form
successfully to transcend the dichotomy posed by Lessing in his Laocoin
between the sphere of painting, which is spatial, and that of poetry, which is
temporal. These propositions are illustrated by a wide and eclectic range of
examples, from Homer to nineteenth-century Russian realist painting. In the
Athenian Acropolis Eisenstein finds an example of the disposition of masses
in space which can only be grasped in its ensemble through a montage effect.
In a portrait of the actress Maria Yermolova by Valentin Serov, he finds a
two-dimensional static object which only yields up its secrets when recon-
ceived as a series of views akin to a progression of shots in cinema. From an
analysis of the rhythm and imagery of a poem by Pushkin, he shows how
cinematic montage can realise what in poetry can only be imagined.

What these examples do not address, however, is the problem of how
representation relates to reality. This was a question Eisenstein knew he could
not evade but for which it was very difficult for him to find an answer that
would satisfy both himself and his detractors. The answer he proposes is at
first sight familiar and orthodox enough, and is based on a distinction between
two levels at which representational works of art can operate: ‘depiction’
(izobrazhenie) and ‘image’ (obraz). The problem for the artist is how to get
beyond depiction and organise the material before him into images which are
not only aesthetically satisfying but also succeed in crystallising within them
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the truth of the object represented. This distinction is suspiciously similar to
that made by the Marxist aesthetician Gyorgy Lukécs between description
and narration and to analogous distinctions made by other Marxist writers of
the period, all aimed at separating a superficial level of verisimilitude from a
deeper level of actual truth. Most of these Marxist writers, however, Lukécs
included, regard truth as already given in History, so that the artist’s job is
limited to finding a means of joining up what is easily seen and depicted or
described with the deeper level of truth revealed by history (and Marxist
interpreters thereof).

Eisenstein’s distinction between ‘depiction’ and ‘image’ is far less histo-
ricist and far more properly aesthetic. It is also heuristic in the sense that the
finding of a new image creates a new form of knowledge rather than merely
replicating something already known. Part of the function of the image,
undoubtedly, is to capture ‘reality’ in the most condensed and effective
manner possible — meaning by reality the facts of history that pre-exist the
work of art and provide the artist with material. But this aspect of conforming
to already given truth is the one which interests Eisenstein the least. Or rather,
what interests him is not this truth-bearing function but the fact that in order
to achieve it in a work of art you have to proceed in an imagistic way, that
you have to produce images which are by their nature metaphorical rather
than literal. If history is determining on the shape to be taken by a work of
art it is not because it tells the artist what is true (and must therefore be
portrayed as such) but because it constrains the artist in his or her choice of
metaphor. Colour, for example, as a mere property of the physical world, has
no meaning except in so far as it can be used as metaphor, and what this
metaphor can be is not pregiven by the nature of colours themselves but arises
out of a complex cultural process through which values are assigned to
different colours and colour-words in different contexts.

Eisenstein’s notion of the image could thus be defined as standing midway
between Marxism and Symbolism — Marxist in its recognition of the social
determination of meaning, Symbolist in its insistence on the image as vehicle
of artistic expression. Also partly derived from Symbolism, but interpreted in
a Marxist and materialist way, is his fundamental intuition that image,
metaphor and montage are at bottom the same thing: that images are created
when the terms of a metaphor are articulated through montage; that a
metaphor which does not give rise to an image is a dead metaphor and an
image that has no metaphoric weight is not an image at all; and that montage
achieves its destiny only when it escapes from the metonymic linkage of object
to object and achieves the metaphoric association, through the image, of object
and idea. In this sense, for Eisenstein there is something mystical in montage
after all.



On the Story of ‘Montage 1937’

Naum Kleiman

The reader who is not very familiar with the details of Eisenstein’s life will
probably be surprised at some of the rhetorical passages to be found in the
pages that frame his work Montage, a work which bears an eloquent date —
1937.

How could a man who was both clever (one of the cleverest of his
generation, according to the evidence of his contemporaries) and honest (even
his enemies never doubted that) write these lines in the Foreword in the very
year that the Stalinist terror culminated?

The twenty years of our victorious Revolution — an event of unpre-
cedented scope — have proved the greatness of the slogan ‘All is for man’s
sake’ as a stimulus to unheard-of triumphs’?!

Surely he must have known about the unparalleled repressions and the
unheard-of human sacrifices in that anniversary year?

How dare an acknowledged art theorist maintain in the concluding section
that the synthesis of the arts was organic specifically to the coming epoch,
because it ‘reflected the full-blooded joy of contemporary man’ and contrasted
with the ‘anatomical atlas’ of the aesthetics of, for instance, architectural
modernism? And the man who made this statement was supposedly proud
of his acquaintance with none other than Le Corbusier himself?!

Nevertheless these and similar phrases reflected a genuine tragedy: the
personal, biographical tragedy of Eisenstein, the tragedy of the 20s avant-
garde, the tragedy of Russian public consciousness at that time.

First of all, Eisenstein did not just know of the repressions by hearsay —
he himself had become a victim of them at the beginning of the year, although
fortunately this had not ended in his arrest, shooting, or transportation to the
camps. The price he paid for this was his ‘baby’, his film Bezhin Meadow,
which had been taken out of production on the eve of its completion, publicly
disgraced and physically destroyed. The director nearly shared the same fate:
indeed it was to this end that the whole campaign against the film, unleashed
by the head of Soviet cinema, Boris Shumyatsky, was directed. A period of
‘witch-hunts’ always requires people who can be accused of ‘disorganisation’,
of ‘decadence’ and of ‘straying from the true path’, especially if they are ready
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to accuse you of the same thing. Eisenstein was particularly suited to the role
of scapegoat: he was too independent, too ironic and, in many people’s
opinion, excessively learned, and, on top of all that, he was constantly filming
things that did not quite correspond to what those people in high places who
issued the ‘orders’ considered worthwhile. Hence he filmed Bezhin Meadow
not as a poem about a ‘young hero of our time’ exposing his kulak father, but
as a tragedy of patricide and filicide against the background of the rapid
reordering of the countryside, of society, and of religious beliefs. . . .

In the spring of 1937, after a series of screenings of the incomplete and
unedited footage of Bezhin Meadow, accompanied by discussion (i.e. con-
demnation) of it, after the enforced repentance of the article ‘The Mistakes
of Bezhin Meadow’, written literally under the threat of arrest, which his former
friend Grigori Alexandrov had openly hinted at to him, Eisenstein suffered a
psychological crisis. One day (according to the reminiscences of Pera Atasheva
that she shared with me in 1964) Sergei Mikhailovich did not leave his room
for either breakfast or lunch. It was a sign of severe depression when he ‘didn’t
shave and didn’t eat’. After repeated requests that he should at least say
something, Eisenstein suddenly called out from behind the door that, if he
did come out, it would only be so that he himself could go and tell ‘them’
once and for all exactly what he thought of them, and then — come what may.
Pera was terrified and decided to telephone Isaak Babel, whose stock with
Eisenstein as a wise and experienced adviser was particularly high. Eisenstein
let Babel into his bedroom immediately. It seemed to Pera as if they talked
for an eternity. All of a sudden they came out together and Eisenstein asked
Pera to do him a favour: to deliver a letter that he would now write. Shortly
afterwards he handed her an envelope on which he had written this address:
J. V. Stalin, The Kremlin, Moscow.

This letter from the disgraced director to the omnipotent dictator is
probably preserved in the Kremlin archives, which are still closed to cinema
historians. Only the draft is known to us and in it we can decipher individual
phrases like: ‘I am asking not for privilege, but for trust’, ‘I feel I have within
me the strength to make many more Potemkins’. . . In the draft there is no
trace of repentance for his film ‘mistake’. We cannot exclude the possibility
that Babel participated in the writing of this absolutely crucial text, a simple
request for a favour which should in no way be represented as a grovelling
entreaty for forgiveness. Pera immediately took the typed envelope to Red
Square and put it in the special post-box for the ‘royal personage’ which was
situated, if I am not mistaken, not far from the Saviour’s (Spasskaya) Tower.

However the letter was still no guarantee against arrest. It is probable that
it was that very same wise and experienced Babel who, although he was unable
to save himself, advised Eisenstein to leave Moscow straight away. There was,
of course, no question of adopting a conspiratorial life-style: under Stalin’s
régime this was quite simply impossible, even for a prominent artist.
Sometimes, however, the people for whom the NKVD came in the night were
saved by the simple fact that they were not at home. It was always possible
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that the executioners would move on ‘in accordance with the plan’ to their
next victims the following night. In any event Eisenstein tried to leave as soon
as possible for a sanatorium in the Northern Caucasus, in the city of
Kislovodsk. It was here, away from film production and far from ‘criticism’
that he began the book that he had announced as a sequel to his textbook on
direction before he started filming Bezhin Meadow in 1934 (see his note on
the subject in  “Eh!” On the Purity of Film Language’). The first pages —
the ‘Foreword’ — were, as was usual for him, done in a rush and were confined
to rough notes on his chosen theme. But Eisenstein really threw himself into
itand in twenty or thirty days he had filled as many pages. We cannot discount
the possibility that this kind of feverish activity while his heart was recovering
was a form of salvation from dark thoughts. . . .

When Yelena Sokolovskaya, the head of the Mosfilm studio, wrote and
informed Eisenstein on 18 May that she was trying to secure a script by Pyotr
Pavlenko about Alexander Nevsky for him, he began to suspect that his letter
had had an effect. This was confirmed after his return to Moscow when his
arch-enemy Boris Shumyatsky offered him a choice of patriotic heroes as the
subject for a film: either the merchant Minin and Prince Pozharsky, who had
led the struggle against the Polish intervention in 1612, or Prince Alexander
Nevsky, who had beaten the Germans in 1242. Behind this proposal, of
course, lay an instruction from the Leader himself, who had ‘entrusted’
Eisenstein with one more production. This is not the place to examine the
way in which the director used this trust to re-work a one-dimensional
agitational script by a semi-official writer into a film fresco about a prince
who had been canonised by the church and who was at the same time
Eisenstein’s ‘family saint’ through his mother’s line, the Konetskies. But even
the preparation for the film could not tear him away from the book that he
had begun: he carried on working on it until deep into the autumn.

Pera Atasheva recalled that for Eisenstein 1937 was, above all else, a year
of financial problems. Eisenstein had not completed a single film since 7The
General Line in 1929 and this meant that he did not receive a director’s fee.
Following the accusations against Bezhin Meadow for ‘Formalism and mysti-
cism’, he was driven out of the Institute of Cinematography (VGIK), and
this meant that he was deprived of his professorial salary. The advance for
Newsky went on the most pressing needs. The book Montage might provide
another advance, if Goskinoizdat agreed to take it. In order to make sure that
the cinema publishing house took the manuscript for consideration, certain
rituals had to be observed. The crudest and most essential of these rituals was
the direct glorification of the ‘genial leader of the peoples’. As far as possible
Eisenstein tried to avoid this. There were other methods: citing the classics
of Marxism, for example, or authorities recognised by the state. That is
probably the origin of the ‘Foreword’ based on an aphorism of the state writer,
Maxim Gorky, ‘All is in man — all is for man’s sake!’

We should not however suppose — or so it seems to me — that this was
nothing more than political camouflage. Or that it was merely a polemical
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attack on the critics who had long ago accused Eisenstein of ‘inhumanity’
because he made historical film frescoes rather than psychological dramas.
Behind the Gorky quotation were some very serious ideas about how the
‘human scale’ in cinema could consist not only in the appearance of a character
on the screen but in the actual construction, the structure of a work. In fact,
this is what his text-book on direction had been about — and Montage was
supposed to constitute its second part. These very ideas reflected the crisis
of the Constructivist illusions of the 20s, which had sought to base structural
laws above all on non-subjective and, generally speaking, on non-human
principles: on material, on mechanism, on non-personal history. . . Eisenstein’s
concepts of the late 20s and 30s (‘inner monologue’ or the ‘organicity of art’,
for instance) broke with the mechanicism of his early declarations. For this
reason both the ‘Foreword’ and some of the vulgar formulations in the last
chapter (written rather obviously for the censor) deal with very serious
matters. It is important in this context to catch the nuances: in a period
dominated by pseudo-Classicism Eisenstein admits that he liked Le Corbusier
and Gropius. He does not argue against these ‘pillars of Formalism’ but against
their imitators. . . Nowadays these nuances can only be discerned by a
historian: in those days phrases like that sounded almost like a challenge.
However the real challenge was Montage as a whole. It cannot be included
in the aesthetics of Socialist Realism, which was then advancing on a broad
front: there are no declarations about narodnost’ and partiinost’ in this book,
no invocations of the ‘truth of life’, which would supposedly preserve a work
by its expressiveness and its effectiveness. Had it been published at the end
of the 30s, it could not have avoided accusations of Formalism. And no
quotations or formulations, naively framing Eisenstein’s theoretical text, would
have saved it.
Moscow
August 1990



Foreword

‘All is in man — all is for man’s sake!’

It is not by chance that I preface this study with the immortal words of Maxim
Gorky (from his ‘Man’).

In its unique, historic scope, our victorious twenty-year-old revolution
has proved the greatness of the watchword ‘All is for man’s sake!’ as a stimulus
to unprecedented achievements. Those same twenty years have also shown
how much art and culture have been enriched by a slogan which, instead of
‘art for art’s sake’ or ‘culture for culture’s sake’, proclaims ‘all is for man’s
sake’: socialism for man’s sake, culture for man’s sake, art for man’s sake.

No less profound is the affirmation that ‘all is in man’. In him and from
him; only in him and from him; from the individual human being and from
the human collective — the people: only in them and from them is it possible
to derive unending inspiration.

Weriters, poets and artists come and go, but the people, that great collective
being, remains. And only someone who is of the people, with the people and
amid the people can contribute to that great, immortal cause — the people’s
cause. The great cause of humankind. The great cause of man.

I am regarded as one of the most ‘inhuman’ of artists. The description
of the human being has never been either the central or the most fundamental
concern of my works. In my basic cast of mind I have always been more
preoccupied with movement — mass movements, social movements, dramatic
movement — and my creative interest has always been more keenly directed
towards movement itself, towards the actions and deeds as such, rather than
towards the person performing them.

For that reason, the experience of my seventeen years of artistic
endeavour has been expressed less in the image of man in art than in the
image of the [concept underlying] the work itself. But that by no means implies
that the slogan ‘all is in man’ is alien to me. On the contrary — the more
profoundly one analyses the topic of this study, the more insistently one is
made aware of the degree to which ‘all is in man’, and that not a single element
in the genuinely living image of a work can possibly arise or flourish unless
it derives from man and from the human condition.

If in my work I have, perhaps, been somewhat remiss in my treatment
of the image of the human individual (although perhaps not in my depiction
of the human collective), then may this study of the human element and of
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man in the image of a work of art serve at least in part to make good that
omission. For the fundamental, all-pervading and most profound theme of
this study is man himself, not only in the subject-matter and plot of a work
of art, but in its very structure and its total image, or to be more precise — in
that stage of the creative process in which the underlying idea and theme of
the work themselves become the means of exerting an artistic impact on the
perceptions [of the audience].

‘Meine Tendenz ist die Verkorperung der Ideen’ [‘My inclination is towards
the embodiment of ideas’] said Goethe. That definition expresses the entire
significance of form in art, and it embraces even stylistic extremes, from
symbolism and allegory to banal chatter about ideas or the clumsy retailing
of a story in blunt, pedestrian language. I shall examine the underlying
principles of how form serves to avoid falling into such excesses, by studying
the progression: the shot — montage — sound montage. And through this and
other topics, into which a deeper study of particular matters and details may
lead us, there will always run, like a red thread, the fact that for all the
experience, all the power, all the strength of a work’s expressive imagery — as
well as for all the skill that goes into its construction (with which we are here
chiefly concerned), provided that this skill is directed towards creating a work
of art for man — the fundamental, principal and nourishing source of inspiration
will be derived from three things: from Man; from Man; and from Man.

‘All is in man — all is for man’s sake!’

17 November 1937
On the 20th Anniversary of the October Revolution.



1 Draft of ‘Introduction’

Only the fool does not change, for time brings him
no development and experiences do not exist for him.
Pushkin

The epigraph from Pushkin has not been chosen at random. We are to make
a survey of the development of montage — a survey in the good German
tradition, to include both retrospect [Riickblick] and prospect [Ausblick], which
will give a résumé of the course taken by montage so far and indicate the
directions in which it is going. Even more important is to locate and define
our present-day understanding of this shifting concept. Much will be unex-
pected when compared with yesterday. We shall emphasise this unexpected-
ness, though not forgetting that our developing comprehension has advanced
in a succession of qualitative leaps from what it was yesterday or the day
before yesterday. Indeed, a real understanding of the nature of montage as
one of the constituent disciplines of film-making can nowadays only proceed
from an exact knowledge of its prior development.

The days are long past when montage practically usurped sovereign rights
in the realm of cinematic expression; but the many people who nowadays
want to ‘bury’ montage with whoops of joy are also in the wrong." They think
because there is less cutting of the picture in sound cinema that montage is
dead, but they forget that what they are burying is an outworn phase whose
characteristics were inseparable from silent cinema.

Others want to go on living in the new phase without the trouble of
reexamining the intellectual baggage of the past, even though they may have
carefully removed from it any unwanted excesses.

Most of us give it no thought at all and simply ignore this powerful
component of film composition. This happens largely because we have not
fully succeeded in identifying the place and function of montage, in particular
the new aspect which it has assumed in the new conditions of the sound film.

At first glance, it is indeed extremely difficult to identify. De prime abord
it would seem that in the history of montage to date we have a completed
‘triad’. There was the shot (the single set-up). It was broken into fragments
by montage. The fragments were put together again into a unity within the
shot. Internally, however, matters are more complicated: most sound scenes
are shot from a single set-up, and this would seem on the face of it to be a
regression — which in many cases it is.
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The object of this work is to examine the propositions set out below.

A truly realistic work of art, deriving from the fundamental tenets of
realism, must contain as an indissoluble whole both the representation of a
phenomenon and its image; by ‘image’ is meant a generalised statement about
the essence of the particular phenomenon. They are inextricably linked by
their presence, their appearance and the way they merge with one another.

In film, this second characteristic has been lost.

Our task is to establish how this element of generalisation has been realised
in the three phases of film history: the single set-up, the multiple set-up and
the sound film.

In single set-up cinema by plastic composition.

In multiple set-up cinema by montage composition.

In sound cinema by musical composition.

At the same time this proposition discloses a new way of looking at the
question of montage. The ‘sources’ of montage are in plastic composition;
the ‘future’ of montage lies in musical composition; the factors of consistency
in all three stages are the same.

This proposition enables us to trace the distinctive way in which montage
has been modified, as represenied by its three qualitatively different aspects,
conforming to the three phases of cinema’s development.

In the first or plastic mode of structuring film, the ‘role’ of montage is
played by a combination of the compositional generalisation about the image
and the image itself: a purposeful ‘fusion’ of compositional elements together
with a generalised ‘contour’ of the image.

In the second stage, montage plays the generalising role; here ‘generalis-
ing’ [obobshchenie] means the attitude taken towards a phenomenon based on
the experience (which is, in its way, class-mediated) of a series of correspond-
ing phenomena.

In sound film the role of montage lies basically in the internal synchroni-
sation of sound and picture.

In the first period, the pictures are not a representational image but derive
from the unity of the ideational image, i.e. they interrelate in the same way
as do the elements of generalised plastic composition, and this is only fully
attainable in colour film.

The latter consideration raises the issue of sound film as a synthetic art
form.

At the end, we shall consider the notion that living man, his consciousness
and activity, is not only the basis of what is expressed in the content of a film,
but that man is also reflected in the exigencies of form and the structural laws
of a work of art, of its generalised image.’

In the following passages, and in the specific ways in which particular
problems are solved, solutions to the montage problem at the successive stages
of cinema’s development will be adduced. If they have still not been reduced
to a generalised, final form (even if only final as of today!) — which is what I
am trying to do now — in practical terms this, nevertheless, in no way
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diminishes the meaning and value of having learned them and made use of
them in particular areas within the field as a whole. Besides, any real mastery
of what has to be done and any progress are only possible on the basis of a
firm grasp of what has already been done in the past.

Strictly speaking, of course, this book is not about montage. Within the limits
of the author’s powers and abilities, it is basically attempting to show, in one
particular aspect of the work of art (the methods of its composition), how to
disclose simultaneously the representational factor and the generalised image,
and how both must form an indissoluble unity and must interpenetrate one
another.

The book demonstrates this in one small sector of a specifically cinematic
problem within the multiplicity of problems to be found in film-making,
namely in the matter of montage and in the problem which is inseparably
linked with it — the shot. Since, however, montage has not been written about
at all, or at any rate not in such painstaking detail, this book is — this time
speaking quite strictly — about montage.

Its subject, indeed, makes this a much-needed work, since while it
naturally does not exhaust the problem and does not even attempt to examine
all its aspects, in my view this book nevertheless poses the most essential of
all problems in the field of audiovisual film composition, namely the question
of representation and image: a problem which in itself far transcends both
montage and cinematography as a whole.

It is particularly important to pose this question at the present time,’ for
not only has cinema lost the experience and mastery gained in its silent phase,
but the stage of most of the allied arts is now such that they are practically
unable to offer cinema any help in this connection. Herein also lies the reason
why, for my models and illustrative digressions, I shall be obliged to draw
much more upon examples taken from the history of literature and the arts
than upon contemporary sources, since the features characteristic of my
subject matter have largely disappeared. I shall not embark on criticism or
analysis of this state of affairs in itself, but it is, in fact, this situation that has
chiefly motivated me in writing this book.

Such, therefore, are the considerations which have made me delve more
deeply into the nature of the phenomenon on which I have based my research.

Finally, and in the same line of thought, this inoffensive ‘academic
treatise’, devoted 1o one very limited problem within one particular branch of
the arts, actually touches upon a very large, general question. And, in its own
way, the ‘treatise’ itself, for all its inoffensiveness, is therefore highly polemical.

‘My regular readers’ may find this work surprising in its abundance of
quotations from Stanislavsky’s ‘Method’.*

It is fairly well known that in all the seventeen years of my research work
in art, parallel to my creative career I have almost always dealt with precisely
that area which Stanislavsky’s ‘Method’ leaves untouched, or which, at any
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rate, he does not subject to theoretical analysis or illuminate as he does the
art of acting.

I am dealing with the compositional and structural imperatives that
govern a work of art, and their separate elements, together with questions of
form in general (not to mention questions of fi/m form). Thus, in the book
which Stanislavsky has devoted to a detailed exposition of his ‘Method’ (at
least in its earlier, English, edition entitled An Actor Prepares,” which I have
to hand), there are literally only two lines dealing with the question of form.
This is not mere chance, but a conscious act of choice in selecting the field
to which the author of the ‘Method’ directed his main attention. . . .

But that is not all. It is equally well known, furthermore, that my
development as an artist and the growth of my creative abilities have not only
taken place in a different field, but have taken quite a different direction (or,
as people used to say, are ‘on another front’) from that pursued by the theatre
headed by Stanislavsky.®

Thus we overlapped neither in the direction we took nor in our areas of
enquiry. These areas have described, as it were, concentric circles: in the one
the centre of attention is man in action, while in the other it is the action of
structuring a work of art, in which man is considered as one, the leading one,
of several factors (though not always!). Besides, our areas of interest were on
the one hand acting in the theatre, and on the other, cinematic composition.

It is, therefore, all the more interesting to observe the great degree to
which the premisses (and the approach) formulating the rules for my field of
activity invariably, step by step, echo similar premisses in Stanislavsky’s
‘Method’ approach to acting.

In the final analysis, this should cause no surprise, since both sets of
premisses stem equally from a single, common source: the only true, authentic
source of art in all its forms and variants.

The source is . . . but then everyone knows the source of Stanislavsky’s
‘Method’. The fact that it is also the ultimate source which nourishes the
creation of form, and of film form in particular and more than any other —
this we shall attempt to show in the course of this work when we reach the
question of sound film as the model of a synthetic art form.”

As for the wealth of quotations which I allow myself to scatter throughout my
research material, there are two reasons for this. First, the material which I
have to examine comes from somewhat varied and specialised fields, so it is
better to treat it in the terms devised for it by specialists. Second, the
‘montagiste’ character of my stylistic manner in the cinema may be to blame:
minimum distortion of the units from which the montage image is constituted.
But it is also important to present the material with maximum objectivity, and
as far as possible without tendentious bias in favour of the preconceived
principles which I am expounding. What could be more objective than to
juxtapose the observations of different authors who have no connection
whatsoever with the general line of my argument or with the basic topic —
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montage — which occupies the centre of our attention? Just as in film shots,
where I am basically trying to use camera angles and lighting to outline and
emphasise those elements in the shot that work towards what I want, so in ~
this matter, too, I shall try to minimise my incursions into the nature of
phenomena which are not within my immediate competence, preferring
instead, wherever possible, to let the experts speak for themselves. In such
cases, I shall limit myself to compositional editing. In its overall scope, this
method should lend added conviction to the total picture. For what attracts
me, above all, is not the originality but the universality of the propositions
which I shall examine. For the rest, I hold to the view expressed by a certain
old Frenchman: ‘It is only those who have no hope themselves of being cited
who cite nobody’ (Gabriel Nandé).



Part One
Montage in Single Set-Up Cinema
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In the days when it was making its most serious explorations into composition,
cinematography shifted its centre of gravity almost entirely to problems of
‘ensemble’, in particular to the ‘ensemble’ of a complete work and of its
montage, devoting considerably less attention to resolving the problems of shot
composition — a detached house, as it were, in ‘Montage Street’.

While some may find it trivial, this analogy goes much deeper than mere
external resemblance. That a shot can be ‘noisy’ (or as we would put it,
cluttered), its elements ‘incorrectly laid out’: that this produces a correspond-
ing degree of ‘discomfort’, in this instance to the eye of the spectator (even
though he may not complain but simply walk out of the film dissatisfied, or
less satisfied than he might have been), is equally true for cinema as a whole.
There are many instances where failure along these lines has a marked effect,
if not on the spectator’s working efficiency, then at least on the clarity and
ease of his perception and on the emotional depth at which he experiences
and grasps the theme of the work. Imprecise composition invariably results
in an over-expenditure of psychic energy in perception and robs the spectator
of allround depth in perceiving the thought and underlying ideas of a work.
That is to say, because it affects the expenditure of psychic energy, it also
indirectly affects that same working efficiency mentioned above.

Seen in this light, composition is far from being something ‘trivial’. Within
a work of art, it is one of the aspects of concern for man: a concern for clarity
and precision, for fullness of perception combined with a maximum economy
of perceptual effort.*

As to the problems of shot composition, once the progressional link
between shot and montage had been established (see my article ‘Beyond the
Shot’, 1929),* matters were limited to saying that the experience gained in
the art of montage might, in suitably adapted form, also be applied to the
culture of the shot. Whereas some directors have done a great deal of practical
research on montage in many films, practically no special exploratory work
has been done in the area of the shot. This does not mean, of course, that no
work at all has been done on the shot! The concept of montage composition
is inseparable from shot composition: one cannot exist without the other. But

*It is surely noteworthy that the Sanskrit word to denote ‘magnificent, beautiful’ (in the
French sense of admirable) is darsaniya, which literally means ‘easy to look at’. [The latter
phrase in English in the original.]
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while much research and compositional inventiveness have been devoted to
montage, the question of how the shot looked was somehow ‘self-evidently’
incorporated into that broader category and no one gave it any thought.

Theoretical ideas in cinema, in those far-off days when they were
struggling to emerge, were chiefly concerned with the question of montage.
The problem of the shot as such was hardly ever raised. Montage was
something more tangible. The required sharpness of rhythmic perception was
the same, but the means of production and of analysis were more accessible:
a pair of scissors and a ruler. The permutations were easier: transposition,
re-editing, lengthening and shortening. The aesthetics were measurable by
rule of thumb, the key to the sequence’s overtonal resonance derived from
the molecular unit.” The process of building up this resonance relates entirely
to its final point, i.e. to those features which sum up the sequence. Its inherent
laws are located ‘upward’ from the establishing shot. The ‘downward’ process
— towards the nature of the shot’s composition — is not undertaken. In “The
Middle of Three’ and in my speech to the [1935] conference,' I tried to
throw some light on the psycho-social origins of the fact that at that stage
juxtaposition played a more significant role than the introduction of creative
intent into the juxtaposed elements.

It should be added that this was the period of the first youthful flowering
of cinema’s exploratory efforts. And in such periods, as Engels pointed out,
people are mainly interested in connections and movement as such, less
attention being devoted to what it is that moves. . . .'" One way or another,
the two situations coincide. On the one hand we have the problems of
montage, which have been examined in considerable detail; the question of
the shot, on the other hand, is a less happy one, though it has not been wholly
ignored. In my article ‘Beyond the Shot’, I succeeded in establishing two
propositions which are, I think, highly relevant to a ‘biography’ of the shot.
The first proposition concerned the shot as a whole and its reciprocal links
with montage. The incompatibility of contrasting the shot with montage was
exploded. And for the first time it was definitively stated that montage is a
stage derived from the shot; in other words, that the conflict of compositional
elements within the frame is, as it were, a cell, a nucleus of montage which
obeys the law of fission as the tension of that conflict rises. Montage is the
leap made by internal shot composition into a new quality. Hence the
developmental link between them, as in a single genetic progression of
development. Hence the conclusion was drawn that the entire set of rules,
proceeding to the right and upwards from the ‘leap’ into the methods of
montage may, with suitable qualitative adjustment, be pursued to the left and
downwards, towards the problems of shot composition.

All interest was concentrated on montage. As to the shot, the way was
obvious: ‘anyone who wanted to’ could investigate the appropriate structural
laws relating to the shot. Since then (six years!) no one has been found who
did want to. Another proposition, fundamental to any analysis, was established
and that is as follows: given that as a basis for analysis of the structural laws

12



MONTAGE 1937

of montage there is a meeting — or collision — of shots (but whose spectrum
can also include a lack of collision; instead, one shot can ‘overflow’ into
another), then as the starting-point for defining the compositional laws [of
the shot] we should posit an encounter between the object represented and
an event, together with the angle from which it is viewed, and the frame which
cuts it off from its surroundings. I also proposed to go into the methodological
detalils, and to draw from them specific conclusions about the ways and means
of internal shot composition. No one wanted to. It is always easier to raise a
polemical howl than to do the concrete work of analysis. It was easier to wail
about the ‘undue priority’ given to montage and about ‘ignoring the content
of the shot’ than to see that the question concerned the compositional laws
of that content in montage; that the analysis was not dealing with the
compositional exposition of this internal shot content, but outlining ways in
which this might be done. People preferred to wail about the disregard for
content in general; and people who want to do tAis can always be found.

One way or another, since no one is working on these matters, we must
undertake to examine the problems of shot composition. We certainly do not
propose to cover the entire matter here, but we should like to touch on certain
extremely important elements of this problem. Trusting that people will not
bark at me for being ‘one-sided’, I shall treat the question narrowly and . . .
from one side. When one is jabbing with a scalpel at the cornea of the eye,
one may permit oneself the luxury of not having to discuss the heels at the
same time. Their turn will come: we will examine questions of composition
from other angles, too. For the time being, we shall limit ourselves to those
which constitute the material for the two proposed essays.

The question of how to compose a shot has not been posed arbitrarily.
The significance of the shot has increased lately. The blade of our attention
will probe ‘what it is that moves’, what things are juxtaposed. Nowadays people
sometimes talk more about the shot (or they should talk; more often they
mumble about it) than about the juxtaposing of shots in montage. Hence the
importance of the composition of the shot’s content is increasing colossally.
I repeat: we shall deal with the question of the composition of that content, the
composition of the visible part of content, in terms of its (for the audience)
most effective cognitive form.

There was, by the way, one film which brought this very problem of the
shot into the foreground and which, at the compositional level, relegated
montage to a purely auxiliary, narrative function. The historical fate of this
film surpassed all expectations in this respect: its existence took the form of
a chaotic jumble of shots, lacking any integration by the author’s compositional
sense, or even the author’s ideas, but simply spliced together by some
anonymous incompetent following the strict order of events, confining itself,
in essence, to ensuring that an actor simply stayed alive until the plot killed
him and that the hero’s corpse did not appear until he had been trampled to
death by horses’ hooves. I am talking about Que viva México!, and I would
stress here that of the special problems which it posed (any work of art worthy



TOWARDS A THEORY OF MONTAGE

of the name invariably does raise questions of form,* in addition to political,
thematic, philosophical and narrative problems), questions of shot composi-
tion were among the most important.'?

The sad fate of this picture deprived us of the chance of completing and
absorbing all the practical experience we had gained, and of interpreting it
theoretically. (Thus, for example, the picture was intended to make some
most interesting searches into the use of national style — in this case Mexican
—and the problem of utilising folklore in cinema, not to mention certain minor
and more specialised topics, such as landscape in cinema, and so on.)

Nevertheless, to have shot 250,000 feet of film, in which director and
cameraman deliberately set out to make a special study of shot composition,
cannot have failed to yield a certain amount of experience in composing shots.

My comparison of [. . .] the shot to a detached house or a separate
apartment was not fortuitous, for the shot is the basic home, the fundamental
scene of action by the principal master of the picture — the living man in the
form of the actor. The concentration of attention on the actor’s performance,
the specific conditions of sound film, and the present-day view of montage
in sound cinema (which will be dealt with thoroughly and in more detail
below), resulting in a great increase in the average length of the single shot,
have all forced us to give the problem of shot composition much more serious
attention than before. Otherwise, there is a serious risk that instead of
composing film shots we shall drift into the photographic reproduction of
ordinary painting, or follow the bad example of provincial actors’ stage
groupings (examples of both frequently appear on our screen and in the
West).

But by examining certain fundamental problems of the composition of
the film shot, we shall also fulfil the first part of our self-appointed task: we
shall gain some insight into the question of montage under the conditions of
single set-up cinematography.

That period of cinematography,” now so distant from us and so
primitive, did not leave us any contributions to the theoretical study of
composition. However, by examining the proposed aspects of shot composi-
tion, we shall not only establish retrospectively the premisses for the structural
laws of montage at its rudimentary stage, but we shall simultaneously examine
one of the most topical of problems: the plastic composition of the individual
montage shot.

For the individual montage shot is also, in essence, single set-up
cinematography, in which, as distinct from single set-up cinematography as
a stage of development, its ‘load’ does not derive from the entire content of the
film as a whole but only from a certain fragment of the plot.

Let us begin our examination with the simplest possible instance: a

*In the majority of recent films, the main problems of cinematic form are the acquisition of
film-acting technique and the creation of a human image on the screen.
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motionless object, shot from one set-up.

In this case, there is no need for us to summon up our great and
undoubted knowledge of cinematography; we need simply to study the object
as a plastic phenomenon, and, in the first instance, to study those of its features
about which a knowledge of painting tells us too little.

For years now, we have been stressing the link between theatre and
cinema, as between two stages of development. . . .

So, when we need to analyse or throw light on some aspect of cinema,
it is always methodologically advisable to remember that link, and to begin
the analysis with an appropriate example from the theatre, gradually proceed-
ing to a new stage of the same phenomenon in that new phase of theatre
which is cinema. . . .

That is how we shall proceed here, too, since it will be methodologically
correct to begin with the more obvious in order to progress to the more
complex. . ..

We are, then, discussing the encounter between an object and (a) the
angle from which it is observed and (b) the frame which picks it out of its
surroundings. Both are essentially the same: the second is an encounter with
the edges of the frame, the first with the inclination of the plane of the frame.
(The depiction of depth — the specific handwriting’ of the lens — we shall for
the time being leave aside; it belongs to the next stage of analysis.) The first
we customarily refer to as the camera-angle [rakurs], the second — framing
[obrez].

On the stage you can go out by the door. In life, too. In cinema, though,
there is another means of exit. What is more, you can find it anywhere, even
when there are no doors: you can move out of the frame. The same applies
to any other indicative action, for cinema’s means of expression are the result
of expanding the expressive potential of objects and phenomena in real life,
or in real life as organised in theatrical terms. The mise en cadre is a leap from
the mise en scéne. It is, as it were, a ‘second-stage’ mise en scéne, when the mise
en scéne of changing camera positions is superimposed upon the broken lines
of the mise en scéne’s displacement in space.

If mise en cadre is the ‘offspring’ of mise en scéne, then what, it would be
interesting to know, is the parentage of shot framing?

The shot, as we have said, is a stage of montage. Obviously it is the
‘offspring’ of whatever is the equivalent stage of montage relative to mise en
scéne.

But what — in the narrowest sense — is mise en scéne? Mise en scéne
(including all the phases of its deployment: gesture, mime, intonation) is, as
it were, a graphic projection of the character of the action. And when applied
to the unit of action in particular, it is the spatial calligraphy of the unit. It is
like handwriting on paper, or a characteristic footprint impressed as a person
walks on a sandy path, in all its completeness and its simultaneous incom-
pleteness. With good reason, the art of theatrical production is not limited to
mise en scéne, just as film is not confined to montage. For character manifests
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itself in action (and in a particular form of action — in the human image). A
particular semblance of action is movement. We judge action from movement
(from voice and words too). The imprint of action is the mise en scéne. We
shall seek to define shot composition along this line of approach: the line of
character. And we shall begin with the character of a man. By this route it
will be easier to approach the depiction of a landscape and the nature of an
enacted event.

Based on the available social and individual data, the character of a
dramatic personage is created by the selection of only one particular set of
characteristics and elements of action and behaviour out of all the possible
sets. Character presupposes the isolation of a certain set of features and
elements: an organic set. Also the contrasting of its shared class features with
a different, particular set of class attitudes, and the contrasting of its purely
individual features with another, personal set of features.

One way or another, selection takes place. A cutting-off from the rest.
Let us change ‘off’ for ‘around’, and this will define the next functional stage
in individuation. Framing. This will be the part played by the shot in the
delineation of character: a spatial frame which defines a character by a
summation of the features which distinguish (or separate) it as an individual
from the swarm of others. This does not mean that if, for instance, it is
characteristic of a man to keep his hands out of sight, the camera should
obligingly cut off his hands with the edge of the frame; on the contrary, the
shot should aim to show the figure in just such a way as to make the hiding
of the hands clearly stand out as a concealment and not as an absence. When
a human figure is shown in black, the white hands are characteristic. The shot
should not try to eliminate them. If, however, in a well-defined characterisation
the figure’s headgear happens to be irrelevant, then it can simply be guillotined
by the edge of the frame. And so on. We are here at the lowest level of shot
composition, the anecdotal level of selecting naturalistic detail. Are the hands
needed in the shot or not? Should there be an umbrella or not? But very soon
this becomes inadequate.

We shall now make use of the organic link between theatre and cinema
for a full elucidation of our present topic.

Let us begin with the problem of mise en scéne or rather with one particular
aspect of that problem, a special aspect but one that is, in my view, of the
greatest importance in the aesthetics of mise en scéne. It is a question which
has received almost no attention; furthermore, if it is important in mise en
scéne, then the role that it plays in the aesthetics of its offspring — mise en cadre
— is many times more important.

Let us take a concrete example.

Let us suppose that we are in the theatre and that we have to plan the
scene of Vautrin’s arrest in the dramatisation of Balzac’s Pére Goriot."* Or, to
be more precise: the moment during Vautrin’s arrest when he utters his
accusatory speech. I shall here avoid all the problems of mise en scéne except
the one which happens to be immediately relevant to our purposes. I set this
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Fig. 2.1

task as an exercise during one of my lectures at GIK [State Institute of
Cinematography]."® The first solution proposed by the student who was called
to the blackboard is shown in Fig. 2.1. With the typical impetuosity of youth,
this young man could only envisage this highly temperamental scene by
making Vautrin leap up on to the table! Dumbfounded by what he has to say,
the other characters have crowded around the table from which Vautrin lashes
them with his barbed remarks.

Was this solution correct? If we approach it from a purely naturalistic
standpoint, the solution contains nothing particularly disturbing. The leap on
to the table might raise some doubt, but even that is perfectly acceptable if
we allow for a high degree of rage and temperament. And even if it arouses
suspicions on grounds of verisimilitude, we can pull the table out from under
Vautrin and still keep the general disposition of the mise en scéne: Vautrin in
the centre, with those he is accusing around him.

Is it really satisfactory? I repeat: from a naturalistic viewpoint it is all right.
People are perfectly capable of grouping themselves in this way. Vautrin might
well move among them like this; approach them; accuse them.

Yet there is something wrong with this arrangement. And the collective
instinct of the audience, as I now recall, immediately opposed this solution,
even before offering any specific counter-proposals.

Whereas on a naturalistic level it was quite acceptable, on some other level
it was obviously not acceptable. There was a very definite feeling that: 1) there
was some other level, and 2) that level was not immediately determined by
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naturalistic considerations, or limited to them. We purposely did not define
in advance what that level was, but gave free rein to the counter-proposals.
Depending on temperament, these solutions took various forms (see Fig. 2.2).
Some chased him up a staircase, from whence he thundered. Others sent him
down into the orchestra. The third and fourth versions, less adventurously,
confined themselves to counterposing Vautrin to the group of Mme Vauquer’s
lodgers, disposed in a variety of positions. Again there were arguments. But
whereas in the first instance, for all its probability in naturalistic terms, the
plan was somehow felt to be ‘impossible’ for some other reason, this factor
was absent from all the other solutions. We argued about details, but we
agreed that all the latter solutions had something in common and that this
common factor was somehow expressively correct. What was it?

Obviously A, B, C and D can all be reduced to a single common scheme.
In each case Vautrin is positioned to the right, to the left, above or below, but
in all the examples one condition has been observed: Vautrin is not placed in
the centre of the group, as in the first instance (see Fig. 2.3), but has been
moved outside it. Moreover, he has been sharply counterposed to that group.
Evidently the difference in impression lay precisely in this, since from a purely
naturalistic viewpoint all the combinations were possible in absolutely equal
measure.

What is this second level, on which, if — and only if — it is brought into
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play, even a naturalistically quite satisfactory solution begins to be expressively
convincing? What words did we use to define the new set of dispositions as
distinct from the first? We said that Vautrin had been moved out, or let us say
thrown out of the group of Mme Vauquer’s lodgers. And we said that he had
not only been moved out but also counterposed to that group. Literally,
spatially, directionally, graphically. But what has taken place dramatically and
psychologically in this scene?

A few moments earlier, before the police appeared, Vautrin was Monsieur
Vautrin, the richest and most respected man among Mme Vauquer’s lodgers.
He was flesh of the flesh and blood of the blood of that ‘respectable’ society
to which all the unattractive inhabitants of that house also belonged.

The police appear. The mask is torn off (or rather the wig!). Vautrin is
exposed: he is Jacques Collin, an escaped convict. He has been driven out of
the circle of respectable people. In the last minutes before he is led away by
the gendarmes, he tears himself away from them and hurls a challenge at the
society which has driven him out. He accuses it. At this moment Mme
Vauquer’s lodgers — this little group of people — represents the whole of
bourgeois society. Vautrin opposes it with all his courage and strength. He
alone is counterposed to that society and fights it. It is no better than he, a
criminal. It is full of equally villainous people, and so on and so forth.

That is to say, if we scrutinise the psychological and dramatic outline of
the action, we discover that it is expressed, as it turns out, in exactly the same
words. The only difference will be that these words will not be applied in the
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literal but in the metaphorical sense.

Thus the linear movement and spatial disposition of the mise en scéne
turns out to be a ‘converted’ metaphor. In translating the connotation of the
psychological content of the scene into mise en scéne, the process of staging
has, as it were, brought about a reversal from the metaphorical to the
nonmetaphorical, primary, initial sense.

I say ‘reversal’, because it is well known — indeed the very meaning of
the word ‘metaphorical’ (Greek: ueta—¢op = to carry over) constantly reminds
us of it — that metaphorical connotations figured at an earlier stage as simple,
straightforward physical actions (‘I am drawn to you’, ‘I grovel before you’,
etc., etc.).

From this observation we can establish a law with which we are already
familiar, i.e. that to be expressive, a mise en scéne must fulfil two conditions.

It must not contradict people’s normal, accepted behaviour.

But that is not sufficient.

In its structure it must also be a graphic scheme of what in its metaphorical
reading defines the psychological content of the scene and the interaction of
the characters.

We said ‘a scheme’. Scheme contains a double meaning. Its more general
sense relates to the concept of paucity, impoverishment, incompleteness. In
essence, this is the understanding of ‘scheme’ in the sense of ‘schematic’. But
scheme also has another meaning, namely in the sense of a graphic repre-
sentation of the most generalised conception of a phenomenon. It is in this
sense that we shall use the term ‘scheme’. If we look at Fig. 2.2 (showing the
A, B, C, D versions of the Vautrin scene) without knowing what it is about,
one thing is absolutely plain: a certain unit is counterposed to a certain mass
(or group of units). What is more, the unit is identical and common to all four
cases A, B, C and D; i.e. the scheme has captured the fundamental
relationship, beyond all the particular representational and concrete meanings
of its separate elements. In other words, it has shown that the generalisation
is so great that it becomes what we call an abstraction.

If it permeates and spatially disposes specific characters — the actual
participants in an action which has, or can have, this very abstraction as its
scheme - then the picture acquires total conviction and expressiveness.

We may formulate the following proposition as the essential condition
for a mise en scéne: the mise en scéne must act as a graphic generalisation of
the content of the action.

When this occurs, conviction and expressiveness emerge, because only
when they do will the construct be truly realistic, showing both the everyday
behaviour of a particular group of people in a particular dramatic situation
and, simultaneously, these same relationships reduced to their most gener-
alised form.

Strictly speaking, only when both these conditions are observed (leaving
aside all secondary and specific attendant factors) can we speak of the realistic
composition of the mise en scéne, or indeed of its composition in generall

20



MONTAGE 1937

What was it that was unsatisfactory about the first, erroneous solution of
this scene? It was that the naturalistic elements of the action were arranged
according to a compositional scheme which did »ot correspond to the shape
of the internal relationship between the characters. Indeed, it was arranged
according to a scheme whose generalisation very clearly expressed a quite
different type of relationship between the individual and the group. Forget
about the situation and look at the scheme (Figs 2.3 and 2.4). For all its
abstraction, it will nevertheless suggest to you a very definite set of possible
relationships — but the relationship required in setting the test is most certainly
not among them. You can read it in several ways: as a benevolent father
blessing his obedient children, or as a group of people hurling themselves at
a criminal from all sides, but by no means as a closed group opposing an
individual or vice versa.

It is perhaps worthwhile noting that just as mise en scéne is not limited to
the horizontal plane of the floor, so its ‘metaphor’ may equally be read
vertically as well.

It is intriguing to note that in the incorrect solution, a part of it — the
vertical plane, as it happens — contained an element of correctness: a man can
be removed from a group in a vertical direction, upwards. The dominating
nature of Vautrin was obviously the feeling which made the student put him
up on the table. But these good intentions were cancelled out by the false
resolution of the horizontal plane, in which the group of people ‘embraces’
Vautrin!

I like to regard every phenomenon as some kind of intermediate stage,
as a sort of ‘today’, with its ‘yesterday’ and its ‘tomorrow’; as something within
a sequence, having its ‘before’ and its ‘after’, i.e. its preceding and subsequent
stages. Certain ‘throwback’ features lead to a leap backwards into the
preceding stage, while the line of maximal forward deployment leads to a leap
into the following stage: modified, the general laws proceed dialectically from
stage to stage, acquiring new readings and new meanings, but retaining their
common, fundamental premisses.

Let us trace the correctness of our propositions in terms of two such
‘neighbouring’ stages of mise en scéne.

I have always believed and taught that gesture (and, at a further stage,
intonation) is mise en scéne ‘concentrated in the person’, and vice versa — mise
en scéne is gesture that ‘explodes’ into spatial sequence. This correlation is
repeated in the latest phase of theatre, i.e. in cinema: there we say that a shot
‘explodes’ into a sequence of montage shots. And vice versa, that a montage
progression concentrates itself, exerts a retroactive effect on the compositional
handwriting of the shot. On the other hand, we have just recalled the fact that
mise en cadre is mise en scéne at a higher stage of development.'®

So let us take our proposition about the second, metaphorical or
generalising, imperative to which a structure must submit in order to be ‘read’
fully, and let us test it in two ‘neighbouring’ phases: in gesture and in shot
composition. For it is quite obvious that the graphic composition of the shot
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is ‘the eye taking a walk’ across the plane of the screen, i.e. a mise en scéne of
the eye, transferred from the horizontal plane of the stage to the vertical plane
of the cinema screen. Gesture and its derivatives are not the direct subject of
our analysis, so we shall pass over this area fairly quickly, without going into
it too deeply and dealing only with those elements of this discipline which are
of immediate interest to us and which relate directly to the subject of the
present study.

Shot composition is, however, one of the fundamental, prerequisite links
in our theme: here we shall have to go into considerably more detail, here we
shall see that in applying the laws inherent in this newly discovered field, we
shall find countless examples which reaffirm and recall earlier epochs of our
cultural heritage. -

So to return to the two elements in gesture and in particular to the second:
the inner generalising element.

Let the reader summon up before his mind’s eye a series of the most
varied expressions — of figure, gesture and face — all on the same subject. Let
it be, for example, the expression of aversion. Slight aversion and absolute
aversion. From a grimace to nausea. Physical aversion and moral aversion.
Aversion at different ages and aversion in the most widely varying circum-
stances. Let the reader imagine these expressions occurring before him in
actual reality. Let him mentally experience and physically act out such diverse
instances of aversion.

The variety of expression is legion.

This whole legion can, however, be reduced to a common denominator.
Its multiplicity is a set of variants on one basic scheme, which will permeate
all instances and varieties. Moreover, any movement that is not linked to this
backbone, or does not correspond to this scheme, will never be read as
aversion.

What is this common denominator?

An advantage of studying the design of film sets is that it can be presented
graphically, that is why I always begin with it.

The ground-rules are of the same kind in other areas of our subject, but
then one has to have recourse to verbal description, which is always less clear
and vivid.

Let us try to extract from the variety of individual manifestations at least
a description of what is essential to aversion, and which will be present in all
the separate instances of aversion. Here we are much more fortunately placed
than we might have supposed. The decisive common factor, which is equally
characteristic of all particular cases will be . . . aversion (from the Latin:
a-vertere = to turn away). And indeed, however many single examples of
aversion we may adduce, they will always contain this basic motor charac-
teristic.

While it will vary in scope and clarity, in all instances the essence of the
movement will consist of turning away, of a-version from the object which
evokes this attitude. This movement completely embodies the meaning, the
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essential content of the emotion we feel towards a repulsive phenomenon, a
phenomenon causing aversion.

What does this show? That the term itself, converted from its figurative,
metaphorical meaning back into the physical movement which was the
prototype of the corresponding psychological attitude — restored, in fact, to
its primary motor sense — turns out to contain the exact formula or scheme
that is characteristic in equal measure of all particular shades of meaning, and
of which it also serves as a general designation. Is it only the mighty and
powerful Russian language which is so fortunate in this respect? Of course
not. This is a purely semantic phenomenon, and inevitably occurs to an equal
extent in other languages too. The language of a Frenchman, an Englishman
or a German will render him the same service: a-version, a-version, Ab-scheu.

But perhaps it applies only to aversion? Of course not. Take ‘bootlicking’,
take ‘overbearing’, or take ‘overcome’ with grief. In every case the signification
of the word, i.e. the generalised concept for a variety of particular instances,
will contain the exact compositional scheme of that fundamental, generalising,
figurative and characteristic element without which the particular movement
or pose will never be construed in the sense that is contained in its signification.

Of course, the method of finding this or that attitude or gesture will never
proceed by this means. Finding them will always be a process resulting from
keenly experienced perceptions and emotions of the appropriate kind. When
the perception is totally authentic, it will give rise to an image that is faithful
to it in both the particular reading and the generality. But . . . we cannot rely
on everyone being capable, everywhere and at all times, of such totality of
expressive skill.

Not all actors possess such a subtly flexible expressive technique as that
demanded by A.N. Ostrovsky:

In order to become the complete actor it is necessary to acquire such
freedom of gesture and intonation that, on receiving a certain inner
impulse, instantly, without hesitation, the appropriate gesture, the appro-
priate tone of voice will follow like a pure reflex. That is true stage art.!”

For very, very many actors this transformational process is a thorny and
difficult one, and in ninety-nine cases out of a hundred the actor will need
the corrective eyes and instincts of the director; and apart from possessing an
equally acute instinct, the director must also be intellectually aware of the
process.

As we see, the picture is absolutely identical to the one that we analysed
in the case of mise en scéne.

Having thus confirmed in another field the correctness of our views on
mise en scéne, let us now turn to our fundamental theme: to single set-up
cinematography, or to the graphic composition of a montage sequence, or
simply to the composition of a shot. Let us forget for a while everything that
we have been talking about so far, and let us get a spontaneous impression
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from the two accompanying drawings, which are sketches representing a
barricade (Figs 2.5 and 2.6).

It is obvious that in figurative terms and in the amount of naturalistic
detail they contain, both pictures are absolutely identical. But it is equally

Fig. 2.6
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obvious that when asked which of the two sketches is more expressive of a
barricade, anyone seeing them will choose No. 2 rather than No. 1. Why is
this so?

In a naturalistic, objective, figurative sense they are identical.

Wherein lies the difference between them? The difference is in the
compositional placing of those figurative elements.

What does this compositional difference consist of? The difference is in
the fact that one of the pictures (the second) as distinct from the other (the
first) does not confine itself to the mere representation of a barricade, but is
so constructed that in addition it also incorporates an image of the essential
significance of a barricade: struggle.

Its compositional elements are so disposed that each one is read as a
metaphor, and the sum total of all of them is read as an image of struggle,
i.e. as a generalised image of the inner content of what is depicted in the
sketch. Indeed:

1. If we take the plane of the houses and the plane of the barricade, we see
that in Fig. 2.5 they are simply juxtaposed. In Fig. 2.6 the plane of the
barricade cuts into the wall of the houses.

2. If we look at the line of the base of the barricade, we shall see that in
Fig. 2.6 (unlike Fig. 2.5) this line cuts into the roadway.

3. If we follow the line of the upper edge of the barricade in Fig. 2.6 we see
that this is shown as a jagged line, which seems to evoke the phases of a
struggle: each peak of the spiky contour is a point of conflict in the changing
fortunes of two opposing sides. This jagged line can be shown as in Fig. 2.7.
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4. The banner cuts into the sky at a characteristically acute angle.

5. Finally, in Fig. 2.6 the ultimate in metaphor is attained in the placing of
the shop sign with its stylised pretzel. Here, what is normally seen above us
has been brought downward: the pretzel sign has been placed level with the
foot of the barricade, in this case not by showing the baker’s shop sign as
lying physically beneath the barricade but by purely compositional means. The
distinction between these two examples lies in the fact that in the first sketch
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the shop sign cannot be interpreted on any other than a naturalistic level,
whereas the subtextual meaning of the second pretzel sign reads not as ‘a sign
thrown down’ but as ‘an overthrow’: that which was above is now below. And
we are made to adopt this metaphorical reading by the fact that the removal
of the sign has been brought about not physically but compositionally, i.e. by
the viewpoint from which the event is observed.

If we summarise all these elements we see that in Fig. 2.6 we have three
instances of one thing cutting into another: plane into plane (1); line into plane
(2); angle into plane (4); we have a jagged line looking like the seismographic
record of a struggle; finally we have the elements of a landscape so disposed
as to prompt us to think of the overthrow of the established order.

Thus in all its features Fig. 2.6 literally expresses the idea and image of
a struggle:

1. atits simplest, by objective depictive means: the sketch depicts a barricade.
2. by objective imaginative means: the elements are compositionally so
disposed as to give the impression of overthrow. In this, by overturning various
objects the composition repeats the depictive aspect, in which things are also
tipped over or overturned on the barricade (keep this in mind, for we shall
return to it again).

3. by the greatest possible generalisation: the clash of planes, of planes and
lines, of lines and planes.

4. finally, in the linear character of the basic outline, which reads like the
record of the whole process of struggle.

What is more, all these features interpenetrate one another and in no way
upset the naturalistic, depictive integrity of the phenomenon as such. (It
employs no broken shapes, no Cubist ‘deformities’, no multiple perspectives
and so on.)

Obviously the same notion should with equal logic also pervade the
lighting and colour scheme. Over and above the correct naturalistic disposition
of colour and highlights, the lighting scheme should also evoke in suitable
fashion the metaphor of struggle.

When referring to this example in future, of the many possible variants
we shall confine ourselves to citing its simplest, most straightforward sig-
nificance, namely that if a grouping of objects aims to depict a barricade, then
their disposition should be such that their overall contours indicate an intrinsic,
generalised image of what a barricade implies: struggle.

Without this fully realised perception of the barricade, a Barricade with
a capital B will not come into being.

It is fitting to mention at this point that any sketch would be equally
incomplete if it were to eliminate the depictive element and confine itself to
a mere generalised image. The result would be a sketch which might represent
. .. anything you like (see Fig. 2.8).

You may find any number of pronouncements on this subject by great
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artists. Right now we are celebrating the anniversary of the great Realist
sculptor Mark Antokolsky."® On this occasion therefore, let us quote his words:
“There are two extremes which are bad in art: one is to reduce art to
abstraction, the other is blindly to subordinate oneself to nature.” (I quote
from his remark in an article by E. Levi in Izvestiya, 5 July 1937.)

I believe that it is in the existence of these two elements — the specific
instance of depiction and the generalising image which pervades it — that the
implacability and the all-devouring force of artistic composition resides.

It is precisely this factor which plays such a tremendous role in the art
of shot composition.

It is odd that painters have been aware of this from time immemorial,
whereas artists of the shot have devoted no attention to it, even though they
have sometimes realised it intuitively (and in some films often and fully). This
is all the more remarkable since in the concept of montage and sound montage
this apparently purely graphic feature plays a tremendous part. And this is
because it is the application to composition of one very broad general rule, a
rule which, with good reason, is a fundamental constituent of what we
understand by realism in the broadest sense.

We shall see what painting has to say about this, and take a look at how
it applies to related fields. Later we shall observe how, in the transition to
multiple set-up cinema, this element is metamorphosed into a new quality,
and achieves the apogee of generalisation in the sound film.

Let us turn in the first instance to painting, and for greater clarity begin
by choosing from the huge variety of possible examples those in which two
conditions are most forcibly expressed. These are, first: painting in which line
plays a great part; and second: painting in which generalisation is an especially
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strong element and at times of such importance that the artist is prepared to
sacrifice the representational aspect.

Art of the first kind is to be found in Asia. LLawrence Binyon, for instance,
in his Painting in the Far East (London, 1923), has this to say about it: “The
painting of Asia is throughout its main tradition an art of line.’"’

The Hindu teachers of aesthetics are never tired of reminding us of this:
“The same is implied by Indian authorities when they remind us that it is the
line (rekha) that interests the master, while the public cares most about
colour.”®

N.B. This statement should not be vulgarised: the divergence in interests
between artist and public must be understood in its proper sense. What
appeals immediately to the perception is colour, in this case standing for
representation. Secondary, and in ‘mediated’ form, is line, which here stands
for revelation of the generalised image, in the sense in which we have been
discussing it above.

The second condition — the emphasis on generalisation — we shall, of
course, find above all in Chinese painting, which shows most fully the
tendency to abstract from a phenomenon its generalised, essential reality,
freeing it from whatever is transitory and impermanent.

This is particularly characteristic of the ‘southern’ or so-called ‘literary’
school of painting. This type of landscape painting was introduced by Wang
Wei in the middle period of the T ang dynasty (618-907 AD) and its salient
points are described by Chiang Yee in The Chinese Eye:

The painters of the ‘literary’ school do not study a landscape tree by tree
and stone by stone, and fill in every detail as it appears to them, with
brush and ink; certainly they may have been familiar with the scene for
months and years, without seeing anything in it to perpetuate: suddenly
they may glance at the same water and rocks in a moment when the spirit
is awake, and become conscious of having looked at naked ‘reality’, free
from the Shadow of Life. In that moment they will take up the brush and
paint the ‘bones’, as it were, of this Real Form; small details are

unnecessary.”!

Here we encounter the word ‘bones’. This linear skeleton, whose function
is to embody the ‘Real Form’, the ‘generalised essence of the phenomenon’,
is that same skeleton of which we spoke when analysing the example of the
barricade. [. . . .]

It is particularly interesting to note that this linear skeleton is also
simultaneously the basic means of expressing the artist’s emotional handwrit-
ing [roscherk] — his ‘brushstroke’, the record of his movements. This is
absolutely right, because a generalisation about an object, as distinct from the
object itself, ‘an und fiir sich’, is a separate entity related to the artist’s individual
consciousness and is an expression of his attitudes towards and judgments
about the object in question: a self-expression mediated, as it were, through
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the author’s consciousness and reflecting the context of social relationships
in which the artist’s personality has been formed.

Line may also be the repository of this generalising factor in genres which
are by no means as emphatically linear as Asian art. Let us take an example
from western painting in which dense colouring predominates. In this the
‘contour line’ is created in a unique and special way, but its function is the
same. Here, for instance, is what Fritz Burger writes in his book Cézanne und
Hodler.

Delacroix . . . and Cézanne in their picture depict space, but without
ever losing sight of the unifying, imaginary, boundary-defining element
of the strokes of paint. These are contours without autonomous material
existence. Cézanne borrowed this too from Delacroix. . . .

Daumier was also aware of how to use this painted contour; it was
the instrument on which he played his wild, passionate cadenzas, like a
virtuoso striking light out of the darkness with his fists. . . . His wild
contours —some light and some dark, which define and enliven everything
— link every part of the picture to a common denominator. But he is not
concerned with its mimetic effect, its figurative function, the formal
structure of the picture: for Daumier the contour is gesture, never a
representational motif. It is here, above all, that he differs from Cézanne,
whose contours are colour, which partakes of the rich interplay of the
total colour-scheme. . . .

But this contour is never given a dominant status, an independent
existence or a special function. It is everywhere and nowhere, the silent
servant of the whole; it is the ‘draughtsmanship’ of his pictures, which
otherwise we will look for in vain.*?

It is obvious that the roles of depiction and image (generalisation) in
painting are easily interchangeable. Generalisation may speak through the
colours spread over a representational drawing, or in a complex system of
linear composition, or it may be a motif running through the coloured
background which has a primarily representational function. Finally, when
they (i.e. colour and line) merge with each other, they may, by a process of
inner equilibration, perform both functions simultaneously.

It was Cézanne who spoke with particular clarity of this unity: a unity
not only of content in both areas (to which, in the interests of clarity, we have
deliberately ascribed separate functions of depiction and generalisation), but
also a unity in the process of conception and artistic creation; for Cézanne,
‘painting and drawing were, in his own words, one and the same thing:
“Drawing and colouring are in no way separate . . . one draws, and the more
the colours harmonise, the more precise becomes the drawing. . . .”**

I think that after all that has been said there can be no doubt that we are
not making a ‘mechanical’ break between the representation and the image!
As in the matter of content, so too in the potential sequence of priority in
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these functions, we have observed their absolute unity in the process of
creation.

The quotation from Cézanne is especially relevant to cinematic compo-
sition, for it is there that the process of the figurative disposition of the concrete
elements of reality is truly inseparable from the simultaneous compositional
structuring by their outlines of the frame’s inner contours.

Here one may mention yet another example of the unity between drawing
as gesture and the power of colour as the basis of representation. I am speaking
of Van Gogh. It is a mistake to take the crazy, wriggling outline of what he
is depicting as drawing in our sense of the word. Drawing and contour in our
sense burst out of these limitations and surge into the heart of the colour
background itself, solidified by means not only of a new dimension but of a
new expressive environment and material: by the movement of the brushstrokes,
which simultaneously both create and define the picture’s areas of colour.

To complete the picture fully we still need to point out that the depiction
and the image (the generalised content of that depiction) are also Aistorically
phased; i.e. that generalising by way of depiction is something which grows
and develops gradually. Imagistic generalisation physically grows out of simple
depiction. The process which takes place in our creative consciousness every
time we make a composition required for its development a whole period in
the history of art.

Here is a rare and vivid example, which illustrates our proposition and
is an instance of such a ‘transitional’ type, in which the imagistic design is still
governed by the objective, representative character of that image.

Let us first of all make one point clear.

What we have just been tracing and illustrating in sketch form as
‘representation plus a generalisation about the inner essence of what is
represented’ (in interpreting it in graphic terms) is, as it were, a reflected image
of the process which occurs both in any individual consciousness and in the
history of man’s progress towards forming generalised concepts out of
individual phenomena. There are stages when only particular cases exist and
there is as yet no generalised concept. Then come stages of development
when, parallel to the awareness of a great number of particular cases, there
also emerges the concept of a phenomenon that is common to them all. (One
‘permeates’ the other.) Finally, historical periods occur in which that gener-
alisation — the ‘idea’ — begins to exist philosophically as the sole essential factor,
which swallows up the particular, the ‘random’, the transitory, even though
it is the latter which actually lends flesh and blood and concrete objectivity
to this ‘idea’ of the phenomenon. These systems of consciousness, principles
and stages of development in various phases of the history of art are perceived
by us as different styles, primarily of course as the three basic principles:
naturalistic, realistic and stylised, these being the basic three principles which
correspond to the fundamental stages in the development of perceptual
consciousness. Each segment of history passes through these phases, just as
each new social structure passes through similar phases as it takes its turn at
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the helm of history and is appropriately reflected in the consciousness of the
people and the images they create.

The arts pass through these phases as though cyclically echoing history,
each time in a unique way but invariably stylistically.

Fig. 2.9

The ‘moment’ that interests us here represents a stage in the formation
of consciousness when the generalising concept has not yet wholly managed
to ‘separate itself’ from the objectification of a particular instance; a stage in
which, for instance, the generalised concept of ‘carrying’ still cannot separate
itself from depiction of the more familiar idea of ‘a carrier’. It is precisely this
process that has been captured in a certain very curious and extremely ancient
Hindu miniature (see Fig. 2.9).

We must assume that in this case the generalising outline of the
composition does not represent some dynamic, overall scheme, as do the
sketches of Vautrin’s arrest or of the barricade, but retains some elements of
semi-abstract representation.

And this applies, with the utmost clarity, to our miniature.

The miniature depicts a bevy of heavenly maidens carrying the god
Vishnu from one place to another.”* The maidens are shown carrying the
figure of a seated man. The action is very accurately depicted. But the artist
was not satisfied with mere representation. He wants to convey fully the idea
of the girls carrying Vishnu. What have we done in the instances we have
been considering? Apart from objective depiction we have also forced the
compositional elements — in particular the contour — to reiterate the content,
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but in a maximally generalised form. We have taken generalisation beyond
the limits of immediate depiction and into the compositional arrangement of
the subject depicted.

Our Hindu proceeds in the same way, but he does not confine himself
to what would have been done at a later stage of development. He does not
transpose the ‘idea’ of someone carrying someone else into the interplay or
relative disposition of masses, or into the pattern of tensions in and around
the contours; nor is the expressive articulation of space echoed in the actions
of the figures. He proceeds differently. He knows that the carrying of royalty
1s associated with being seated on an elephant, that on solemn occasions Indian
rajahs and high officials move among the people on elephants. The idea of
ceremonial transportation is indissolubly linked in his mind with an elephant,
1.e. with the creature which transports a rajah on ceremonial occasions. Here,
however, the divinity is not being carried by an elephant, but by girls! What
is he to do? How is he to combine a depiction of girls carrying with the ‘image
of carrying’ — an elephant?

Our master has found the solution! Look at the contour into which the
maidens, in their flowing diaphanous garments, have been grouped: all these
figures and details have been arranged into a contour which corresponds to
the outline, the silhouette of . . . an elephant! This astonishing example, unique
of its kind, shows graphically how generalisation develops from requirements
that are firmly depictive in nature, and how even in this still impure form it
assumes a compositional function.

At one point in our analysis we referred not merely to carrying but to the
carrying of royalty. I believe the example in question can be interpreted in two
ways: as a case of straightforward, primary metaphorical meaning — something
which, in essence, every word is — and as a case of metaphorical description.
That is to say, the contour of the elephant may be interpreted as a wish to
depict the supreme form of transportation together with the idea of transport-
ation as such. Or it may be interpreted as a wish to express the idea of royal
transportation. Both cases can be supported by argument. Restricting our-
selves to the second case, we simply broaden the horizon of our speculations.
We must stress once again that the ‘generalisation’ we are discussing is an
artistic type of generalisation, i.e. a generalisation that is tendentiously and
emotionally coloured. Any kind of generalisation applied compositionally to
an artistic representation gives it a resonance that is in the tonality which we
wish to impart to the phenomenon depicted. It derives from our social
relationship to that phenomenon. At this point we may also widen the scope
of our example of the barricade. While the image of struggle was an essential
element revealed by its contour, that is by no means all that the contour should
tell us. The characteristics of the barricade, read as concrete object, will, apart
from this general idea of the barricade, always also include the particular image
of the idea peculiar to the situation in which that barricade figures. Carrying
was the idea; the carrying of royalty was the image; the ‘metaphor’ of the
elephant was the means.
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The zigzag of the barricade’s outline corresponded to the idea of struggle
contained in the representation of the barricade.

However, a barricade may be, for example, ‘victorious’, ‘unassailable’,
‘smashed’. Each one of these readings will have its particular shape, and
essential to each will be its own figurative ‘elephant’, even if it does not figure
within the composition in quite so complete a form. For there is no other
way.

And no one will ever be able to sketch the outline of a ‘smashed’ barricade
that is different from an ‘unassailable’ barricade unless he can: 1) first of all
envisage a characteristic picture of the ‘smashedness’ [razdaviénnost’] of
something; and 2) in suitable fashion ‘separate’ from all the individual
instances the characteristic features of ‘smashedness’ as distinct from ‘unas-
sailability’; and finally, 3) gather the necessary realistic details of his material
— in this instance the objects comprising the barricade, the road, the walls of
the houses, the shop sign* — into a composition according to a scheme whose
generalising effect is to express precisely that content as distinct from all other
possible ones.

I believe only one more thing remains to be dealt with in this matter: to
‘disentangle’ two interlocked concepts — image and metaphor. It is quite
obvious that we have here a three-stage link (as in the case: single frame, shot,
montage). I refer to: word, metaphor, image. Every figurative word is a
metaphor, though deprived of the keen edge of its primary usage.

In such words our awareness of the transference has been lost: they are
the lifeless end-products of processes of transference that took place at some
time in the past. A metaphor — an effective metaphor — is an example of the
creation of figurative meaning, of participation in the act of forming a new
figurative sense. Hence the need for novelty in its formation. A hackneyed
metaphor does not fulfil this condition. A fresh metaphor, however, involves
participation in a unique process of the following kind: an exchange of qualities
between a pair, to one of which a certain quality properly belongs and to the
other of which that quality, normally not associated with it, is unexpectedly
transferred from somewhere else. Here we have the rudiments of the process
which comes to its full flowering in the image. Perception of the object is not
only immediate and direct, but is extended beyond the bounds of the signs
and tokens that normally delimit that object. Perception thus occurs in two
dimensions. It was precisely with this in mind that Diderot said of the
metaphor:

What do you understand by these felicitous expressions . . . ? I would
reply that they are those which are proper to one sense — to touch, for
instance — and which are at the same time metaphoric to another sense,

*Qbviously in another instance the same idea of ‘smashedness’ could relate to the
composition of the pose in which you might want to show a man struck down by the blows
of fate. Compositionally, the graphic approach and method remain the same.
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such as the eyes. From this derives a double illumination for the person
addressed: the true, direct light of the expression itself and the reflected
light of the metaphor.25

Finally, the image, which in my view is constituted as a generalisation,
as an aggregation of separate metaphors into a single whole: this is again not
a process of formation; it is an end-product, but an end-product which, as it
were, contains a swarm of potential dynamic (metaphoric) features that are
ready to explode. It is the sort of immobility that is not inaction but the acme
of dynamism. It is potentially dynamic in the sense that its separate consti-
tuents flicker like summer lightning, each one capable of turning into a single
lightning-flash of metaphor. I feel compelled to use these meteorological terms
because at this moment I have before me as I write precisely the image of
a thunderstorm. It is that of Peter the Great in Pushkin’s poem ‘Poltava’,
where he is likened to ‘the thunder of God’. The complex image of ‘Peter-
thunderstorm’ is just such a composite generalisation, not in its separate signs
and tokens but in their various metaphors, in all those unwritten ‘flashes’ of
his glance, the ‘thunder’ of his voice, ‘outbursts’ of movement, ‘hurricane’ of
emotions, etc., which surge through the generalising image without being
named or specifically registered. (We have already encountered this in the
example of the barricade where the image of struggle — not a verbal image, as
here — also grew out of the aggregate of separate metaphors in the composi-
tional arrangement of the scene.)

The next step in this sequence would be still greater generalisation,
verging on abstraction, in which ‘the thunder of God’ would appear purged
of any representational aspect, merely as a schematic thunderstorm and
tempest. Abstraction is nothing to be afraid of. In our case it would entail,
for instance, the transposition of Peter’s actions into poetic rhythm and the
sound of thunder, with the thunderstorm figuring in verbal description: a
system of thunderous rolls in sound, of sharp outbursts and explosions in the
rhythm of the phrasing and the clash of phrase on phrase. This would give
the same impression of storm and thunder, conveyed by their most purely
generalised characteristics: thunder and lightning clashing (in this case the
clash of verbal masses — the phrases); lightning in the zigzag of the changing
length of line and the pointing of phrases; thunder in the alliterative rumble
of consonants. We may confidently say ‘gives’ instead of ‘would give’. When
writing in this vein, complete mastery depends on the poet’s ability to maintain
a single figurative idea simultaneously in all the different expressive ‘strata’:
‘leftward’ in the direction of word and metaphor, and ‘rightward’ in the
direction of maximal generalisation in metre, rhythm and texture of sound.

Out of the tent
Comes Peter. His eyes
Are shining . . .

In movement swift,
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He is magnificent.
He is the thunder of God itself.*®

We have dealt very thoroughly with the question of graphic composition.
We have examined instances where its means were line and colour. We have
included an instance where its means were words and sounds. We have
devoted so much attention to these matters that we are already being haunted
by the phantoms and ghosts of countless . . . Firses, threatening us with their
bony fingers: ‘But you’ve forgotten the man"’27

Dear Firses! We have not forgotten man at all. At this point we want to
talk about man. It is here that he is most essential.

Obviously, there should be total harmony on the screen: harmony of
dramatic situation, of human character, of the graphic structure of the screen
image and the tonal structure of the sound.

The determining principle, the key to this harmony, is naturally the hero
of the production: man.

What we have been observing of human activity in the graphic arts is
merely a reflection in artistic categories of the fundamentals of man’s
expressive behaviour in general.

Our interest here, however, is not so much a picture of man’s conscious-
ness as the way it is manifested in human expressiveness. We have already
touched on the dual nature of gesture in the conditions of its perception and
interpretation. Let us only say in passing that within the gesture of a man
talking about something, in the imagery formed by such a gesture there is to
be found precisely the same inextricably linked two-dimensionality: the
figuration of an event and the expression of an attitude towards that event. It
cannot be otherwise, for it is clear that any graphic work of art is the
embodiment not in oneself as in gesture but on canvas* of these two mutually
interpenetrating elements of the content of every gesture.

Descartes wrote of the physical two-dimensionality of reaction.

Nowadays we would also describe this ‘duality’ of potential reaction as a
most interesting example of the simultaneous duality of reaction that is ‘in
contradiction’: an immediate reaction and a mediated reaction — that is to say
one which responds immediately to the event, and another which reacts on
the basis of wisdom acquired through experience, i.e. of certain generalised
data gained from the practice of immediate reaction. The picture of man’s
physical behaviour is completely identical to what we have been dealing with
so far.

Even more interesting is another classic on the nature of expressiveness.
It is by the man who first fully posed the question of the inherent dualism of
the psychological content of gesture. I have in mind that most interesting thinker
of the late 18th century, almost totally forgotten throughout the 19th century,

*It would be equally valid to say in an orchestra or in verbal material.
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and now enjoying a sensational ‘renaissance’ in all the most recent studies
and research on human expressiveness.

This is Johann Jacob Engel.?®

People generally like to make a ‘figurative’ connection between mimicry
and physiognomy. A person’s physiognomy generalises, as it were, those
mimetic features which are most peculiar to him. His habitual movements
seem to be frozen in the permanent character mask of his face, his persona
(the same applies to the overall mimetic aspect of the figure as a whole).

When it comes to the artificial re-creation of such a persona, the actor
must depict on his own body (as a Chinese artist does on silk) the same duality
within a single mimetic display: the persona (a generalisation about the person,
his character) and the mimetic expression which passes across it (the particular
instance of the emotion experienced by that character), e.g. a ‘miserly’ person
is ‘sensually’ inclined, a ‘suspicious’ man is ‘playfully’ inclined, an ‘introspec-
tive’ person is ‘startled’, and so on.

It is quite obvious that in such cases the appearance of the physiognomy
is again built on the laws of the reversed metaphor. In this respect we could
repeat everything that has been said about ‘Vautrin’s arrest’, ‘aversion’ or the
‘sketch of the barricade’. Let us limit ourselves to just one example. A great
master of this subject was Lev Tolstoy.

It is no wonder that Marietta Shaginyan, for instance, remarks with such
enthusiasm and so perceptively about the features with which Tolstoy endows
Katyusha Maslova:

... and in addition to all this, there is her squint — a terrible characteristic,
but a stroke of genius on Tolstoy’s part — which combines the motif of
‘come hither’ with a simultaneous sense of ‘impunity’ on the part of the
man who seduces Katyusha; a squinting, unfocused* look lowers one’s
sense of responsibility when face to face with such a person, because it
somehow deflects one from direct contact with them.?’

We can also observe these same elements in dialogue, which is the next
stage of gesture: they occur in both the delivery and the construction of dialogue,
the basis of whose structure must always contain either the intonation of its
true content or the intonation (and the words) with which that true meaning
is concealed (“Words are given us to conceal our thoughts’, as Talleyrand
said);’° but one way or another, the intonation must be there.

A most expressive example of such ambiguity can be a conversation
between lovers, in which the generalised element — the exchange of feelings
—may be couched, and usually is couched, in the most absurd verbal material,
which nevertheless manages to convey the full depth of the relationship.

Relevant here is an anecdote about Stendhal, who wanted to test the

**Unfocusing” would be more accurate.
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faithfulness of one of his countless mistresses. By means of a bribe, he
succeeded in concealing himself in a room where his mistress was to meet
her paramour. But such was the absurdity of the lovers’ conversation that
Stendhal burst out laughing and revealed his presence; he forgave his mistress
and parted from her, it seems, after conceding her to the other man.

A brilliant literary example on the same theme is the famous dialogue
between Pugachov and the innkeeper in Pushkin’s The Captain’s Daughter.
This is one of the most perfect examples of the use of veiled allusion, in which
the concealed meaning of a verbal exchange is conveyed by vague, oblique
wording. Curiously enough, it is not the fact itself (the mutiny of Cossack
troops at Yaitsk in 1772) which turns out to contain the greater breadth of
connotation, but the folk sayings — so indeterminate that they forfeit any
precise delineation of meaning — which coalesce into an overall, allusive
description of the mutiny. This example is interesting as a case of ‘exchange
of function’ between the two elements in our analysis: yet another confirmation
of the unity of these two aspects, of how they arise from one another (the
Indian elephant) and of how one mutates into another (the exchange of
function, as in the present example).

But here is the example itself:

‘Where is the driver?’ I asked Savelyich.

‘Here, your honour,’ a voice answered me from above. I looked up
at the bunk over the stove, and saw a black beard and two glittering
eyes. . . . I handed him up a cup of tea; he tasted it and grimaced. ‘Do
me a favour, your honour, and order me a glass of wine. . . .

The host took a measure and a glass out of the sideboard, went over
to him, looked him in the face and said:

‘Aha! So you’re back in these parts again! Where have you sprung
from?’

My driver winked meaningfully and answered with a proverb: ‘Flew
into a garden and pecked at the hemp; grandma threw a stone and missed
me. What about your people?’

‘What about our people!’ replied the host, keeping up the allusive
exchange. “They started to ring the bells for vespers, but the priest’s wife
wouldn’t let them: the priest was away on a visit, she said, and the devil’s
in the churchyard!

‘Quiet, old man,” countered my tramp. “There’ll be rain, so there’ll
be mushrooms; and when there are mushrooms someone’ll come along
with a basket. And now (here he winked again) hide your axe behind
your back: the forester’s a-coming. Your honour! Here’s to your
health!”

So saying, he took his glass, crossed himself and drank it in one gulp.
Then he bowed to me and returned to his bunk.

At the time I could understand nothing of this thieves’ cant; but later
I guessed that they had been talking about the business of the Cossack
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troops at Yaitsk, who had then only just been pacified after the mutiny
of 1772.3!

Taking one example after another, we have analysed the stages at which
meaningful gesture turned into meaningful intonation, and at which meaning-
ful intonation consolidated into something more tangible: a word. It remains
to demonstrate how this dual process can advance to the next stage of
objectification, namely to turning an object into a metaphor. In contrast to
the example where the imperial eagle is torn down from the chemist’s shop
sign, let us provide an example where the metaphorical nature of the object
is displayed with such tactful unobtrusiveness and non-lteralism that it does
not slide into facile allegory. I have in mind the funeral of the Duke in
Feuchtwanger’s Few Siiss:

The interment was conducted with unusual solemnity and splendour:
the interminable procession of mourners’ carriages, the torch-bearers, the
ceremonial mourning attire of the princes, nobles, officials and servitors;
the troops marching past for hours on end, the tolling of bells, the funeral
orations, the singing of church choirs, the artillery salutes in honour of
the departed. . . . But the huge stately coffin, over which the lamentations
were pronounced, the bells were rung, the cannon-shots boomed out and
the chorales were sung, was empty. While his widow had been engaged
in dispute with the duke-regent, the body of the deceased duke Karl-
Alexander — despite the skill of the doctors who embalmed him — had
grown so decayed and had begun to exude such an evil-smelling stench
that long before the solemn funeral he had to be secretly interred in the
new vault at Ludwigsburg.3 2

It would be difficult to convey less obtrusively, with such justified
descriptive realism and without apparent ‘ulterior motive’, the idea of just
what an ‘empty vessel’ the duke had been all his life!

This example has, in fact, brought us to the point at which generalisation
goes further than in the preceding instances: it is not limited to a perceptual
function, but actually formulates a value judgment.

And here, in our examination of judgment and generalisation, we pass
beyond the immediate confines of the subject we have been discussing and
on to the next one. What is it?

Let us again make use of an analogy from painting. To illustrate this
point, I have selected a comment on the technique of painting taken from
Gauguin’s remarks on ‘Les Fauves’ (c. 1905):

To render the same sensation the line was modified . . . at the risk of
denying the truthfulness of appearances as they are recorded by the retina
during our everyday existence; at the risk of sacrificing the accuracy of
the measurements, they sought to discover, beneath the fleshy envelope,

38



MONTAGE 1937

the internal structure of individuals and to bring out what in their
character approached a general conception of life.3?

Here is an example of a similar process of dual generalisation that applies
purely to painting: from chance elements in the outward appearance of
separate individuals to derive the generalising images that are inherent in them,
and from a generalisation of these images to derive in turn a concrete,
generalised perception of life as such, of Life with a capital L.

Thus we see that whenever we undertake a searching examination of
some manifestation of reality, we invariably proceed, through a series of ever
deepening levels, to ever greater generalisations. The content of those general-
isations can be extremely varied.

Gauguin, a fugitive from urban culture, a sort of eccentric nineteenth-
century Jean-Jacques [Rousseau], in reverting to a primitive stage of mankind,
envisaged as the ultimate generalisation a certain pantheistic ideal of life as
such.>* The Chinese seek the ultimate metaphysical immutability of the world
within each particle of it. As participants in the final and decisive struggle of
class forces for the liberation of mankind and for a classless society, we [in
the Soviet Union] chiefly perceive phenomena as the embodiment of that
struggle and of the social conflicts that gave rise to it. Naturally, therefore,
generalisations of that particular kind predominate in the ultimate conclusions
to be drawn from our [Soviet] works of art.

I think we may safely say that while being concerned with artistic forms
and structures, we have at the same time delved into the work of art to the
point of its graphic and philosophical unity.

To return to the graphic material, let us again recall our Indian elephant
and juxtapose it with an example from another art which also deals with the
concept of carrying. If the elephant, for all its clumsiness (indeed, largely
thanks to that clumsiness), clearly revealed in its configuration the mechanism
of the metaphor, being an example of composition wavering between
metaphor and image, then this next example already comes close to unifying
the image with the generalising idea. I have in mind the Greek statues of Atlas
and of the caryatids from the Erechtheum.?® Both are called upon to support
the heavy cornices of porticoes. Greek architecture is astounding, indeed
unsurpassed, in that each of its elements not only fulfils this or that structural
function but simultaneously expresses the idea of that function architecturally.
Here the idea of ‘support’ is incorporated into the primary image, the same
image which produces the concept of support that is inherent in Man-as-
supporter. The idea is embodied into the specific object from which, by
generalisation, it first arose. Passing beyond the ‘elephant’ metaphor, the
figures of Atlas and the caryatids of the Erechtheum provide us with a most
remarkable image, disclosed in the unity between the idea and its originator
and bearer, who is made to embody the idea in his or her own image. Thus
it was that we gradually expanded the particular depiction of a barricade into
the metaphorical zigzag of single particular images and thence into the
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generalised idea of struggle as such, Struggle with a capital S, which lies behind
all of them.

It is an interesting fact that one may have recourse to exactly the same
property of artistic forms that we are now investigating so pedantically, if one
wishes wvisually (figuratively) to illustrate a philosophical generalisation
through a simple phenomenon. Seren Kierkegaard does it, for instance, when
he wants to make an especially vivid presentation of the specific nature of
Socratic teaching:

There is an engraving that portrays the grave of Napoleon. Two large
trees overshadow the grave. There is nothing else to be seen in the picture,
and the immediate spectator will see no more. Between these two trees,
however, is an empty space, and as the eye traces out its contour Napoleon
himself suddenly appears out of the nothingness, and now it is impossible
to make him disappear. The eye that has once seen him now always sees
him with anxious necessity. It is the same with Socrates’ replies. As one
sees the trees, so one hears his discourse; as the trees are trees, so his
words mean exactly what they sound like. There is not a single syllable
to give any hint of another interpretation, just as there is not a single
brush stroke to suggest Napoleon. Yet it is this empty space, this
nothingness, that conceals what is most important.36

Why should we not read this quotation in reverse? Why should we not
say what we have deduced above, namely that in its final generalisation a
graphic composition is metamorphosed into a philosophical conception of the
given phenomenon?

We have followed this process in painting through various epochs and
cultures. Passing beyond the confines of painting, we have noted its meta-
phorical function in human gesture and expressive movement.

Let us once again go beyond the confines of painting, this time in order
to show that this highest form of generalisation can equally well occur
elsewhere than in painting.

What if it applies to the smallest constituent elements of a work of art,
to gesture on stage and to the graphic composition of a film shot? If so, then
it is equally applicable to the conception of a work as a whole, be it in the
theatre or cinema.

In the theatre this corresponds to what the inventor of the ‘Method’,
Stanislavsky, called the ‘super-objective’. By methods of inference and of
gradual, deepening generalisation, it entirely echoes — where a play is
concerned — what we have been expounding with regard to painting, to the
film shot and to gesture.

" Suppose we are producing Griboyedov’s Woe from Too Much Wit and
we decide that the main purpose of the play can be described by the
words ‘I wish to strive for Sophy’. There is a great deal in the plot that
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would confirm that definition. The drawback would be that in handling
the play from that angle the theme of social denunciation would appear
to have only an episodic, accidental value. But you can describe the
super-objective in the terms of ‘I wish to struggle, not for Sophy but for
my country!” Then Chatski’s ardent love of his country and his people
will move into the foreground.

At the same time the indictment of society theme will become more
prominent, giving the whole play a deeper inner significance. You can
deepen its meaning still further if you use: ‘I wish to struggle for freedom’
as the main theme. In that set-up the hero’s accusations become more
severe and the whole play loses the personal, individual tone it had when
the theme was connected with Sophy; it is no longer even national in
scope, but broadly human, and universal in its implications.

In my own experience I have had some even more vivid proofs of
the importance of choosing the right name for the super-theme. One
instance was when I was playing Le Malade imaginaire of Moliére. Our
first approach was elementary and we chose the theme ‘I wish to be sick’.
But the more effort I put into it and the more successful I was, the more
evident it became that we were turning a jolly, satisfying comedy into a
pathological tragedy. We soon saw the error of our ways and changed
to: ‘I wish to be thought sick’. Then the whole comic side came to the
fore and the ground was prepared to show up the way in which the
charlatans of the medical world exploited the stupid Argan, which was
what Moliére meant to do.

In Goldoni’s La locandiera we made the mistake of using ‘I wish to
be a misogynist’, and we found that the play refused to yield either
humour or action. It was only when I discovered that the hero really loved
women and wished only to be accounted a misogynist that I changed to
‘I wish to do my courting on the sly’ and immediately the play came to
life.

In this last instance the problem concerned my part rather than the
whole play. However, it was only after prolonged work, when we realized
that the Mistress of the Inn was really the Mistress of our Lives, or, in
other words, Woman, that the whole inner essence of the play became
evident.

Often we do not come to a conclusion about this main theme until
we have put on a play. Sometimes the public helps us to understand its
true definition.

The main theme must be firmly fixed in an actor’s mind throughout
the performance. It gave birth to the writing of the play. It should also
be the fountain-head of the actor’s artistic creation.>”

From the sound of the Italian title La locandiera I cannot help recalling
the Spanish words la soldadera. La soldadera was an episode in the Mexican
civil war which was prepared but not shot for the film Que viva México!.*®
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And it is appropriate to recall it here not only because of the verbal
consonance: it is an example of something on the same theme but in cinema,
where the scope of the material is much wider and richer than in theatre; as
we shall see, though, the same principles apply to both art forms.

A soldadera is a soldier’s woman-friend. His wife. His companion in
peacetime and on campaign. An army of soldiers is preceded by an army of
soldiers’ wives. During the revolutionary period, Mexico had neither a
quartermaster’s service, nor military hospitals, nor front-line medical posts.
The feeding and nursing of the wounded was the responsibility of the soldiers’
wives, the soldaderas. In a cloud of dust raised by the trotting gait typical of
Mexican women, a swarm of soldaderas moved ahead of the army. It occupied
villages, collected supplies, baked and cooked the simple Mexican dishes in
order to greet the troops with a hot meal and a few tortillas as they marched
into the villages. The soldadera scoured the deserted battlefield, searching
among the corpses for the wounded body of her soldier-companion, side by
side with whom she frequently fought, in order to carry him away on her own
shoulders, or bury him and make a cross of coloured stones on his grave,
after which she would become the wife of another soldier.

There is a curious characteristic of these remarkable women. With
uncomplaining obedience they changed from soldier to soldier, sharing with
each the hardships of the campaign, caring for him, nursing him, or burying
him when he fell in battle. Even more curiously, the soldadera moved not only
from soldier to soldier but from army to army, often switching between hostile
armies which had just destroyed each other. There is something symbolic and
profoundly human in this image of a woman standing above the armed strife
which was tearing her country apart. She somehow embodies the great idea
that the Mexican people is fundamentally united, for all its fifty-two different
ethnic groups; that the fighting and internecine warfare, into which the
separate parts of that unified nation are forced by political adventurers, by
generals seeking power, by the Catholic Church and by foreign capitalists, is
basically profoundly alien to the people itself, which pays with its blood for
the interests and advantage of others. It was from this idea that the figure of
the soldadera Pancha (Francesca) grew into the personified image of rebellious
Mexico, torn by civil war and clashing political forces, a Mexico being passed,
like Pancha, from hand to hand and flung back and forth between Federalists
(the forces of the dictator Porfirio Diaz), Villistas (the forces of Pancho Villa),
Zapatistas (the forces of Emiliano Zapata), Carranzistas (the forces of
Venustiano Carranza) and so on and so forth, in order to end the film at that
shining moment of short-lived national unification of Mexico when Pancha
rides in triumph into Mexico City along with the united forces of north and
south — of Zapata and Villa. It was the happy moment of Mexico’s progressive,
national unification, from which the civil war might have begun to develop
into a socialist revolution. But this unity started to disintegrate almost at once;
following a series of betrayals, treachery and renewed ordeals, it sullied itself in
the mire of the narrow nationalism and reactionary chauvinism that replaced it.
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At the moment of its conception, the image of Pancha the soldadera
glittered before my inward eye in all its colourful visual brilliance and with all
its powerful generalising significance. (As I now recall, this happened to me
in a car on the way from Mexico City to the pyramids of San Juan
Teotihuacan.) And I could have started to make it a reality! Although fate
decided otherwise, that at least is the story of how the image of Pancha the
soldadera evolved, even though she never did rise to the height of a generalised
statement about ‘the eternal female’, as did her similar-sounding Italian sister,
La locandiera.

A true daughter of the revolutionary masses of the Mexican people, she
was called upon to embody no less than the image of her heroic, fighting
country. We should not, however, forget that Soldadera was only one episode
within the epic conception of Que viva México!.

The conception of the film as a whole was meant to represent an even
broader generalisation.

It was constructed like a necklace, like the bright, striped colouring of the
serape, or Mexican cloak, or like a sequence of short novellas. (In the form in
which the film is now being screened it represents just one of these novellas,
blown up out of all proportion and illegally expanded into a complete film on
its own.*”)

This chain of novellas was held together by a set of linking ideas,
proceeding in a historically based sequence, but not so much by chronological
epochs as by geographical zones. For the culture of Mexico of any one epoch
from the vertical column of history seems to be like a fan spread across the
surface of the land. Various parts of Mexico have retained the cultural and
social features which characterised the country as a whole at certain stages of
its historical development. When you travel from Yucatan to tropical Tehuan-
tepec, from the tropics to the central plateau, to the civil war battlefields in
the north or to the completely modern Mexico City, you seem not to be
travelling in space but in time. The structure, the look, the culture and customs
of these various parts of the federation seem to belong to prehistoric times,
to the pre-Colombian era, to the age of Cortés,* to the period of Spanish
feudal rule, to the years of the struggle for independence.

Thus was the film conceived: in the form of a sequence of small episodes
which would traverse these gradations of history, episodes which themselves
grew naturally out of the visual features and the mores of different parts of
the country. Three couples moved across the three central episodes. A boy
and a girl: two creatures living almost like biological ‘particles’ of a carefree
tropical paradise before the discoveries of Columbus and the conquests of
Cortés (whose stamp still lies on sleepy Tehuantepec). Then a couple who
were the victims of inhuman exploitation by Spanish landowners and the
Catholic Church. Finally, a man and a woman as comrades in arms, a soldadera
and a soldier in the battles of the revolution for a free, united Mexico (the
story of Pancha).

As we see, throughout the film as a whole, throughout the depiction of
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Mexico at various decisive stages of its history and culture, at a second level
there was traced the theme of relationships between man and woman — from
the almost animal-like cohabitation of the tropics, through the struggle for the
right freely to possess one another (in the fight against the feudal jus primae
noctis), to the joint struggle, side by side, for the full possession of life as a
whole (by participating in the liberation movement).

The picture, however, had a third — the most generalised — level: the
theme of life and death, or rather of victory over death.

The theme of death ran through the film at three points: in the prologue;
in the culmination of the action; and in the epilogue. It also expressed the
idea of social immortality as opposed to biological mortality, the thought that
genuine immortality, i.e. existence beyond the limits of the allotted span of
one physical life, is only possible in the unbroken chain of collective social
creativity down the generations, in striving devotedly to achieve a single,
socialist ideal of society.

The film began with an image of total servitude to the idea of death —
the biological and physical end of man. Its background and leitmotiv was the
cult of death: a funeral rite amid the dead ruins of memorials to the past: the
central theme of all the most arnicient religions of Mexico.

This was succeeded by the affirmation of life in all its biological plenitude,
the animal-like thirst for life and fecundity of the languid and voluptuous
tropics.

Into this lushness, exploitation and the Church irrupted ‘with cross and
sword’: the strokes of the landlord’s whip and the self-flagellation of Catholic
ascetics before the Madonna; St Francis with the emblem of death, a skull; a
bull, harried to death in the bull-ring, burning like gold in the sun; the brutal
reprisal of the haciendado,"’ whose horses’ hooves smashed the skulls of peons
buried up to their necks in the ground for having dared to rebel against the
regime, the second triumph of death in Mexico; the Catholic Church’s
preaching of mortification of the flesh and the mortification of flesh by the
slaveowning Spanish landlords.

The revolt against this, the struggle for an affirmation of life at the social
level, the civil war as a continuation of the struggle in which Sebastian died
beneath the hooves of his haciendado’s horse, a struggle now gripping the
whole of Mexico: this is the episode of Pancha the soldadera, with the ending
as described above.

In the incomplete version of the film, that is to say the rough cut before
editing, the ending expressed the same thought but in a different form. That
ending was built up out of exactly the same material, wholly derived from
folklore, national rituals and popular festivals, as is the film as a whole.

The ending was envisaged as a generalised representation of an avasal-
lada,” into which merges a figurative picture of Mexico, represented by all
its peoples and costumes, in mourning for the tragic death of Sebastian and
his comrades, interpreted so as to develop into an image of the entire
oppressed class of Mexico. (Just as in the following episode Pancha the
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soldadera represented Mexico as a whole.)

The idea of the social conquest of death as the continuation of the struggle
by a whole class after the death of one of its individual members was embodied
in the generalised and socially reinterpreted episode of the ‘Day of the Dead’
as it is celebrated annually, according to Mexican custom, on 2 November.

What is this Mexican qvasallada, to which we gave the function of
overcoming death?

It invests with irony that magnificent contempt for suffering and death
which every Mexican feels. From ancient times — starting with the famous
remark of the Emperor Cuauhtemoc,” who groaned to one of his courtiers,
‘Don’t groan — I am not lying on a bed of roses either’, when the Spanish
conquistadores were roasting them on gridirons in order to discover where
some treasure was hidden; through the endless years of civil war, which
effectively never ceased but only flared up and died down again — the Mexican
has grown so accustomed to scenes of death and suffering that all fear of them
seems to have been tempered out of him.

An ironic attitude to death completely pervades the second, life-affirming,
half of the festival known as the ‘Day of the Dead’. The first half is given
over to remembering the dead, to praying for them, to their invisible presence
among the living: a table is set for them, food is placed for them on the
tombstones amid a forest of candles that burn all night in a place such as the
mountainside cemetery of Ameca-Meca or on the shore of Lake Patsucaro
in the state of Michoacan. Then as dawn breaks, life begins to come into its
own: to the living, life. Echoing the amusing words of the café sign opposite
the main entrance to the famous Pére Lachaise cemetery in Paris: ‘Au repos
des vivants’ [For the Repose of the Living], life claims its rights. Food and
drink are consumed, fireworks are lit (in broad daylight!) alternating with that
traditional expression of joy — pistol shooting, carousels whirl around, stalls
and puppet shows do a roaring trade, and on top of gravestones in the
cemetery, amid the burnt stubs of candles and crépe-festooned portraits of
the deceased brought from home, men and women strive to ensure that the
human race shall not die out. All forms of food and amusement on that day
bear the emblem of death: pitchers shaped like skulls, sweetmeats shaped like
skulls. Especially big ones — the size of a child’s head — are made of sugar,
decorated with coloured patterns, and with the name of the dear departed
picked out on the forehead. Chocolate coffins come complete with sugar
cadavers. And by the end of the day all these have found their way into the
tummies of the little bronzed children, who from the tenderest age are
accustomed to associate skulls with sweets, not with the grim Franciscan motto
which adorns the skull and crossbones: “Thou I was — me thou shalt become’.
In the last shot of the film one of these chubby little boys breaks open a sugar
skull, bigger than his own head, and gobbles down the pieces in delight! But
there are not only sweets: a sea of toys shaped like skeletons, skulls and little
coffins floods the market-stalls which fill the alamedas [town squares] on those
days. Broadsheets and leaflets with scurrilous ditties, political pamphlets (in
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the form of epitaphs on live politicians, assumed to have ‘passed on’) and the
unique engravings of the incomparable Posada,* all on the same ironic theme
of death, are handed round and read by adults and children who, as they
dance, cover their faces with masks . . . of death. They wear emblems of death
in their buttonholes, but with a political slant: a skull in a top hat, a skull in
the broad-brimmed sombrero of a kaciendado; a skull in a matador’s cap with
a plait of hair down the back of its bony neck; a skull under a minister’s tricorn
hat, a fireman’s helmet, a gendarme’s uniform cap. A skull under a general’s
kepi and a skull in a bishop’s mitre.

Thus Mexico celebrates victory over death, and scorn for death, in the
name of an all-conquering life force.

It was natural to use this as the ending after the mourning for the
murdered victims, to give it a social interpretation in that context, and finally
to tie it all together in the strange, picturesque scene of the finale. But the
people who cut up Que viva México! (what they did cannot be called montage)
were, of course, totally unaware of the overall meaning of the footage that
was shot for the ‘Day of the Dead’. They even failed to add this material to
the episode of Sebastian; instead, they ignored all its suggestive quality as
image, reduced it to mere ethnographic ‘illustration’ . . . and made it into a
separate short film about the Mexican way of celebrating the ‘Day of the
Dead’!

I mention this here because it contains an exact, ironic equivalent of the
topic with which we began this section: the example of the barricade, in which
‘the idea emerged through the depiction’.

See what a tour de force results from the method of illuminating the one
through the other!

The social context of the skulls, the living face and the death-mask, the
real skulls (the emblems of St Francis), and finally a very amusing leaflet
illustrated by one of Posada’s engravings: all these merged in my mind into
the following image. Posada’s pamphlet (entitled ‘Calavera de Don Folias y
el negrito’, or “The skull of Don Folias and the negro boy’) showed a skeleton
among a group of other skeletons, but with the skull . . . of a negro. And of
course in just the same way that negroes themselves depict angels for instance,
the negro’s skull was black in Posada’s engraving!

I think it was this that prompted the solution of the carnival-of-death
scene, which I set to the music of the rumba in the finale. It was the falling
away of the persona (the face) within the essential substance (the skull), while
maintaining the same outward features — in this case, the features of death -
that determined this.

People are dancing in death-masks. Here are all racial groups, all levels
and classes of society, workers, peons, men and women, and, as though by
chance, members of the ruling classes dressed in exactly the same costumes
that they wore when they appeared during the various earlier episodes of the
film: the daughter of the hacienda owner, the haciendado himself, the general.
This, however, extends beyond the fictitious characters. For instance, there
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is a character with the star and ribbon of an order wearing a top hat above a
cardboard death-mask; as though by chance, it so happened that the President
of the Republic was filmed in just this attire for one of the film’s final scenes.
There is a character in a mitre and episcopal robes; as though by coincidence,
the real Papal Legate (who had agreed to pose for the ‘Spanish’ episode of
the film) happened to have been filmed in exactly this costume. At the height
of the carnival, the white cardboard death-masks slip down from the faces to
show the cheerfully grinning features of peons, workers, children, proletarians.
But then the masks also slip away from the faces of the bishop, the President,
the landowner and his daughter, whose horse trampled the peon Sebastian to
death with its hooves. Behind their masks there are no smiling faces, indeed
there are no faces at all: in place of the masks are real bony skulls.

The death-masks of the carnival avasallada are an ironic grimace made
at extinction and death, just as a brutal reprisal is only a momentary delay in
the relentless advance of the proletarian class towards life. And the same
avasallada mask conceals for a while the dead countenance of a class which,
though still capering in the dance, is already condemned to death; nay more,
it is a class without a future, a dead class.

Thus were the film’s characters brought together in the finale and thus
was vengeance wrought for the murder of the peon Sebastian.

Ironic in form, tragic in content.

And all to the music of the rumba. . . .

It is doubtless unwise for anyone who is not a Mexican to laugh at death.
Whoever dares to mock her is punished by the terrible goddess of death.

Her reward to me was the death of that scene and the death of the entire
film.

But even if I never managed to realise fully my conception of death, in
the film as a whole I paid the homage due to her!

To venture into this kind of ‘super-generalisation’ always entails a certain
risk. If taken too far, it inevitably lapses into metaphysics and mysticism. We
have a classic example of this brand of super-generalisation in Gogol’s The
Government Inspector. Fortunately, it does not show up in any tampering with
the classic, realistic text of the comedy itself, for the simple reason that it arose
many years after the play was written; even then it did not take the form of
a reworking, alteration or distortion of the basic script but consisted only of
the author’s ‘commentaries’, made during the period in which he suffered an
acute psychological disintegration and a propensity for mysticism. I refer to
a certain passage in The Dénouement of ‘The Government Inspector’,”® where
Gogol ‘generalises’ the little town of The Government Inspector into “The City
of the Spirit’, the gendarme of the final scene into a symbol of ‘Divine
Retribution’, and the tsar on earth into an image of the ‘King of Heaven’.
This result is inevitable whenever an author, carried away by the urge to
generalise, loses touch with concrete reality and generalisation in its social —
that is, primary, fundamental and decisive — form, whether at a realistic or a
philosophical level. (There is an element of self-criticism in this statement. If
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I successfully avoided this danger in the conception of Que viva México!, it
was in this very area that I went wrong in Bezhin Meadow.*®)

In the previous examples we have, I think, traced and demonstrated with
absolute clarity that the inherent law which we revealed by comparing two
representations of a barricade applies in toto to the system of constructing the
image that must pervade a figurative representation, from the composition of
the shot to the conception of the film as a whole; or rather, from the conception
of the piece as a whole and penetrating the composition and formal structure
of the work down to its smallest details, the individual scenes and individual
shots.

In addition to describing the results of a gradual expansion of the levels
and scope of generalisation, I should like to mention a brief instance of the
way in which a similar process can ‘unfold’ before our eyes.

This is an example of how, from a simple contour line, from a simple
‘record’ (though admittedly one which describes a great historic event!) we
may deduce ever more profound levels of generalisation. I stress the word
deduce, because in the example cited we are dealing with one-half of the
creative process: with the origin and development of a conception, with the
germ of a project that needs to be given form. The second half of the process
will be the question of what is to be the solution of that project so that at all
levels there will be a fusion of both the fact itself and the generalisation that
we want to impart to this fact.

If we are to limit ourselves to a brief greeting to the heroes of the event
in question — which is the reason it was chosen in the first place! — then this
task itself is essentially also the solution, which only requires a suitable choice
of words and their arrangement in a syntactical and rhythmic sequence. If,
however, it is to be the subject matter of a literary or cinematic poem, then
this fact will to an equal extent determine the compositional structuring of
the material and the scope of the whole work.

You open the newspaper one day in June 1937. Before you have had
time to read anything, your glance is riveted by something unusual: you are
amazed by the unfamiliar way in which a map has been printed. You are used
to seeing the route from the USSR across Europe to the USA in the horizontal,
yet here is a map cutting vertically down the page of the newspaper. San
Francisco is not to the left of Moscow across the Atlantic Ocean and not to
the right across the Pacific. San Francisco is placed vertically above Moscow,
and they are joined by a thick black line as straight as an arrow crossing the
Arctic. It is the track of the historic, unprecedented flight of Heroes of the
Soviet Union Chkalov, Baidukov and Belyakov. Several weeks previously, we
were surprised by a similar track shown on the map, but in that case the line
stopped at the Pole, marking the realisation of the dream of the conqueror of
the North Pole, Hero of the Soviet Union Vodopyanov.*’

The usually horizontal map of a conventional flight path has been
changed for a vertical transpolar flight map.

In your mind, you connect the horizontal and the vertical with the action
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of rising from the horizontal into the vertical: something has risen, stood up.
The map has ‘reared up’: this is the first image which accompanies the action.

But ‘rearing up’ is a temporary state: the association is an incorrect one!

You take it further in the direction indicated: what was standing on four
legs (the horizontal) has risen up on to two legs (the vertical). While this
represents a temporary process within the brain of a single horse, the
quadruped in general, to which the horse belongs, has done the same thing
as a species. And permanently.

Despite Kant (who proved that the four-footed posture was the normal
state for man), the animal, as it climbed up the evolutionary ladder,
straightened out its spine and stood up on two legs in the vertical position.
The depiction of phylogenesis inevitably summons up an autogenetic image.
Using less complicated words, Goethe has this to say about it: ‘Even if the
world progresses generally (! — S. M. E.), youth will always begin at the
beginning, and the epochs of the world’s cultivation will be repeated in the
individual.”**

Also related to this topic is the riddle of the sphinx about the four-legged
youth and the two-legged adult. The three-legged old man is irrelevant,
because the picture of the first two already serves as an adequate image to
typify the progress of any phenomenon from the stage of youth to its
full-grown state.

Despite its direction, the vertical line of the flight from the USSR to the
USA draws a horizontal line under the sum total of a whole epoch of the
infancy of aviation, and as it enters on a new stage of its history (the Soviet
period), world aviation starts out with ‘head held proudly high’, having for
the first time ‘straightened up to its full height’ like a man walking in pride.

But man, as opposed to animals, cannot help being shocked by something
else that disturbs you as you read the same page of the same newspaper: the
destruction of Bilbao, and the image, which only a moment ago was firmly
lodged in the rarefied sphere of generalisation, descends and merges indisso-
lubly with the political reality of the present day, and you add to the previous
paragraph: ‘. . . like socialist man walking in pride, unlike the beastly,
animal-like — “horizontal”! — raids of the Fascist bombers and fighters,
destroying flocks of defenceless women and children’.*

But let us return again to our example of the barricade, and this time
from another angle. Our example of the barricade is particularly rich and
many-sided. It is also a most striking example, because its very subject matter
is struggle, conflict. Hence the graphic clarity of the compositional calligraphy
in the outline of the barricade, which looks like a seismographic trace of the
ups and downs of the struggle. Hence, too, the vividness in the grouping and
relative positioning of details in the street, which are transposed not only
physically but compositionally — in this case entirely by the choice of the angle
of vision and the set-up: the shop sign has not only been physically torn down
from the shop (sign A) and thrown under the feet of the people advancing on
the barricade, but the same shop sign (in this case shop sign B, the pretzel)
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has equally been cast downwards to the foot of the frame — but compositionally,
by a change in set-up.” And by purely compositional means it also conveys
the idea that what was up is now down, and that what was below has now
been raised up; i.e. there is the ‘feel’ of something having been overturned
within the subject matter of the scene, arising from a perception of the purely
visual displacement of elements in the composition, i.e. in the formal structure.

In our example, despite the fact that the theme of the scene is conflict or
struggle, the two levels of its expression — both its visual representation and
the generalised image of the inner content of what is depicted — are not in
conflict between themselves. By its own means, each level expressed the same
idea: both the figurative and the compositional graphics (the outlined move-
ment) and the grouping of details emphasised by the choice of set-up (the
‘feel’ of something having been overturned, due to a disturbance of the usual
placing of objects within a normal setting): all these elements work together
in one direction.

But equally often these levels conflict with one another, and work in
opposite directions. This occurs in those instances where the visual representation
— the outward appearance of the phenomenon — does not correspond to that true,
generalised image of the subject’s inner content which the author sees in it.
This is a relative factor, and is dictated by the author’s attitude or standpoint
in relation to the phenomenon depicted. In it there is, of course, an element
of arbitrariness, although only up to a certain point, because the author’s
attitude is historically determined by his social allegiance. This factor,
therefore, is a function of the author’s attitude and his treatment of the subject
matter; both these factors reflect the (relatively) arbitrary way in which the
phenomenon is refracted in his consciousness or in the bias that he applies
in the interest of the class to which he belongs or which he supports.

Only if the author belongs to the proletarian class or projects the viewpoint
of that class on to the subject matter will his treatment not be an arbitrary
refraction of the event but a true revelation of that event or phenomenon. For
only that class possesses the immutable weapon of Marxism-Leninism, which
is capable of tearing away every mask and of laying bare the very essence of
a phenomenon beneath whatever ‘appearances’ it may assume; this will be
so, however unexpected or paradoxical the structuring of the subject matter
may seem at times to be.

This may affect the treatment (conception) of the work as a whole: for
instance, in the treatment of a historical event where the structuring, in aiming
to reveal the inner content (meaning, essence) of the phenomenon, may result
in something which is in direct opposition to the documentary record, which
gives only a factual version of the event.

The results of achieving inner truth may seem at first sight to contradict
the visible, ‘physical’ facts of a historical event. Take, for instance, the
historical interpretation of the Paris Commune: outwardly the Commune was
‘crushed’ by the boots of the men of Versailles, while simultaneously, in its
historic significance, the Commune was one of the most brilliant victories on
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the road to the dictatorship of the proletariat.

Nor would I be far wrong in presuming that it was this very image of the
Commune — victorious in its defeat — which the script-writer and the director
of The Battleship Potemkin had in their mind’s eye and inspired them to ‘distort’
the story of their film in a similar way.”’ We all know the sad fate which met
the mutinous battleship in real life, its tragic finale at Constanta. We are also
aware of the enormous and positive political significance of that mutiny in
the fleet, even though it was suppressed. Apart from all the other means used
to attain the desired result, it was in the treatment — namely in the handling
of the historic sequence of events, breaking them off at their culmination (when
the Potemkin sails unharmed through the admiral’s squadron) instead of
pursuing them to their factual end (the disarming at Constanta) — that the
emotional impact of the event as a great victory was achieved, i.e. its inherent
historical meaning was revealed.

Let us mention another similar example, a situation in which a conflict
arising out of inconsistency between factual truth and artistic truth is also
resolved in favour of the artistic image at the cost of divergence from factual
accuracy. The example, from the same film, is largely emotional in its effect
and comes from the scene before the one where the sailors refuse to shoot
their comrades, who are covered with a tarpaulin. At naval executions by
firing squad no one was ever, on any occasion, covered by anything — not on
the Potemkin, or on any other vessel of the tsarist navy. A tarpaulin actually
was used at such executions, but unrolled and spread out — to prevent the
blood of the victims from staining the deck. . . . Seizing upon the somewhat
imprecise description given by an eyewitness of the actual scene, I interpreted
the handling of the tarpaulin in my own way: I made them cover the
condemned men with this simulacrum of a shroud. (The preparation for this
association is given in the preceding shot, in which the rolled-up tarpaulin,
looking like a swathed corpse, is carried across by the petty officers in charge
of the execution.) The image of this ‘shroud’, separating the condemned
sailors from their comrades, from the sunlight and from life as a whole, proved
to be so powerfully expressive that it completely convinced the audience, who
never for a moment doubted the authenticity of this method of execution as
compared with any other. Incidentally, I never heard any objections even from
people well-informed in these matters — ex-sailors of the tsarist navy, now
staunch crewmen of the Red Fleet: for them, too, the effect of this image was
more significant and decisive than a documentarily accurate but artistically
meaningless factual account of the procedure.

Exactly the same happens, can happen (and should happen!) in all the
elements of the picture down to its smallest fragment, i.e. the single shot,
where the same processes occur and are developed. Here too, wherever
necessary, exactly the same conflicts (collisions) take place between the
representation of an object or a phenomenon and its generalised image, the
aim of which is to disclose its true inner meaning. In the unity of that collision
is born the true meaning and form of the event or phenomenon, not only in
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its natural ‘being’ but also in its full social significance. We should not, of
course, forget that this also includes the case — e.g. the barricade referred to
above — where the contradiction between the particular and the generalised
aspect of the phenomenon is removed; when the one, showing through the
other, leads directly and undeviatingly onward to an intensification of the
expressive process. In this instance, the only tension of contradiction that
remains is in the area of interaction between the different dimensions in which
the same thought is expressed. Might one, perhaps, compare this to the tension
within a chord, as distinct from the tension set up by the interaction of two
musical themes?

There are numerous, vivid examples of intra-shot treatment.

First and foremost there are, of course, countless examples of ‘degrada-
tion’, ‘debasement’ and ‘elevation’ achieved by changing the set-up. The
crudest examples of this reduced the process to shooting the object ‘from
above’ or ‘from below’: an amusing attitude to the set-up which had a certain
currency around the years 1926 or 1927.

Further developments came with the more sophisticated forms of shot
composition, which set out to achieve effects that were in the nature of
metaphor, i.e.: “T'ractors advance into the fields like tanks into battle’; “The
dawn mist spreads itself across the bay like a mourning garment’ (no matter
that the garment is white; the important point here is the rhythm of the graphic
image. Incidentally, in China white is the colour of mourning!); “The ears of
grain, like hostile bayonets, stand facing the saboteur preparing to set fire to
the crop.”?

And so on and so on, in all gradations from fusion to concordance, from
disparity to contradiction, but, one way or another, always in a form that
embodies a relationship to the object represented. In an adjacent area —
literature — the greatest master of interpretation through the form of exposition
or description of the object depicted (especially when it came to debunking)
was Tolstoy. Not a single instance of insincere or undeserved praise ever
escaped his sarcastic unmasking, whether it be the image of the young
‘L’Aiglon’ [‘Eaglet’], whose portrait is brought to Napoleon before the battle
of Borodino: ‘It was a portrait, painted in brilliant colours by Gérard, of the
child of Napoleon and the daughter of the Austrian Emperor, the little boy
whom everyone for some unknown reason called the King of Rome.””® Or
the theatrical heroism of the Polish uhlans who, at the crossing of the Niemen,
chose to swim the river in front of Napoleon instead of using the ford:

Some of the horses were drowned, some, too, of the men; the others
struggled to swim across, some in the saddle, others clinging to their
horses’ manes. They tried to swim straight across, and although there
was a ford half a verst away, they were proud to be swimming and
drowning in the river before the eyes of that man sitting on the log and
not even looking at what they were doing. . . .

Forty Uhlans were drowned in the river. . . . The majority struggled
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back to the bank from which they had started. The colonel, with several
of his men, swam across the river and with difficulty clambered up the
other bank. But as soon as they clambered out in drenched and streaming
clothes they shouted ‘Vive 'Empereur!” looking ecstatically at the place
where Napoleon had stood, though he was no longer there, and at that
moment thought themselves happy.5 4

[. ..] By one means or another, never descending to a deliberate distortion
of the veracity of the event depicted, merely by a choice of the separate features
which he employs for the defining outline* of the subject matter as a whole,
Tolstoy ruthlessly and precisely conveys his disapproval of the depicted fact,
the viewpoint from which he regards the fact and an awareness of the significance
of the event from his viewpoint. The method, as we see, is absolutely identical.

Looking ahead, we may also say that his method is identical with what
we will encounter in the next stages of development of cinema, when we shall
move forward from the immobility of single set-up cinematography.

For it is now obvious that without distorting the coronation of the reigning
princeling, for instance, or the ultra-pathetic speech of the Menshevik, they
can by means of montage be made to dance a waltz together, thus revealing
the ludicrous part they play in the narrative. In exactly the same way, by the
appropriate use of context and montage the pounding of the ship’s engines
can be presented as the anxious heartbeat of the crew of the mutinous
battleship in expectation of the encounter with the admiral’s squadron
(Potemkin).

And looking even further ahead, let us also mention music which can,
when integrated into the narrative, reinterpret the first two scenes in ‘burlesque’
terms and increase the tension of the third episode even more completely and
with far greater ease than can montage alone.™

Let us remember this link: generalised contour{ — montage — music. We
shall be returning to that trio: it will help us towards a correct understanding
of the interrelation and roles of these separate elements in the sound cinema.

In our account of the foregoing proposition we have introduced into
cinematic practice a further concept of contradiction, another form of conflict.
Actually, this concept should have been placed at the head of the list of

*For example his use of purely physical features and not the dynastic elements in the
description of the portrait of the King of Rome; the ‘difficulty’ with which they - the colonel
and several of his men - ‘clambered up’ on to the bank, instead of some phrase such as ‘their
heroic struggle with the watery element’. Admittedly they looked ‘ecstatically’, but they were
looking at an empty place, where ‘he was no longer’, and so on.

+Let me recall that the generalised contour of the object represented and ‘ts image-making
role are far from being the only aspects in which that generalising, image-making role is
embodied in that representation. It can equally successfully be embodied in the gradations
of light, and later of colour; or in the interrelation of objects in space, the expression on an
actor’s face, etc., etc. For ease of descriptive definition and for maximum clarity of
reproduction in a book, I have selected this particular graphic example. But this by no means
implies that it is the principal, sole, exhaustive or all-embracing example.
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‘conflicts” which we drew up once long ago, when we classified them mainly
by their outward attributes.

What we have expounded here is, of course, the highest form of conflict,
which discloses the inner, emotionally mediated visual dynamics of a film
sequence. As such, the dynamics derive even more immediately — wholly and
directly — not only from the content, but from an unremittingly responsible
attitude towards the content. Being derivatives of the same premisses, the
remaining types of graphic conflict, too, are indissolubly linked but, because
of their remoteness, their greater abstractness, it is less easy to perceive them
as being in the same close and direct connection as in our case of the tension
between the depiction and the image of the subject matter. When, however, an
excessive stress on the theme intrudes itself upon these dual elements, there
is always the risk of a leap into schematised linear and tonal symbolism. Evil
begins to be depicted on the screen with a black palette, good with white.*

[. . .] Let us briefly recall the types of conflict that we have classified in
various articles and elsewhere: linear, volume, conflict of spatial levels, lighting
conflict, and so on; these were the simplest examples. More complicated-
sounding were the designations of the other types, which represented each
and every cinematic discipline reduced to a single ‘terminology of conflict’.
This was not done as a mere piece of word-play, but with the aim of reducing
all the various specialist areas of cinematography to a single common method:
an opportunity to study them in relation to one another, i.e. to utilise our
accumulated experience in the study of any one branch in order to study the
others.

These definitions of conflict sounded unfamiliar, but the definitions
themselves suggested a path by which to approach the deciphering of the
inner aesthetics of these areas of cinema. Thus we came to speak of lighting
as a conflict or collision between a flow of light (i.e. a cone of light) and a
resistant object: the problem of lighting; of a collision between the visual flow
(i.e. of a cone of sight through the lens) and the same object: the problem of
camera angle, connected with the angle of inclination between object and
camera. .

The clumsiness of these formulations was at least redeemed by the fact
that from such a definition alone it was evident that the compositional laws
of such remote areas as foreshortening and lighting can both be formulated

*Used tactfully and in moderation this can sometimes function excellently as an expressive
factor; for instance, the white-grey-black tonal palette of the cinema was well used in its
time, for its associative value, by Ernst Lubitsch, who in his film adaptation of Lady
Windermere’s Fan apportioned this colour-scale to his various characters (the ‘innocent’ May
McAvoy was white, a ‘neutral’ character was grey, while the villain was ‘black’ in looks,
costume and lighting treatment).

But this method is fraught with danger: in Becky Sharp, for instance, the sudden use in
a brief shot of people running in red cloaks, when panic set in at the advance of Napoleon,
only looked naive. This conscious ‘insert’ ruined the texture of something which could have
been remarkable if allowed to arise naturally from the action.
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and deduced from a single set of premisses.

The following pair of examples was typical: (i) the conflict between an
object and its appearance; and (ii) the conflict between a flowing process and
its own duration.

On closer examination these proved to be due to: (i) the distorting role
(and optical peculiarities in general) of the various lenses in their rendering
of space and the degree of softness or hardness of their ‘handwriting’ in the
rendering of the picture; and (ii) the speeding up or slowing down of the
shooting speed compared to the normal camera speed.

The culminating conflict was the audiovisual counterpoint, which was
largely discussed in terms of theoretical adumbration of its potential.

Only after passing through the whole gamut of the film-makers’ practical
experience has this terminology acquired a wholly concrete objectivity.

Unfortunately, it is equally true that in the overwhelming majority of
films, the application of this branch of cinematic theory is totally lacking.

All the more reason, therefore, to develop this question as fully as possible,
which is the purpose of the third section of our study of montage. To do so,
however, is only possible on the basis of a detailed analysis of the previous
stages of montage, and this we are undertaking in the two sections which
precede it.

As for the concept of conflict itself, in the present work we will limit
ourselves to remarking on its existence, but we will nowhere embark on an
analysis of the inner nature of the phenomenon of conflict and of contradic-
tions within form as such. A no less painstaking separate analysis will be
devoted to this problem.

Here we will confine ourselves to describing the existence of conflict,
while in later sections we will engage in an analysis of the inner laws of the
dynamics of conflict, the laws of how it progresses through contradiction.

The most important part of that analysis will be to show clearly that
experience and cognition, culture and artistic skill, the very nature and
multiplicity of the forms and areas of application of conflict are all drawn
from the one, single and determining source, which is the same one that is
applicable to montage in the broadest sense of the word. We shall disclose it
in an analysis of montage when we come to dwell on it at the end of the
present work.

Just as here we are discussing the problem by stages (frame - shot —
montage — audiovisual counterpoint), so also in the later sections we shall
proceed by stages: physical movement (expressive movement) — spiritual
movement (emotion) — movement of the mind (image and character) —
movement of the action (drama). All this will constitute an attempt to establish
how each of them and all of them together embody a reflection of social
conflict and movement occurring within the contradictions of reality as a
whole.[. . . .]*’

To the enumeration of all the aspects of conflict in the article ‘Beyond
the Shot’ (1929)°® — where we first formulated both the organic evolutionary
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Fig. 2.10

link between the shot and montage (montage as a leap — the montage leap! —
out of the shot into a new quality of inzer-shor conflict that occurs after the
intra-shot conflict, the montage sequence as an exploded montage ‘cell’), and
in other writings on the same subject — we invariably added the proviso that
each conflict may explode along the line of each ‘wing’ of the conflict into
two (or more) parallel but independent sequences. In the terms of that article,
this was easy to visualise and imagine. For instance, two intersecting
movements within the shot would, as the tension increased, obviously break
apart into two shots, of which each would contain one of these two movements
(see Fig. 2.10), and so on.

At what point does the tension explode and the leap occur into a new
quality along the line of the new form of conflict which we have added to the
series?

The single shot will explode into a chain of shots. But given a truly
compositionally correct structuring of the sequence of that chain, the graphic
continuity not only of depiction but of composition of the image will retain its
compositional integrity but with the added achievement that the compositional
outline of the individual segment will either progress by permeation through
the whole series of segments, remaining unchanged through the various
‘segmentary plots’ (only perhaps allowing itself some play on scale and
repetition — the crudest option; see Fig. 2.11, “The Eskimo and the Yurts’),
or will establish its own interplay of metamorphoses throughout the succession
of segments: either in the form of consistently changing delineation of the
compositional outline from shot to shot; or in the consistent interrelation
between long shot and foreground as they alternate; or in the disintegration
of a large, solid shape into a series of smaller shapes which echo the large one
in outline and movement; and by reintegrating these small shapes into the
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new agglomeration of an analogous large
shape, but one which now suggests a differ-
ent narrative or semantic signification. I
know of only one example of analysis of a
similar kind, and that is one that I did several
years ago on a small fragment of Potemkin.”’
It is striking in that it illustrates a basic
situation from several angles simultaneously:
linear; spatial levels; the number of figures in
a shot; interrelation of scales, and so on. And
all done on the firm basis of its function of
embodying in images the advancement of the
meaning of the theme.[. . . .]*°

If this describes the route by which we
trace the immediate progress of the specific
graphic composition of the shot, stranger still
is its explosion into a new quality, not only
as the application of a method, but also as the
principle underlying that method!

Its continuation along that path will take
place in the new stage of cinema, that of
‘montage’ cinema; it will not only be a
movement whereby the contour changes
continuously through a chain of segments
but it will be much more: a line, made up of
single points, from which in successive shots
the camera will look at the filmed phenome-
non while selecting and collating the montage
segments in which this phenomenon presents
itself; in other words, in terms of that unique
form of mise en scéne which the camera
creates through the phenomenon, pausing at
various parts and details of the mise en scene
while simultaneously moving closer in or
moving back from them (the interplay of
changing scale).

This method can be used for documen-
tarily informative or dispassionate narrative;
it can also, however, be interpretative and it
can also be emotional. Hence it can be not
only uniquely rhythmic but uniquely imagin-
ative in the tendentious, purposeful way that
it generalises the phenomenon which it is
shooting!

However, the transition into this area of
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study has imperceptibly caused the subject matter of this chapter to explode
into the content of the next chapter, just as, historically, the era of single set-up
cinematography exploded into the era of multiple set-up cinematography. We
shall now turn our attention to that era, beginning with an exposition of the
premisses which underlay what is vulgarly called the stage of ‘montage
cinema’.

58



3 Montage and Architecture

In cinema the word ‘path’ is not used by chance. Nowadays it means the
imaginary path followed by the eye and the varying perceptions of an object
that depend on how it appears to the eye. Nowadays it may also mean the
path followed by the mind across a multiplicity of phenomena, far apart in
time and space, gathered in a certain sequence into a single meaningful
concept; diverse impressions passing in front of an immobile spectator.

In the past, however, the opposite was the case: the spectator moved
through a series of carefully disposed phenomena which he absorbed in order
with his visual sense.

This tradition has been preserved in children’s drawings. Not only has
the movement of the eye been given back to the action of the child himself
moving in space, but the picture itself appears as the path along which a
number of aspects of the subject are revealed sequentially.

This is a typical child’s drawing.®’ We cannot see it as a representation
of a pond with trees along the bank until we understand its internal dynamics.
The trees are not depicted from one viewpoint, as adults would show them
in a picture or in a single frame of film. Here the drawing depicts a series of
trees as they are revealed along the path that the observer follows between
them. If the line A-B represents the path taken by the observer, then at any
given point in the sequence 1-9 each separate tree is disposed entirely
‘reasonably’: a frontal view of the tree in question is represented at each
corresponding point on the path.

Exactly similar are the surviving drawings of old Russian buildings, such
as, for instance, the fifteenth-century (?) palace of Kolomenskoye, in which
there is an identical combination of ‘plan’ and ‘elevation’.®’ For here the path
iIs a movement across the plan, while the frontal views of the buildings are
shown in elevation, seen from specific points on the plan.

This can be seen even more vividly in the example shown here of an
Egyptian painting, representing a pond with trees and buildings around it,
depicted according to exactly the same principle.®

It is curious that in the period of artistic decadence at the turn of the 20th
century (which reflected the decadence of bourgeois society), in a period
marked by every form of regression in the arts (for further comment on this
see below), there occurred a curious ‘renaissance’ of a similar kind of archaism.
We may interpret it as something like a shriek uttered by painting as a
premonition of its metamorphosis into cinematography. In Fig. 3.1 is shown
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Fig. 3.1

the plan for a series of paintings by David Burlyuk.* In a slightly different
mode, he is pursuing the same aim as Delaunay, who distorted the Eiffel
Tower by dislocating its structural elements.®®

It is also curious that in this final stage before its transition to cinemato-
graphy, painting turns its depiction inwards, whereas the same aspiration at
the dawn of drawing and painting presented objects through extroversion. That
introversion, of course, contains a profound sense of retreat ‘into oneself’, of
regression ‘away from’ reality, unlike the second instance, which is charac-
terised by looking outwards into the surrounding reality, into an expansive
widening of horizons.

Painting has remained incapable of fixing the total representation of a
phenomenon in its full visual multi-dimensionality. (There have been count-
less attempts to do this.) Only the film camera has solved the problem of
doing this on a flat surface, but its undoubted ancestor in this capability is

. architecture. The Greeks have left us the most perfect examples of shot
design, change of shot and shot length (i.e. the duration of a particular
impression). Victor Hugo called the medieval cathedrals ‘books in stone’ (see
Notre Dame de Paris). The Acropolis of Athens could just as well be called
the perfect example of one of the most ancient films.

I shall here quote in full from Choisy’s History of Architecture.®® 1 shall
not alter a single comma, and I would only ask you to look at it with the eye
of a film-maker: it is hard to imagine a montage sequence for an architectural
ensemble more subtly composed, shot by shot, than the one which our legs
create by walking among the buildings of the Acropolis (see Fig. 3.2).

The Acropolis is a cliff, isolated on all sides, whose summit is dedicated
to the worship of the national deities. At point “T” was the mark made
by Poseidon’s trident, while near to it grew the olive tree sacred to Athene.
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Fig. 3.2

In immediate proximity to this sacred spot a temple was built to both
gods.

The site being empty after a fire, it was therefore possible to build a
new sanctuary on the very spot indicated by legend. The temple was
moved to point ‘S’ and given the name of Erechtheum.

The highest point, ‘P’, was the site in this and another era (i.e. the
time of the Pisistratidae and after the Persian War) of the great temple
of Athene — the Parthenon.

Between the Parthenon and the entrance to the Acropolis was
disposed a series of smaller temples, evidently relating to both the ancient
and the new Acropolis. . . . In this same space the colossal statue of
Athene Promachos (The Warrior) was erected in the Sth century BC.

The Propylaea (M) formed the frontal fagade of the Acropolis (in
both the old and the new layout). . . .

The two layouts differed only in detail. The first, however, was a
collection of buildings of various epochs, whereas the second was laid
out to a single plan and adapted to the site, which had been cleared as
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Fig. 3.3

the result of a fire. The apparent asymmetry of this new Acropolis is only
a means of lending picturesqueness to this group of buildings, which have
been laid out with more art than any others. . . .

[This] becomes clear from the series of panoramas which unfolded
before visitors to the Acropolis in the Sth century BC:

View of the Propylaea: the general idea of the plan of the Propylaea
can be seen in Fig. 3.3.

We see the symmetrical central block and two noticeably different wings
— the right one broader and the left-hand one less so. . . .

At first sight nothing could be more uneven than this plan, but in
fact it constitutes a completely balanced whole, in which the general
symmetry of the masses is accompanied by a subtle diversity in the
details. . . . The optical symmetry is impeccable. . . .

First view of the square; Athene Promachos: passing by the Propylaea,
the spectator’s eye embraces the Parthenon, the Erechtheum and Athene
Promachos (Fig. 3.4).
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Fig. 3.4

In the foreground there towers the statue of Athene Promachos; the
Erechtheum and the Parthenon are in the background, so that the whole
of this first panorama is subordinated to the statue, which is its central
point and creates an impression of unity. The Parthenon only acquires
its significance when the visitor loses sight of this gigantic piece of
sculpture.

The Parthenon and its oblique perspectives (Fig. 3.5): to modern
thinking, the Parthenon - the great temple of the Acropolis — should be
placed opposite the main entrance, but the Greeks reasoned quite
differently. The cliff of the Acropolis has an uneven surface, and the
Greeks, without altering its natural relief, placed the main temple on the
highest point at the edge of the cliff, facing the city.

Placed thus, the Parthenon first of all faces the spectator obliquely.
The ancients generally preferred oblique views: they are more pic-
turesque, whereas a frontal view of the fagade is more majestic.* Each of
them is allotted a specific role. An oblique view is the general rule, while
a view en face is a calcula