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8, the silent film had reached its artistic peak. The despair of its
 they witnessed the dismantling of this ideal city, while it may not
en justified, is at least understandable. As they followed their cho-
thetic path it seemed to them that the cinema had developed into
10st perfectly accommodated to the “exquisite embarrassm ent” of
and that the realism that sound would bring could only mean a
1 to chaos.
n point of fact, now that sound has given proof that it came not
y but to fulfill the Old Testament of the cinema, we may most
ask if the technical revolution created by the sound track was in
¢ an aesthetic revolution. In other words, did the years from 1928
ctually witness the birth of a new cinema? Certainly, as regards
istory does not actually show as wide a breach as might be ex-
een the silent and the sound film. On the contrary there is
le evidence of a close relationship between certain directors of
1935 and especially of the 1940s through the 1950s. Compare,
le, Erich von Stroheim and Jean Renoir or Orson Welles, or
Theodore Dreyer and Robert Bresson. These more or less clear-
s demonstrate first of-all that the gap separating the 1920s and
be bridged, and second, that certain cinematic values actu:
ver from the silent to the sound film and, above all, that it is
1 of setting silence over against sound than of contrasting cer-
S of styles, certain basically different concepts of cinemato:
€ssion. -
1e as I am that the limitations imposed on this essay restrict
plified and to that extent enfeebled presentation of my argu-
olding it to be less an objective statement than a working hy-
stinguish, in the cinema between 1920 and 1940, between
1 opposing trends: those directors who p heir faith in the
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form and as good a way as any toward understanding what a film is tryin

tics of the image and the artifices of montage “expressionist” or

to say to us is to know how it is saying it. ;
Thus by 1938 or 1939 the talking film, particularly in France an

in the United States, had reached a level of classical perfection as a resull
on the one hand, of the maturing of different kinds of drama developed i
part over the past ten years” and in part inherited from the silent fi
and, on the other, of the stabilization of technical progress. The 193
were the years, at once, of sound and of panchromatic film. Undoubtedl Il shot of the actor and the table.
studio equipment had continued to improve but only in matters of detai
none of them opening up new, radical possibilities for direction. The on
changes in this situation since 1940 have been in photography thank
the increased sensitivity of the film stock. Panchromatic stock turned
sual values upside down; ultrasensitive emulsions have made a modific
tion in their structure possible. Free to shoot in the studio with a mul
smaller aperture, the operator could, when necessary, eliminate the s0
ocus background once considered essential. Still there are a number

examples of the prior use of deep focus, for example, in the work of Je
Renoir. This had always been possible on exteriors, and given a meast
of skill, even'in the studios. Anyone could do it who really wanted to,
that 1t 1s less a question basically of a technical problem, the solution
which has admittedly been made easier, than of a search after a style
point to which we will come back. In short, with panchromatic stock
common use, with an understanding of the potentials of the microphe
and with the crane as standard studio equipment, one can really say t
since 1930 all the technical requirements for the art of cinema have l

nboIistic,” we can describe the new form of stor telling “ ic”
“dramatic.” Let us suppose, by way of reviewing one of the elements
i€ experiment of Kuleshov, that we have a table covered with food

A hungry tramp. One can imagine that in 1936 it would have been
d as follows:

imera moves forward into a close-up of a face expressing a mixture
imazement and longing.

ies of close-ups of food.

Kk to full shot of person who starts slowly toward the camera.

nera pulls slowly back to a three-quarter shot of the actor seizing a
cken wing.

/e variants one could think of for this scene, they would all have
points in common:

verisimilitude of space in which the position of the actor is always
‘mined, even when a close-up eliminates the decor.

purpose and the effects of the cutting are exclusively dramatic or
10logical.

words, if the scene were played on a stage and seen from a seat in
estra, it would have the same meaning, the episode wonld con-

available. objectively. The changes of point of view provided by the

Since the determining technical factors were practically eli ould add nothing. They would present the reality a little more
nated, we must look elsewhere for the signs and principles of the e g, first by allowing a better view and then by putting the empha-
tion of film language, that is to say by challenging the subject matter it belongs. -

as a consequence the styles necessary for its expression.

By 1939, the cinema had arrived at what geographers call
equilibrium-profile of a river. By this is meant that ideal mathema
curve that results from the requisite amount of erosion. Having rea
this equilibrium-profile, the river flows effortlessly from its source t
mouth without further deepening of its bed. But if any geological m
ment occurs that raises the erosion level and modifies the height 0
source, the water sets to work again, seeps into the surrounding
goes deeper, burrowing and digging. Sometimes when it is a chalk b
new pattern is dug across the plain, almost invisible but found to be
plex and winding, if one follows the flow of the water.

1s true that the stage director like the film director has at his dis-
argin within which he is free to vary the interpretation of the ac-
it is only a margin and allows for no modification of the inner
: event. Now, by way of contrast, let us take the montage of the
10 The End of St. Petersburg. By skillful juxtaposition a group
ted lions are made to look like a single lion getting to its feet, a
the aroused masses. This clever device would be unthinkable in
iter 1932. As late as 1935, Fritz Lang, in Fury, followed a series
women scandalmongering with shots of clucking chickens in a
[his relic of associative montage came as a shock even at the
0day seems entirely out of keeping with the rest of the film.
cisive the art of Marcel Carné, for example, in our estimate of
ve values of Quai des Brumes or of Le Jour se leve his editing

e level of the reality he is analyzing. There is only one
of looking at it. That is why we are witnessing the almost
appearance of optical effects such as superimpositions
ally in the United States, of the close-up. the too vialent

The Evolution of Editing since the Advent of Sound

In 1938, there was an almost universal standard pattern of editis
somewhat conventionally, we call the kind of silent films based ¢
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impact of which would make the audience conscious of the cutting.:
typical American comedy the director returns as often as he can to
of the characters from the knees up, which is said to be best sui
catch the spontaneous attention of the viewer—the natural poin
ance of his mental adjustment.

Actually this use of montage originated with the silent m
This is more or less the part it plays in Grittith’s films, for exam
Broken Blossoms, because with Intolerance he had already ints
that synthetic concept of montage which the Soviet cinema was t
to its ultimate conclusion and which is to be found again, althot
exclusively, at the end of the silent era. It is understandable, as
of fact, that the sound image, far less flexible than the visual
would carry montage in the direction of realism, increasingly elit
both plastic expressionism and the symbolic relation between in
~ Thus, around 1938, films were edited, almost without ex
according to the same principle. The story was unfolded in a seri
ups numbering as a rule about six hundred. The characteristic
was by shot-reverse-shot, that is to say, in a dialogue scene, the c:
lowed the order of the text, alternating the character shown
speech.

It was this fashion of editing, so admirably suitable fe
films made between 1930 and 1939, that was challenged by
depth introduced by Orson Welles and William Wyler. The inf
Citizen Kane _cannot be overestimated. Thanks to the dept
whole scenes are covered in one take, the camera remaining
Dramatic effects for which we had formerly relied on montag
ated out of the movements of the actors within a fixed fraz
course Welles did not invent the in-depth shot any more than
vented the close-up. All the pioneers used it and for a very g
Soft focus only appeared with montage. It was not only a tec
consequent upon the use of images in juxtaposition; it was a
sequence of montage, its plastic equivalent. If at a given mo
action the director, as in the scene imagined above, goes to a
bowl of fruit, it follows naturally that he also isolates it in §
the focusing of the Iens. The soft focus of the background co
fore the effect of montage, that is to say. while it is of the ¢
storytelling, it is only an accessory of the style of the phot
Renoir had already clearly understood this, as we see from &
made in 1938 just after La Béte humaine and La Grande ill;
prior to La Reégle du jeu: “The more I learn about my trade
cline to direction in depth relative to the screen. The bette
less I use the kind of setup that shows two actors facing ti
two well-behaved subjects posing for a still portrait.” Tl
matter is, that if you are looking for the precursor of Ors
not Loui miere or Zecca can Renoir. In his films.

on in depth is, in effect, a partial replacement of montage by
anfing shots and entrances. It is based on a respect for the con-
dramatic space and, of course, of its duration. T e
E ybody with eyes in his head, it is quite evident that the one-
nces used by Welles in The Magnificent Ambersons are in no
purely passive recording of an action shot within the same
n the contrary, his refusal to break up the action. to analyze
¢ field in time. is a positive action, the results of which are far
anything that could be achieved by the classical “cut.”
ou need to do is compare two frames shot in depth, one from
her from a film by Wyler or Welles, to understand just by
€lmage, even apart from the context of the film, how differ-
Ctions are. The framing in the 1910 film is intended, for all
UIposes, as a substitute for the missing fourth wall of the
€, or at least in exterior shots, for the best vantage point to
n, whgreas in the second case the setting, the lighting, and
gles give an entirely different reading. Between them, di-
eraman have converted the screen into a dram/atic
planned down to the last detail. The clearest if not the
ples of this are to be found in The Little Foxes where
ne takes on the severity of a working drawing. (Welles’s
re difficult to analyze because of his baroque excesses.) fai,
acters are related in such a fashion that it is impossible
£ t0 miss the significance of the scene. To get the same
montage would have necessitated a detailed succession

it€ saying then is that the sequence of shots “in depth”
ity director does not exclude the use of montage—how
IEVerting to a primitive babbling?—he makes it an in.
:stic.\The storytelling of Welles or Wyler is no less
ord’s, but theirs has the advantage over his that it does
ecific effects that can be derived from unity of image
Vhether an episode is analyzed bit by bit or presented
ety cannot surely remain a matter of indifferemt
Some pretensions to style. It would obviously be ab-
ntage has added considerably to the progress of lm
S happened at the cost of other values, no less defi.

2pth of field is not just a stock in trade of the cam-
a series of filters or of such-and-such a style of
in the field of direction—a dialectical step for-
Lim language.

:rmal step forward. Well used, shooting in depth is
i€al, a simpler, and at the same time a more subtle

out of a scene. W
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ture of film language, it also affects the relationships of the minds
spectators to the image, and in consequence it influences the in
tion of the spectacle.

It would Tie outside the scope of this essay to analyze thej
logical modalities of these relations, as also their aesthetic conseg
but it might be enough here to note, in general terms, the follo

[ the French imperfect_or the English frequentative tense.
ted montage and montage of attractions these superimposi-
the talking film had not used for ten years, rediscovered a
elated to temporal realism in a film without montage.

ave dwelt at some length on Orson Welles it is because the
yearance in the filmic firmament (1941) marks more or less
of a new period and also because his case is the most spec-
y virtue of his very excesses, the most significant.

tizen Kane is part of a general movement, of a vast stirring
al bed of cinema, confirming that everywhere up to a point
L a revolution in the language of the screen.

show the same to be true, although by different methods,
inema. In Roberto Rossellini’s Paisa and Allemania Anno
rio De Sica’s Ladri de Biciclette, Italian neorealism con-
ious forms of film realism in its stripping away of all ex-
d in particular in the total absence of the effects of
the films of Welles and in spite of conflicts of style, neo-
) give back to the cinema a sense of the ambiguity of real-
upation of Rossellini when dealing with the face of the
nia Anno Zero is the exact opposite of that of Kuleshov
1p of Mozhukhin. Rossellini is concerned to preserve its
uld not be misled by the fact that the evolution of neore-
nifest, as in the United States, in any form of revolution

1. Depth of focus brings the spectator into a relation with thi
closer to that which he enjoys with reality. Therefore it is correl
that, independently of the contents of the image, its struct
realistic.

2. It implies, consequently, both a more active mental attitudi
part of the spectator and a more positive contribution on his p:
action in progress. While analytical montage only calls for
low his guide, to let his attention follow along smoothly wit
the director who will choose what he should see, here he is cal
to exercise at inimum of personal choice. It is from |
tion and his will that the meaning of the image in part derive

3. From the two preceding propositions, which belong to the
psychology, there follows a third, which may be described
physical. In analyzing reality, montage presupposes of its
th/e unity of meaning of the dramatic event. Some other forn
sis is undoubtedly possible, but then it would be another film

montage by its very nature rules out ambiguity of e are both aiming at the same results by different methods.
Ruleshov’s experiment proves this per absurdum in givin, [ by Rossellini and De Sica are less spectacular, but they
occasion a precise meaning to the expression on a face, the mined to do away with montage and to transfer to the
of which alone makes the three successively exclusive e inum of reality. The dfeam of Zavattini is just to make a
possible. of the life of a man to whom nothing ever happens.
etic” of the neorealists, Luchino Visconti, gives just as
elles of the basic aim of his directorial art in La Terra
ost entirely composed of one-shot sequences, thus

On the other hand, depth of focus reintroduced ambigui
structure of the image if not of necessity—Wyler’s films are
biguous—at least as a possibility. Hence it is no exaggeration. lis concern to cover the entire action in interminable
Citizen Kane is unthinkable shot in any other way but in dep g shots.
certainty in which we find ourselves as to the spiritual ke C we cannot pass in review all the films that have shared
pretation we should put on the film is built into the very de in film language since 1940. Now is the moment to at-
image, of our reflections on the subject.
us that the decade from 1940 to 1950 marks a decisive
development of the language of the film. If we have
0 to have lost sight of the trend of the silent film, as il-
ly by von Stroheim, F. W. Murnau, Robert Flaherty,
a purpose. It is not that this trend seems to us to have
alking film. On the contrary, we believe that it repre-
of the so-called silent film and, precisely because
cally tied to montage, but was indeed the only ten-
0 the realism of sound as a natural development. On

It is not that Welles denies himself any recourse wh
the expressionistic procedures of montage, but just that the
time to time in between one-shot sequences in depth gives
meaning. Formerly montage was the very stuff of cinema,
the scenario. In Citizen Kane a series of superimpositions i
with-a-scene presented in a single take, constituting another
ately abstract mode of storytelling, Accelerated montage
with time and space while that of Welles, on the other hand,

to deceive us; it offe a_contrast, condensing time, and.
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the other hand it is a fact that the talking film between 1930 and
owes it virtually nothing save for the glorious and retrospect
prophetic exception of Jean Renoir. He alone in his searchings as a ¢
tor prior to La Régle du jeu forced himself to look back beyond ¢k
sources provided by montage and so uncovered the secret of a film
that would permit everything to be said without chopping the wor
into little fragments, that would reveal the hidden meanings in p
and things without disturbing the unity natural to them.

It is not a question of thereby belittling the films of 1930 to
a criticism that would not stand up in the face of the number of m:
pieces; it is simply an attempt to establish the notion of a dial
progress, the highest expression of which was found in the films @
1940s. Undoubtedly, the talkie sounded the knell of a certain aesthe
the language of film, but only wherever it had turned its back on it
cations in the service of realism. The sound Alm nevertheless did
serve the essentials of montage, namely, discontinuous descriptior
the dramatic analysis of action. What it turned its back on was met:
and symbol'in exchange for the illusion of objective presentation, Tk
pressionism of montage has virtually disappeared, but the relative
1sm of the kind of cutting that flourished around 1937 impl
congenital limitation that escaped us so long as it was perfectly suit
its subject matter. Thus American comedy reached its peak withi
tramework of a form of editing in which the realism of the time play
part. Dependent on logic for its effects, like vaudeville and pla
words, entirely conventional in its moral and sociological content, A
ican comedy had everything to gain, in strict line-by-line progre
from the rhythmic resources of classical editing. |

Undoubtedly it is primarily with the von Stroheim-Mi
trend—almost totally eclipsed from 1930 to 1940—that the cinem
more or less consciously linked up once more over the past ten y
But it has no intention of limiting itself simply to keeping this
alive. It draws from it the secret of the regeneration of realism in
telling and thus of becoming capable once more of bringing togethe
time, in which things exist, along with the duration of the actio
which classical editing had insidiousty substitutednmerreat—amt-a5
time. On the other hand, so far from wiping out once and for all th
quests of montage, this reborn realism gives them a body of referen
a meaning. It is only an increased realism of the 1mage that can st
the abstraction of montage. The stylistic repertory of a director s
Hitchcock, for example, ranged from the power inherent in the basi
ument as such, to superimpositions, to large close-ups. But the clot
of Hitchcock are not the same as those of C. B. de Mille in The
(1915). They are just one type of figure, among others, of his st
other words, in the silent days, montage evoked what the directo

he editing of 1938, it described it. Today we can say that at last

or writes in film. The image—its plastic composition and fhe.
et in time, because it is founded on a much higher degree of re-

§ at its disposal more means of manipulating reality and of‘
it from within. The filmmaker is no longer the competitor o

r and the playwright; he is, at last, the equal of the novelist.
| (O

NOTES

1g in vol. 1 of Qu’est-ce que le cinéma? (Ontologie et langage), (pp. 131-148)
| composite that Bazin made of 3 articles: the first was written for the anniver-
Vingt ans de cinéma a Venise (1952); the second, entitled, “Le découpage et
0,” appeared in n° 93 (July 1955) of L’Age Nouveau; and the third appeared in
)50) of Cahiers du Cinéma.

eference to the past twenty years in this essay means generally 1934-54.
erence to the past ten years in this essay means generally 1944-54.
e 2.




