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John Grierson.
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When John Griersen (1898-1972), son of a Scots schoolmaster and
grandson of a lighthouse keeper, was studying at Glasgow University
and earning distinction in moral philosophy, he was already thinking
about film. He sensed that film and other popular media had acquired
leverage over ideas and actions once exercised by church and school.
These thoughts became the mainspring of his life.

A Rockefeller Foundation grant took him to the United States in
1924 for research in social sciences, While studying at the University
of Chicago he crisscrossed the land interviewing film makers, schol-
ars, politicians, - journalists. Above all, he observed the American
melting pot in action. And he began to feel-with Walter Lippmann
—that expectations once held for democracy were proving illusory.
Problems facing society had grown beyond the comprehension of
most citizens; their participation had become perfunctory, apathetic
meaningless, often nonexistent.

While Lippmann was pessimistic about all this, Grierson was not;
he saw a solution. The documentary film maker, dramatizing jssues
and their implications in a meaningful way, could lead the citizen
through the wilderness. This became the Grierson mission.

That this implied an assumption of leadership, of an elitist role,
did not trouble Grierson. He believed in “the elect having their
duty.” They must not, only explain, they must inspire. He was not
frightened by the word “propaganda.” He could even say: “I look
on cinema as a pulpit. 2

tl

In the United States Griersorni met Robert Flaherty, with whom he
began a Iifelong, stormy hate-love relationship, hailing Flaherty as
the father of documentary while deploring his obsession with the
remote and primitive. Grierson’s determination was to “bring the

citizen’s eye in from the ends of the earth to the story, his own story,
of what was happening under his nose . . . the drama of the door-

-step.” In this respect Grierson felt more drawn to the social relevance

of Russian cinema. In New York, Grierson helped prepare The Bat-
tleship Potemikin for ?mmn.mu audiences. This involved some tam-
pering with the film, and months of struggle with New York State
censors. The task gave him a detailed familiarity with Eisenstein’s
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editing techniques, which became & further major influence on his
own film ideas.
Early in 1927 Grierson was Back in England, visiting the Empire
. Marketing Board to call on its chief, Sir Stephen Tallents, who found
him “brimming with ideas.” The Empire Marketing Board was in-
tended to cement the British Empire by promoting trade and a sense
of unity among its various parts, and it was attempting this through
posters, pamphlets, exhibitions. The next step, argued Grierson, must
be film; Talients already held the same view. But this required a
meeting of minds with the Financial Secretary of the Treasury, Ar-
thur Michael Samuel, who was consideted the leading authority on the
herring industry and who was flatly opposed to film. Grierson met
this problem with a characteristic head-on approach. He came 1o the
meeting recommending immediate production of a film on the her-
ring industry. The result was an appropriatipn of £2500, with which
Grierson produced and directed his first film, the fifty-minute silent
Blm Drifters, photographed by Basil Emmott. Tt was premiered at
the London Film Society late in 1929. ‘

The society, a pioneer in the cine-club movement, had been formed
in 1925. Programs of previous years had suggested an art-for-art’s
sake orientation, with films Iike Mannahatta, Berlin: Symphony of the
City, and Rien Que les Heures. The program of November 10, 1929,
was representative of a shift. The main attraction was the Grierson
version of The Battleship Potemkin, with Drifters as an added item.
The Battleship Potemkin was, by British censorship decision, forbid-

~den fo theaters—but not to the London Film Society, a private group.
As films grew more issue~oriented, this private status tended to make
the society a place where forbidden films coild be seen—usually left-
ist, sometimes Russian. The London Film Society, already tending
leftward in its membership, became more so during the Depression
years; the same was true of cine-clubs in many countries.

The Potemkin unveiling was a total triutnph, and scme London
Film Society members were even more impressed with Drifters. Vigor-
ously paced and Imaginatively edited—some felt they saw an Eisen-
stein influence, but the style was less obtrusive—it brought the daily
work of the herring fisheries to life in 2 way that astonished ihe audi-
eénce. There was nothing doctrinally radical about it, but the fact that
British workingmen-—virtually ignored by British cinema except as

26 Documentary

Grierson: 1 look-on cinema as a pulpit . . . National Film Archive




Shooting Drifters, 1629, Above, Grierson directing. National Film Arckive

noBom% material—were the heroes gave the film mmwmwwmmmwm MMMMMM
tionary impact. In a British cinema grown stale wi munoawwm& wnm
was a breath of salty sea air. The film went on to a ‘
in theaters. o
BW&RE made clear the Grierson deviation Wwﬂ.s MWWMMNW MMM
herring fisheries, a subtitle tells us, used .Ho be a N Mbﬁww ¢ mmw.Ew o
villages; the men still lived in the old ﬁmmmmww % e only
meanwhile become “an epic of steam m.na m”w.n ; .mww o gves onv
the briefest glimpse of the quaint old villages; .Hum ME .MQ nwﬁuwsm.mmm,
d steel. Flaherty would have chosen omwwnﬁmn.. “ﬁ Sme "
MM@ rolling ship, Grierson shows us in vivid a.ﬂ.wm MMWMHMW o ﬁmw
ine.” Fi enes depict quayside a i e
cota mmmawwwwww. QMMMMMHHMMM wmmwmwmw into muﬂwmnmnou% trade—"a
- .mHm Mﬁ% wordd.” Grierson must have had the Empire Kmmwoﬂ
MMMHWM&MME mind in his final subtitle: “So to the ends of the eart]

goes the'harvest of the sea.”
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The success of Drifters meant a new career for Grierson. Instead
of directing further films, he became creative organizer; at the Empire
Marketing Board he assembled untrained recruits and proceeded to
turn them into a bustling EMB Film Unit, finding funds for them to
function, goading them, teaching them—and meanwhile shielding
them fanatically from bureaucratic interference. That all this called
for a special kind of genjus may be seen in the paradox of his posi-
tion. His mandate and funds were from sources intent on consolidat-
ing the status quo ahd the British Empire, This was true of the Em-
pire Marketing Board as well as of other entities, such as the Ceylon
Tea Propaganda Board, that underwrote specific projects. Grierson’s
recruits, almost without exception, were socialistically inclined ac-
tivists inspired by Drifters and Potemkin. After Drifters they flocked
to the Grierson banner. ’

In a sense, all were learning together. The EMB Film Unit grew
from a staff of two at the start of 1930 to over thirty in 1933. Most
of the young recruits had little or no professional experience. For
Edgar Anstey, Arthur Elton, Stuart Legg, the chief preparation had
been London Film Society screenings. Paut Rotha, 2 Film Society
member from the start, was already a film scholar and had written
The Film Till Now (1930), but he had not produced or directed
films. Basil Wright had done one avant~garde experiment, Vertov-
inspired. All these men were in thejr early twenties. Grierson himself,
with only Drifters behind him, scarcely had a start on the staff and
was only a few years their senior, Yet he assumed at once an almost
god-like position among them, dominating them with a “fierce benev-
clence.” He was “the chief,”

While handling sponsor negotiations, he managed to supervise all
on-guing projects. The viewing of rushes, or of an edited workprint,
could be an intimidating occasion. The fledgling director would po-
tify Grierson’s aide, the soft-spoken J. P. R, Golightly, when the
material was ready; then he would wait in the prijection room. After
a time Grierson would crash in and sit down. “Right. Shoot.” His
concentration on the film was total; then came a rapid stream of .
comments, which might range from lens choice to philosophical con-
text. They were often a mixture of encouragement and stern repri-
mand. “Anstey, youw've failed badly here.” (He always used last
names.) Identifying points of faiture, he left solutions to the director;
wlien the latter found a solution, Grierson gave full credit. “There,
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you've done it--pure genius.” The staff, all tyros, seemed to welcome
the tyrannical supervision, even when it was brutal.?
The atmosphere was strangely monastic. Working hours were lim-

itless. Staff members got the mﬂmz.nmm,woﬂ, that marriage was taboo,

and the existence of girl-friends was kept from Grierson. Grierson
himself fell for Margaret Taylor, sister of staff member John Taylor,
and they got married, but Grierson did not mention it for eighteen
months. She went to work at the unit, but they never arrived or left
together. Harry Watt, who joined the unit in 1932, thought of Grier-
son as a :Mumwmwﬁonmw priest.” Another recruit, William Coldstream,
wondered whether the preference for film themes of work and cor-
wommw, effort—never involving the intimacy of a Flaherty film—had
something to do with Grierson’s fastidiousness about personal mat-
ters. Yét Grierson and his staff spent hours at the pub together, drink-
ing and talking. In a way these were seminars, heady and memorable,
crammed with pungent observation.*

Beginning with mere sc1aps of equipment, the EMB Film Unit was
confronted at once with problems of sound. To inspire and educate
his staff, and to give the unit ?mw:mﬁ Giierson brought two tele-
brated names into the work. From France came the Brazilian Alberto
Cavalcanti, who proved .wn<m_zw¢mm in sound experiments. From
America came Robert Flaherty, to do photography for Industrial
Britain (1933). Of his participation Grierson said lates: “The amount
of money put aside for Flaherty was £2,500, s0 I probably fired him
by the time he spent £2,400. . . . We'd finish it within the £2,500
all right”® In fact, the group made several films from the Flaherty
footage. All bhore the Grierson rather than the w._mwﬁﬁ stamp.

Grierson importuned his staff to avoid the “aestheticky.” He told-
them they were propagandists first, film makers second. Art is a ham-
mer, not & mirror, he said. It was part of Grierson’s genjus that he
couid build an atmosphere of enthusjasm for necessary. vital propa-
ganda without cver being quite clear about its aim, other thap the
general idea that it was citizenship education, looking toward & betiter

and richer life. For many stafl members it was enough thdt, like
Drifters, their work was giving new dignity to the working man.
“Ryery film we made,” said Harry Watt, “had this in it, that we were
trying to give an image of the workingman, away from the Edwardian,
Victorian, capitalist attitudes.” Looking at Issues from a working-
man’s point of view, some films—such as Housing Problems (1935)
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An
o WHMMM‘HSW C.@w 6)—sounded a note of protest and of urgent need
mummﬁ o .mn. this, Watt felt, they were suspect to many mm, govern.
ent, ving on a razor's edge. “Not man ]
! or’ . y of us were -
wwmw, vﬁ we were all socialists and I’'m sure we had aomwmﬂ% oBBa:
: . Ce
m% W ,.,Wmm 9.@ were apparently observed by a secret-service opera-
mé..mnw mwﬂwmﬁmﬂ% a trainee film-editor, All this kept them sharply
of the political limits inherent in
favorite subject of Grie iti et the emeroip
rson admonitions, Yet th iofi
of the output was pro-labor. T . e ok
. _pro-labor. The ivi , i i
Chtfel sl hey were giving the workibgman his

. " .
mw e mw -
HWM@ Sponsors Hummg a QHWMWHWMHH a OHHNM@- ”_...HH Hmmﬂm mﬂm_m Qh—.@mmnwm— (2.
mummmnwmﬂm i in an@mO ferms:

s - = 0 -

wawmw% nmmmmmwﬁa meﬁﬂm industry not ugly for people, but a matter of

Jeandy roﬁ = xmﬁcm ] ioc.ma. accept their industrial selves, so that th
volt against their industrial selves, as they did wm the late GMM

century, who initiated the findin in i
et on 2 matiar of ol g of beauty in industry? The British gov-

M.M.M. their .Emw was to nurture a more amenable labor force would
I surprised the film staff. Grierson avoid
, . . ed such
putting himself firmly between sponsor and artist. probiems by
MQW,M” wwoﬂmﬁgm:ocm relationship is implicit in many of the films
ong of Ceylon. (1935)—directed, photo :
: . . —d , Photographed, and edited b
Basil Wright with the assistance of teehaged trainee John Taylor .w
mmmrmwm the most brilliant example. ‘ TR
ﬁw%w%wmmﬁ um in four parts: (1) The Buddha, (2) The Virgin Land
s.mm &mm&cﬁw o% MQBwanﬁ (4) The Apparel of 2 God sﬁmww
; enthralled by the Ceylonese people, and ¢ i
miration throughout the film. The fi : by foe Coston
Im. m was sponsored by the Ceylon
MHMW mevmmﬁmm w.omwmv but the tea trade does not enter the film Ww%
o m.m part, when its activities are introduced on the sound track
. amw nmﬁ. mmawo parts, portraying the Ceylonese and their Wmmmmmm.
e special Interest. Accompanying scenes of extraordinary vomm@,
ght uses passages from a travel book of 1680 written by Wowmam

Knox. Thus the antiquity of Ceylonese culture is dramatically em-

MMMMNMQH we hear age-old words that were still applicable in British-
ed Ceylon. The words are linked with photographed action:

" coMM: : i ‘
ENTARY: . . . But husbandry is the great employment of the peo-

le. i
ple. In this the best men labour; nor is it held any disgrace to work for




Song of Ceylon, 1935.

MNational Film Archive
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oneself be it at home or in the fields; but to work for hire with them is
reckoned for a great shame, and very few are here to be found who will
work so. They are very active and nimble in their limbs snd very ingeni-
ous, and all things they have need of, except ironwork, they make and do
themselves, insomirch as they all build their own houses. .

In the third part we continue to see handsome people, but com-
merce enfers the sound track with a montage of voices: market quo-
tations of tea prices, telephone orders, invoices, maijl inquiries, The
sequence ends with “faithfully yours . . . faithfully yours . .
faithfully yours.” The overriding impression is of commerce intruding
on a lovely, age-old environment. . ,

in the fourth part commerce finally appears visually, in scenes of
ships, docks, and loading operations. We see files of Ceylonese car-
rying cargo. Perhaps—perhaps not—we will recall the Robert Knox
words: “. . . but to work for hire with them is Teckoned for a great
shame. . . .” Near the end of the film we return to a theme from
the first part, extolling the beauty of the Buddha. But it is the muwmm@
of the Ceylonese that the images compel us to contemplate.

Song of Ceylon exemplified the working atmosphere of the film
unit, in which anyone could be enlisted for any sort of task. The
“voices of commerce” heard in the sound track montage inciuded
voices of Cavalcanti, Grierson, Legg, and Wright,”

Like Drifters, Song of Cevion won enthusiastic plaudits at the
London Film Society and went on to successful theatrical showings.
Perhaps the Ceylon Tea Propaganda Board was delighted with it: the
film put the Board on record as fervently admiring the Ceylonese
and their culture. It made clear the role of tea as an imperial link. To
others it may have suggested exploitation. Without question, the film
made the rising British documentary movement known throughout the
world.

In 1934 the Empire Marketing Board was dissolved, and the film
unit was moved bodily into the General Post Office to become the
GPO Film Unit. Song of Ceylon, begun under EMB, was completed
as a GPO project. The unif’s task was now to “bring the post office
alive.” But the General Post Office was in reality a sort of communi-
cation ministry, which also had charge of the development of wireless
in all its forms, including radio and television broadcasting. Grierson
saw the situation as a mandate to explore the entire role of commu-
nication in modern society—a favorite Grierson topic.
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Basil Wright. ’ wuucﬂomwmwr. by Virginia Leirens
From this emerged ‘another of the most renowned Som.wm %M ﬁMM
unit—Night Mail (1936), directed by Harry AMMM wmm WM«S aommw %
i i d the importance of their role domi-
Again the skill of workers an rore doms”
. i fon, the sound track was eXp
ant themes. As in Song of Ceylon, :
Mﬁm. Cavalcanti as sound supervisor seems to have nwow.wnvﬁmwwuwmmm
i d been tried in Coal Face with O
to this. A verse sound track ha : -oa ot on¥
i ippi thmical Night Mail narration,
or success; the trippingly thy ical Ni . rral
HM_G% W. H. Auden and scored by Benjamin wm.ﬁﬁb, ,._<mm ﬂwmwwmwww
successful, and became a model for auﬁmmomm,mﬂmmﬂonm. w wwmmwm
‘ ; 3 i track. A lyric poem celebraf
ited to the thythm of its sound ﬂmn.
i of the mail to homes and businesses of northern England

et irit and style—a cinema

and Scotland, Night Mail is infectious in sp
classic of lasting interest. .
iment, of a prophetic

Another sound-track experimen . e
out in Housing Problems (1935), directed by Edgar WMMMM mm -
i d Coke Company sp , per

thur Elton. The Gas Light an e ¢ sponsored b

i demolition of derelict slum

aded by Grierson that the | b
MM Nmnmﬁwmm by government-financed wocmﬁm,w.m key amﬂmmmow e
mowmmmmmn Labour party—would inevitably bring moderniza (

sort, was carried
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increased use of gas. Thus the company financed a film of bhint and
moving protest,

The method was novel. Instead of the commentator or narrator
characteristic of Grierson documentaries, shum-dwellers appeated as
spokesmen. In their rat-infested kitchens, unheated living rooms,
crumbling hallways, they talk directly to the camera and- provide a
guided tour. Horror and humor merge for powerful impact. At least
one of the spokesmen—a lady who tells of epic battles with a rat—
had never seen a film—but sensed that she was wmimm a chance 1o
comununicate her problems to a large constituency. Arthur Elton
had used such direct testimony in an earlier GPO film for the Minis-
try of Labour, Workers and Jobs (1935). But Housing Problems
more clearly @mgom,wﬁmﬂoa the potential values of the device—later
used extensively in television. :

As the film unit grew, it also proliferated, giving birth to a Strand
Film Unit with Paul Rotha as production &Romon a Realist Film
Unit under Basil Wright; a Shell Film Unit begun by Edgar Anstey; a
Film Centre under Grierson himself, which provided an advisory
service. Government support had been the starting point, but cor-
porate sponsors were soon underwriting many of the films. The
“movement” retained cohesiveness throughout the 1930, continuing
to look on Grierson as its godfather and to congregate and confer in
pubs. Meanwhile films gushed forth in a steady stream: Elton’s The
Voice of the World (1932), Rotha’s Contact (1933), Anstey’s Gran-
fon Trawler (1934), Legg’s BBC: the Voice of Britain (1935),
Rotha’s Shipyard (1935), Anstey’s Enough to Ear (1936), John
Taylor’s The Smoke Menace (1937), Mary Field’s They Made the
Land (1938), Wait's North Sea (1938), Elton’s Transfer of Power
(1939). .

The influence of the movement, at home and abroad, was fed by
speeches and writing, especially by Grierson and Rotha. Rotha’s book
Documentary Film (1935) appeared in many translations. Such
magazines as Sight and Sound, Cinema Quarterly, and Grierson’s
World Fiim News furthered the process.

At first, members of the film unit disagreed as to whether they
should fight for a place in the theatrical film world or build an alter-
native system based on club, school, church, library, business firm. In
the end they did both. Outstanding films such as Song of Ceylon and
Night Mail got wide theatrical exposure; meanwhile nontheatrical
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Housing Problems, 1935,
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distribution, encouraged by the rise of 16mm film, began to assume
some imporiance.

The divergence of the apostle Grierson from the master Flaherty
was increasingly apparent, and often mentioned by Grierson. He liked
to pay tribute to Flaherty, then follow with a comment cutting the
master dowr. In a typical statement, Grierson wrote:

Flaherty has been one of the .mmmﬁ film teachers of our day, and not one of
us but has been enriched by his example and, I shall add, but has been
even more greatly enriched by failing in the final issue to follow it .

Such comments became increasingly frequent—from Grierson and
his followers—after the appearance of a.new Flaherty film, Man of
Aran (1934). Flaherty’s visit to Eagland had enabled him to maks a
new start via a contract with Gaumont British, giving him the free-
dom he needed and a topic to his liking. The setting was the bleak
Aran Islands off Ireland, swept by storms and battered by incredible
seas; the theme, the struggle for survival. As in Samoa, Flaherty had
the help of his wife Frances and brother David, and assorted techni-
ctans. John Taylor, Grierson trainee, joined the unit. Laboratory work
was done on the spot in an old stone wharf-house. The film was ed-
ited by John Goldman and scored by John Greenwood.

Flaherty and his group spent almost two years on the Aran Islands.
What emerged was a film of far greater professional polish than Na-
nook of the North or Moana, and with epic grandeur. The “caressing”
movements of Flaherty’s camera over landscape and people won ad-
miration from Paul Rotha, among others, With long-focus lenses Fla-
herty followed in detail the perilous maneuvers of small boats heaving
in mountajnous waves—often at distances of several hundred yards
from his camera positions on the cliffs. Sound effects were later added
to the film with telling effect. Fragments of dialogue were also post-
synchronized. Almost lost in the roar of wind and wave, they were
used with exceptional skill—almost as an additional sound effect.
Along with these production values were familiar Flaherty elements.
As in Nanook and Moana, he concentrated on a small group; again,

* The need for a less bulky alternative to 35mm was recognized early in film
history. Manufacturers introduced $%mim, ilmm, 15mm, 16mm, 17%mm,
2Imm, 22mm, and 28mm eguipment; in the competitive chaos, nore could win
a foothold. In 1923 Eastman, Bell & Howell, and Victor Animatograph agreed
to standardize on 16mm and a nonflammable type of film; other companies
followed suit. This enabled 16mm to begin a slow advance.
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ad not for many decades hunted the

oons; Flaherty brought in an

a child played an i
the past. The Aran islanders h
basking shark in small boats with harp
expert to teach them how, and in the process exposed them 10 much
danger, but they welcomed it. “God bless the work,” they would say.
Frances Flaherty later recalled: “They served us and the film hand
and foot; they lived and died with us with the ups and downs of the
film. It was & way Bob had.” Pat Mullen, Aran istander who inter-
preted for them, put it this way: “He won me and won my soul ott
of me as well.” .

Man of Aran won first prize 4t the Venice film festival and was

hailed by many as a great film, and Flaherty’s finest. Dissenters—es-
pecially Grierson and his mnoum!mmw& how Flaherty could possibly
have ignored, amid a2 world economic ctisis, the social context in
which Aran islanders carried on their bitter stiuggles. Was he un-
the evils of absenteé jandlordism? With all its cinematic
the film seemed to Paul Rotha a “reactionary refurn to
» He began to write of Flaherty’s characters

aware of
- craftsmanship, b
the worship of the heroic.
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Paul Rotha.

Photograph by Virginia Leirens
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which, in a curious way, was richly representative of his m.swm.. He Wmm
Hmmwmwm over mnosﬁmd.oam film production under Oowmm.?mﬂé mm.oM:
wou..mrww “In that sense,” thought Grierson years later in Hmﬁo&uwo ,
“Night Mail and Housing Problems were the films of 2 Ho@ mwmﬁwo
gradually going socialist. . . » He would hardly have said so at the
ﬁw m.wo . . .

B.HW@ politicizing of documentary was not a Grierson Emocwros MM
a world phenomenon, a product of the times. In (Germany it 100

ith very di results.

different form, with very different result o

" As soon as Hitler came to power in 1933, his thirty mmm woccww
Minister of Popular Enlightenment and Propaganda, J ommmw. oebh mm
began steps to bring all media under his control. O.b M.uo,rﬂo& or raci ,
grounds, countless workers were driven from their jobs; many Wm%m
abroad. ﬂgmmm were replaced by Nazi mawam@mﬂm. By OQO,MMH -
anyone with editorial duties had to be licensed by Goeb @"m.. -
claiming that censorship would be positive, uo\m Bﬁm@ .E.wmm ive, he
gradually took charge of all aspects of production, distribution, &

xhibition. . .

) In Germany, as in a number of countries, cine-clubs had omn.wuwam
outside regular rules of censorship. Goebbels abolished .EM awmm
tion, decimating the cine-clubs. There would be np indepen
cine-club movement in the new Germany. . . .

As a result of these sweeping moves, films in Nazi anwww o
an a rapid, catastrophic decline. But there was an excepll .. he

‘ .Wo% of one genmius who—dug to unusual circumstances—flourishe
outside the Goebbels dominion. . .

Leni Riefenstahl was a dancer before Emmﬁm.mo acting, &mwm nm
screen star and pin-up beauty before becoming a mﬁmaﬁﬂ Wm oﬂ.o.mw
film star and director she was especially mmmoﬁmﬂwa with “moun %ww
films’—a German genre oftén compared to >Bn.n.womu éomﬁmmmwg .m
setting evoked heroism and ¢W€mu_mm@ had Eﬁwa oﬁﬁommm. For?

i i iali i he misty peaks and streams
highly industrialized nation, t . . s
i i ¢ contact with primordial beg iCH
ing storms provided a sense o : :

EM films sometimes reached back into Teutonic BMHWMEMM. ..}nmww.m
i i The Sacre ouniain
successes in which she appeared were 17 . im0
ili ite: Hell of Piz Palu {Die Welsse ,‘
Heilige Berg, 1926), The White He of Piz , .
«6«: Wmm Palu, 1929), and The Blue Light (Das Blaue Licht, 1932),

which she also directed,*
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A prominent Riefenstahl admirer was Adolf Hitler. In 1933 she
received a call from him. It was a few months after hé had achieved
dictatorial power, and just two days before the annual rally of the
National Socialist German Workers party—the Nazi party. According
to her account, he asked how she was getting on with the work. She
asked, “What work?” He said that months earlier, he had ordered
his propaganda ministry to have her make a film about the rally.
She had heard nothing of this, but he insisted she proceed, doing
whatever she could. Without time to prepare, she gathered equip-
ment and a few assistants and rushed to the rafly. There a suceession
of bureancratic harassments—emanating, she thought, from a Goeb-
bels resentful at being bypassed—made the éxperience a nightmare,
but she completed the short film Victory of Faith (Sieg des Glaubens,
1933), financed by the Nazi party.

mumumm.m%mmu she left for Spain for work on a new feature, but there
she collapsed, spending two months in a Madrid hospital—an after-
math, she was sure, of the sufferings Goebbels had caused her. Their
mutual resentment grew into a feud.

On her return to Germany, Hitler got in touch with her again. He
wanted her to make a film of the 1934 party rally, which was to be
the largest ever staged—announcement and demonstration, to all the
world, of German rebirth. For this film she must have all necessary
time to prepare, and all resources would be at her disposal,

She demurred. She suggested Walther Ruttman, creator of the
famous Berlin: Symphony of the Ciry, and even discussed it with
Ruttman. Though he had been considered on the left politically, he
was eager to do the project and drafted plans. But Hitler insisted it
must be Leni Riefenstahl. According to her account, she then agreed
on condition that neither Hitler nor Goebbels nor anyone else would
interfere, nor even see the film until it was finished. The film ap-
pears to have been made under these terms. An ample budget was set
up by the UFA studic—Universum Film Aktiengesellschaft—which
also distzibuted the film.

She got to work. Never had there been such mobilization and de-
ployment of resources—men and gear. Before long she had assernbled
a staff of 120 people, including sixteen leading cameramen, their as-
sistants, and supporting technicians. Thirty cameras and four sound
trucks would be in operation. Twenty-two automobiles and their
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drivers were assigned to her, along with uniformed field police. She
felt they must all live together in Nuremberg, Iocation of the rally,
for constant coordination through the week of scheduled events—
September 410, 1934. But all hotels were booked. More than a mil-
lion people were expected in Nuremberg, tripling its population.
-Leading Nazi official Julius Styeicher owned a large Nuremberg
building and offered it. Making an advance inspection, she was dis-
mayed to find scores of empty rooms without furniture, water, light,
or telephone. But within forty-eight howrs miracles had been per:
formed for her—bedrooms for all her 120 people had been fully fur-
nished; offices, conference rooms, dark rooms stood ready; a tele-
phone switchboard had been installed; kitchen and dining hall were
being equipped and staffed.” .
Meanwhile with relentless drive and sense of detail Leni Riefen-
stahl—then thirty-two years old—was plotting camera locations and
movements with her staff, and the town of Nuremberg was construct-
ing, to her specifications and on a scale without precedent, special
bridges, towers, ramps. A 120-foot flagpole at the Luitpoldhain was
being equipped with an electric elevator, which was to be able to take
a cameraman to the top in seconds. Along Adolf Hitler Square a
ramp was being built at second-floor level to allow a camera dolly to
move with marching troops while photographing them from bird’s
eye vamtage. She commandeered a fire department truck; atop its
ninety-foot extension ladder, a cameraman would be able to soar
over the gables and monuments of Nuremberg, high above marching
troops and their banners. Other vehicles with extension ladders were
put at her disposal by utility and streetcar companies.
Planning of rally events and of their #lm coverage went on to-

gether. On a field, huge parades of spade-carrying men--fhie Labor -

Service—were to march past Adolf Hitler, then line up in perfect
order to hear his speech extolling labor. Wooden rails were Jaid out
so that cameras would be able td photograph the men from within
their ranks. A camera platform was built at the precise spot where
they would give the Fiihrer an “gyes right” salute. Camera positions
were staked out on city rooftops; on church towers, and in road-side
ditches. In meeting halls cameras would peer down through skylights
and up from orchestra pits. All cameramen were given elite-troop
uniforms; the Chief of Staff had expressed the opinion that the pres-
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" ence of cameramen in civilian dr
ess would i ;
VA mar the solemnity of the
N As awoﬁ% wmmm.ﬁ o descend on Nuremberg, Riefenstahl’s camera-
nM were rehearsing on their fantastic ladders, ramps, and towers
. &wm@oﬂ om.m.E ﬂwmmm arrangements was later published, with a text
¢redited to Leni Riefenstahl. It paid tribute to Hitler:

MWMMWMMQ ﬁwmm m.mommwmmwm the importance of cinema. Where else in the
¢ the film’s inherent potentialities to act as the chronicler and

mﬁ.ﬁﬁﬂ@ﬂ@ﬁ % GO w_
H
Q_C muﬁnwm:rﬂmvmm .Ncmﬂﬂm Tmﬂﬂ ﬁ@ﬂommﬂﬁﬂﬂ Mt SO mm..n mmWWﬁGQ a

MMMW M%%MWMW&MMW M%M@Q mMB,BmEMm toa vo.amoz of such pre-eminence
st awareness of the unrealized i :
this art form. One is familiar with’ O 2o
. with  documentaries. Governme
. . " ) ﬂ
M%wmmmw%ma and political partics have used them for their mbam.wmmﬁw M.MM
belief ! mﬁ.oN NWM and .mﬁ::mom% powerful national experience can be
ugh the medium of film, this belief originated in Germany. %

>n.oow.m§m to her own accounts, of then and later, Riefenstahl was
at this time dazsed by Hitler, though disliking EME% around hi
And ?w\u..hmm put her as fitm maker in a position unique in film histo "
. She did not invent the actions captured by her cametas. She mw.w
it as ?.wa task to Umﬁm. them to the screen with maximum Wm%mnﬁ

Umwﬁm the week of photography she coordinated her forces s“mﬁw
an almost maniacal drive and discipline, mirroring the atmosphere of
the ncmwﬂm themselves. Then she gave months fo editing. A Moe.m in
éwmumnmn style was provided by Herbert Windt. The findl result
Triumph of the Will (Triumph des Willens), was premiered in ?mmnom
1935 and was at once hailed as a magterpiece—inspiring to moH.ﬁm“ sin-

ister and ﬁmwmmﬁnm to others. The Venice film festival gave it a top
award; so did a Paris festival.

The opening credits stated:

T.c.acnma .5 Order of the m.umE.mH
Directed by Leni Riefenstahl*

mmu,lzﬁg of the Will has no spoken commentary; she considered
: Mooﬁﬁmmﬂm.ﬁoa an ‘enemy of film.” Verbalization of the message is
eft to speeches by Hitler and other Nazi leaders. But the almost phys-

* Yarious translations are i orit ; . -
; possible. The original . ;
des Fiihrers/Gestaltét von Leni Eommnmmwb_.um  fitles: “Hergestellt im Auftrage




Triwmph of the Will, 1935.

\

Museum of Modern Art

ical impact of the film derives much from her .cwo_..@cmﬂwmg MM MM
ages and sounds: marching men, cheers, banneérs, swasti _mm,m. M mm“
crowds, ancient German streets and towers, mou.wmommww. oom M, e
tory, uniforms, women, children—and above all, in a series of app

i iihrer. .
uomwmﬁwmwc%wgw with an amazing sequence—one that miakes E%Wm.n
a sort of deity descending to earth to save the .Qnﬁ.mmm ﬁwo%w.%ﬁ”
sequence uses subtitles, which Riefenstahl credited to Walt wm Wﬁ.:z
man. They were, according to-her account, the only Humaw M._ e
man’s proposals used in the final film. w,m._m mm@mwmo s M o
lone plane skimiming over cloud tops; A.uo.nmmBﬂm:M Bmmwm % S o ,
but it re-emerges. Eventuaily the earth is seen: spires O ‘ EMHWOS wm
wrapped in mists. The shadow of the plane touches the om«.m Crone
are waiting, looking up. Finally the plane lands. A door o%o .E ‘mww
a moment, Hifler appears. Deafening roars of vast crowds sp

air.
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The subtitles have set the stage:

On September §
1934

20 vears
affer the outbreak
of the World War

16 years
after the start
of German suffering

19 months
afier the beginning
of Germany’s rebirth

Adolf Hitler flew
again to Nuremberg
to review the columns of his faithful followers

Triumph of the Will was considered an overwhelming propaganda
success, rallying many to the Hitler cause. Some critics have felt thdt
the role of Leni Riefenstahl in this success was unforgivable. But it
is also pointed out that no film has been more widely used by oppo-
sition forces. Bvery nation ultimately arrayed against Hitler used
huge segments of Triumph of the Will in its own. propagandd films;
nothing else depicted so vividly the demoniac nature of the Hitler
leadership, and the scarcely human discipline supporting it. Riefen-
stahl’s cameras did not lie; they told a story that has never lost its
power to chill the marrow.

Amid ovations for Triumph of the Will, Riefenstahl. proposed a
new project to UFA: a long film on the Olympic games to be held
in Berlin in 1936. UFA.was dubious: the Olympic games had never
been given feature-length treatment. The 1932 Olympics, heid in Los

" Angeles, had been virtually ignored by Hollywood except as news-

reel material. Besides, Riefenstahl wanted more than a yehr for edit-
ing; UFA felt the film would be obsolste when ' issued. However,
Tobis—a smaller company than UFA—agreed to finance the film. She
meanwhile negotiated with the International Olympic Committee, not
mentioning her plan to Hitler; she wished to avoid offieial sponsorship.

The Olympic officials were cautious. Riefenstahl wished to prepare
pits beside jumping areas, camera rails along running tracks, towers
at the diving sites. Fearing that the cutcome of contests might even-
tually be challenged on the ground of distraction, officials required




- f
Making Olympia, 1936. Directing i pit, Leni Riefenstahl, The filnd was released
in 1938.

N R Bk

3]

i




Barly morning training :.SIWOE Qlympia, 1938,

Museum of Modern ATt

. . all
her to obtain approvals from all umﬁom& committees mﬁ&o MMMu 2
contestants individually. At enormous effort; over many m , she
cured these approvals.
* Olympia eventually became two momﬁmmmxﬁmmmu films, and mwﬁmwmowm
‘organizational achievement of amazing virtuosity. She was MMM et
to six camera positions on the stadium field, but .mzmmuouumﬂ o these
with cameras in grandstands and many mmmmSmem. muw Mm e Hu> r
ing of the games photographed from the Zeppelin Hin &W ) wmow@a
.Mommmmn cameras were sent aloft via free ‘cmmooww“ Mﬂﬁ mﬁ ched
i i i film to Leni Riefenstahl. The mo i
nstructions for returning the Rictenst: -
H&mw photographic innovation involved diving; &ﬁww éﬂmw mmwﬂw .
i der water without a break. The
through the air and then un . : Lot
the &Mn was photographed from the surface of the émm.ww Mmmwm wnwmw
ment of impact the cameraman went under water wi Mﬂoﬁ
“camera while changing focus and aperture. It took months to p

i in Were
the procedure. For boat-racing sequences, shots of a coxswa
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made by an automatic camera placed in the boat during practice
runs, Along race courses, photography by amateuss supplemented
that of the professionals. ,

Most of the film was shot silent; sound elements were added later.
Even footsteps of runners and jumpers were created and post-
synchronized during the editing process. The state of technology, in
Germany and elsewhere, discouraged sound recording on Idcation,
except for static sequences such as speeches.

While the Riefenstahl forces were at work, the Propaganda Minis-
try was ?;oan&ww its own Olympia film. Far from cooperating with
ber, Goebbels—still resentful—forbade leading cameramen to work
with her; at one point, ministry employees tried to bar her from the
stadium, Hitler is said to have ordered a ceremony of reconciliation
to quiet scandal over this waspish feud.

The Riefenstahl Olympia has an extraordinary Wagnerian open-
ing, reminiscent in its mythic overtones of Triumph of the Will and
of Leni Riefenstahl’s early “mountain film™ career. We begin with
shots suggesting a misty, primitive world. Soon we see a runner car-
rying a torch across rugged landscape; architecture and coastline tell
us this is ancient Greece. We briefly see nude athletes and dancers
training—one of them is Leni Riefenstahl. Then we see the torch
handed from one runner to another, as they catry it from ancient
Greece to modern Germany, and into a vast stadium presided over
by Adolf Hitler. The sequence seems to tell us that the torch of civii.
zation has been carried from its ancient center, Greece, to modern
Germany, watched over by a pantheon at whose apex is Hitler,

While any such opefiing, placing Hitler at the center of interna-
tional pageantry, was bound to suggest a dominant propaganda in-
tention, the remainder gives a different impression. The first of the
two films concentrates on track and field events, in which the high
points are victories by wmmmﬂmmu.uamﬂ.oa Jesse Owens and other black
athletes. It/is said that Goebbels Tepresentatives pressed Riefenstahl
to exclude these from her films, but that she declined. She accords
these victories a dramatic buildup, and an admiration of muscular
beauty, comparable to her treatment of othei victors and victories.
Many .critics have stressed this fairness—often with expressions of
surprise. . ‘

But she could not eliminate the historic context from the minds of

~ audiences. Qutside Germany it was widely reported that Hitler had
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left the stadium just before an Owens triumph, and had thus avoided
witnessing a setback for the master Tace. This “spub” is not shown
or mentioned in the film. To American screen writer Budd Schulberg
the omission exposed Riefenstahl as a dedicated Nazi propagandist.
But its inclusion would surely have damned her on similar grounds.’

The second of the two Olympia films suggests that her main obses-
sion was not politics, but the magnificence of the body in action.
Dropping earlier attention to victories and statistics, she composes
sequences of unforgettable splendor-moving, as she explained to in~
terviewer Gordon Hitchens, from “reality” to “poetry.” The high
point of this comes at the climax of the diving events, in a sequence
based on a simple but brilliant editing idea. Th a series of dives, she
gives us only the flight through the air, eliminating the climactic
splashes. We see a long succession of such dives, sometimes overlap-
ping via dissolves. The g@m@wmmoa is one of total victory over gravity,
“as body after body tumbles through the air, in choreographed pat-
terns of stunning beauty, without ever being brought to earth. Few
lovelier sequences have ever been put on film.

The Olympia filns, released in 1938—two years after the event—
won their guota of prizes, critical hosannahs, and box-office success.
But amid world tension, they also met storms. Britain banned the
films, using the footage for physical-education films for war training.
During 1938-39 Leni Riefenstahl visited Hollywood to help launch
American distribution. She was the guest of Walt Disney, but was
ignored by most of the film colony. On the eve of war she returned
to Germany, and to fiction films. She triedl to ofganize a film to be
titled Penthesilea, in which she was to appear as queen of the Ama-
zons. But war brought a long hiatus in her work.

Among the cameramen she employed for the Olympia films was
Heinz von Jaworsky-later, in America, Henry Jaworsky. He had
worked on some of her fiction films, and she had tried to enlist him
for Triumph of the Will. Being in part “non-Aryan”—Jewish—he told
her it would be best for him to stay out of it. But she asked him again
for Olympia, with possible risks to both, and he gladly worked on it.
She continued to befriend him. When war broke out she told him Ger-
many would lose the war. She apparently still believed in Hitler but
felt he was surrounded by criminals—verprecher. Her career as pLop-

agandist seems to have been a product of unique gifts for spectacle,
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and political i i
aaocM, wMMMMmNM%MMMmemmmm. Her two major films stand as valuable
anMMmMMwMH WMMMB%P.mgﬂQcmHm w.w early leftist bent, apparently be-
s n mdent azi advocate. His films for the cause included the
o w. o man u,n.:,\.a. va:&nwm Panzer, 1940). He is reported
ave died of wounds received while making a film on th .
e . , e eastern
oHMWMWM Goebbels was snuffing owﬁ the German cine-clubs, another
< HBaﬁE.onw was n.E the rise, This was in the United States.
@mmoﬁwfwwwww mmm.mém late E.>Bmmmnmu vmcvmgw because it was home
o ot muMHm Mpwﬁ empire. .mmmmswﬁ.m Hollywood films were for-
oen o » an c m.uwumwa.wnnm and the sense of identity. In the
Hﬂ\w mnm.ﬂom this nationalistic challenge was not a factor.
gmownwwm Mwﬂ.o%awwmmmw MFMMMMPMN Hmmm as by-product of Depression
._ 3 _ of the Hoover regi
8<c€noumé. Now the deprived ww@amgnnawaﬁwmwwmwﬁwwmﬂo%
noévwm.m in the mass media did they find their m&mmﬁ Té Hnwmﬁ MB.
President Hoover considered the Depression to be Emma a ; i
oﬁo.ommmmmnaw undermining confidence was therefore a ﬁwzmanmmm
service, and optimism was statesmanship. The press m.wuomﬁ wh Wm-
Republican, tended to reflect this view; it ndbmmmmmu_w noted si uo um
M.EMMP even as the breadlines Jengthened, Meanwhile radio oomnwwm-
.wmﬁw wom mn.poo.mw music, fortune-telling, and advertising; it momw.no@
a n.m beginnings of a news service. Fiction films from Hollywood
swmwm. in an opulent phase of Busby Berkeley choruses, and SMH be-
wEEwm to m.mﬂw as mmgwwm to many Americans as to Asians and Afri-
cans. .bba its “non-fiction” product, the newsreel, was W@mwm 5 eV
more itrelevant and bizarre~and was so by design. “ e
,._.,o theaters throughout the world, major American mﬂm,&o.m were
selling a oouﬂ.wnﬂ service of 52 features, 52 shorts, and 52 newsreels
Mww Mwmu. In this block-booking system-—later altered by antitrust ac-
oa..lanwnomw were only an item in an entertainment ‘package
Studio executives generally felt that controversy could only vmm .
troubles; its avoidance became hallowed principle. The attitude mﬂm
ﬁ,.nmmu.\ hardened in the early Depression. In 1931 the Fox Cor o_..m-
tion isgued a statement that pone of its theaters would be all Sma )
show newsreels of a controversial nature.1® e

All this set the stage for the Workers Film and Photo League
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which began in New York City in 1930 and spread rapidly. Within
two years local Film and Photo Leagues (the “Workers” was
droppéd from the name) were in operation in major cities, loosely
united in a National Film and Photo League.

The years 1930-32 were a time of hunger marches and “Hoover-
villes”—clusters of shacks thrown up in parks and along railroad |
tracks. Bvictions, foreclosures, strikes, protests were epidemic. Mem-
bers of the Film and Photo Leagues concenirated ‘on documenting
these phenomena. Exchanging material, they organized a Workers
which was circulated among members and successtully
pressed on some theaters. Many of the groups participated in docu-
menting the National Hunger March of December 1932; their com-
bined footage grew into a feature documentary; Hunger.

The newsreel activity used silent film, mainly 35mm. The market
value of silent projectors had collapsed with the coming of soutid;
thus the equipment was readily available to the League groups.

The New York Film and Photo League met in a Joft at 22 West
17th Street. Its secretary was Thomas Brandon, later a pioneer dis-
tributor of foreign films. Sessions included screenings of such films,
as well as current work brought by participaniis. Meetings weicomed
members and nonmembers, still photographers and film makers, vel-
erans and novices—all united by crisis.

Margaret Bourke-White and Berenice Ab
with Fortune magazing) were among the still ph

came to the loft. So were Ralph Steiner and Paul Strand--photog-
raphers already deeply involved in fitm. Other participants were Leo
Hurwitz and Herbert Kline, who were associated with the magazine
New Theatre, which often reflected the Film and Photo League fer-
ment. Willard Van Dyke, arriving from California with a reputation
in still photography, was a later participant.™
The New York Film and Photo Leéague iss
graphed bulletin, Filmfront. It sometimes included tran
ticles by European film theorists—the Russian Dziga Vertov, the

Hungarian Béla Baldsz, the Frepchman Léon Moussinac.

In 1934 the Film and Photo Leagues joined in organizing a Na-
tional Film Conference in Chicago, screening and discussing forty
reels of film made the previous year. A report on the conferetice

stated:

Newsreel

bott (both associated
otographers who

ued its own Immimeo-
slations of ar-
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. . . in the sam . N

arew onmmmmomzwm MMWHM mnmw the Soviet cinema began with the kino-e

siraple newsreel docume ﬁmH.m on ... . the Leagues started also Emw oy

lens . . . exploited i nts, gﬁomﬂmmium events as they a ith the
1ted in a revolutionary cinematic way.20 Y appeared to the

The Film
agitation mg.wwmﬂmwoﬁo hwmm:om formed a loose movement, but their
rose mas P wwwmmmmom @m.omccnos ventures. Notable among
of mittet o ms, .éwwor. fnn 1935 began an g@mmmmwma ,omummm
oo Huomits o Mum“ Eﬁmﬁmm a galaxy of talent—Paul Strand
Dok mmﬁ‘%uuummvm emner, Sidney Meyers, Jay Leyda, Willard .<mmu
But meanwhile MMWNMMHH ..M,uw by
o . of protest activity was having high-
o MWMMMH MMM%QH Franklin D. Roosevelt took o&o.,w Mymﬁwwwu&
L caguos togm 1 mwm& the sort fostered by the Film and 358“
mw.oﬂ.m o o Cmm&?omumu support. An early example was the
Dramatisin e roper ), by Ralph Steiner and Willard Van Dyke
g O Mm lef work of the WPA—~Works Progress >m8mmmm..
N @cMMm rated wn hands: idle hands, hands at ﬁoHF..mmm m'
info circulation. >m%hm””mw“ MM%MMMMEQBEM i ) back
o atic S ement, the film was it-
: M@HMGW&MWMW& by Pathé. But it was soon eclipsed S:MW MMMMW
pos % ) mnnmm %Q.Hmcmmg g RA—the Resettlement >a8§ﬁ¢w-
. mw — nmmw.mm ,nmmm with dust storms and their wmwmmu‘ .Mom
o EMM rvision was Roy Stryker, heading a ﬁwoﬁomammwmo.
onit. Under him ﬁm group of extraordinary photographers—Walker
ﬁ.oﬁmw“m oot Mmmwn Omm Mydans, Ben Shahn, and others—began
hareciopeor, mmmw owwmwmmwﬁm dust-storm victims, migrant workers
mxr.mwmm e .,mm " »om er rural derelicts. Through publications mmﬂm
bt they b H..mc WHQ open the eyes of the nation to the unchronicled
Ronion of 1 a %96.2%. The head of the agen¢y, ex-professor
fores, Th AM&H M.mmwm.r Mwﬁmm to wxﬁmma this work to motion pic-
pures, This o in the meteoric career—brief and brilliant—of
gw.uwﬂ.\ .E/\Hmcow M.Ma H_.mmmma in the southern college town of Clarks-
hoid oommmm;w o moamﬁ had a home life saturated in the arts.
e wam ed for Zmi York and was soon writing film
T T M MBom m.mmmmNEm Judge, the sophisticated Vanity
s,Em o A.un Evening bw::a&v and other publications. Along
mnnmwmﬁmmﬁnogmmﬁ& and experimentai--he soaked up
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concerts, opera, theater; and married the actress Sally Bates. Fasci-
nated by the social role of cinema, young Lorentz collaborated with
civil-libertarian lawyer Morris Ernst in the book Censored: the Pri-
vate Life of the Movies, published in 1930. His interests were gradu-
ally shifting to politics. In 1933 he published The Roosevelt Year:
1933, he had hoped to use the material for a film but, unable to raise
film funds, he turned it into a book full of photos of protests, bread-
lines, farm riots, dust storms, accompanied by a fucidly written text.
The book won him an offer from King Features, syndication arm of
the Hearst publishing empire, to write a political column. Thus -
Washington Sideshow began appearing in 1934, but when Lorentz in
an early column praised the New Deal farm program, he was
promyptly fired via telegram by Hearst from his headquarters in San
Simeon, California. Lorentz was out of a job, but was already trying
to promote a film about the dust bowl. It was. just what Rexford Guy
Tugwell wanted. .

Lorentz had never made a film, but he gave an impression of ex-

treme competence. He was handsome, articulate, and seemed to

“know everything about film. He was resolved to make 2 film that
could win theater distribution and reach 2 wide public. Few govern-
ment films had achieved this, but he felt it could be done. Asked if he
could do it for $6000, he said he could.

Lorentz realized that government film production was, to many in
mowwSoomu an outrage—in fact, “socialism.” He hoped to overcome
this attitude. But with his absurdly minuscule budget he knew he
must, for the moment, stay away from Hollywood. He turned first to
the experimental talent of New York, on the margins of the film
world. As cameramen he engaged Ralph Steiner, Paul Strand, Leo
Hurwitz. All had been associated with the New York Film and Photo
League; all had films to their credit. Paul Strand had recently com-
pleted The Wave, a widely praised semidocumentary film about a
Mexican fishing village; sponsored by the Mexican government.

The group began photography in Montana and moved southward
to Texas—following dubt storms that were rapidly turning millions of
acres of farmland into desert. Amid the choking blizzards Lorentz
searched for itnages of the sort he wanted, but he had no precise
script. This sometimes annoyed his cameramen and finally brought
an “ultimatum.” Strand and Hurwitz presented Lorentz with a pro-
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mo@&. shooting script; if Lorentz would adopt it as basis for fa
shooting, mﬁw would continue. Lorentz refused. The nHMMM mwnrwm
MMMM HM MHMNM mwow as Grierson had also had to contend with @MMM
¢ dust storms not just as a catastrophe of _umﬂﬁm b
as a consequence of the misuse of land by a rapacio i .y
Perhaps—to an extent—Lorentz did too. But in %Ho ot of p
ment m.muowmonmab his task was conservation, not HMMMWMV& mo«.w.wm-
Mwwmm Mg?om questions of tactics, as well as philosophical MWMMMM.
- orentz managed to hold his crew together, but tensj
continued.. ‘ , e
Ew.HWMmM,Mﬁ was mﬁ the only source of trouble. Mﬂ% completion of .
e storm sequences Lorentz disbanded his group and headed
P, %Mwmm ww MMMMM Mwmwom_wnm Gw historical background of . the
‘ Ock Toqtage, such as the major studi
make available at a standard price per foot. But the co H s had
m@ﬁm&mmﬁa\. adopted a policy of noncooperation with moWWMMMMMMM
m.ﬁ least with the Roosevelt administration. The stock film librari
refused to serve Lorentz, :  oraries
mﬁmMMHowMﬁwwm.”MN@mﬁmn Eomu%oom opposition, but scarcely at this
Vit o v wMoEu Mmm.mE.m mo.mwsocm artists—notably King
e gered at the studio policy and, sub rosa, acted as in-
Tmedianies to get Lorentz the footage he needed. Later Lorentz ob
"&mw.a 1917-18 war footage from the Signal OoH_ﬁm in New M,.owwo )
m@MMMm MMMM@WM %E..o only wwm:.ummum. His $6000 budget had wmom
Bmmm. wwﬁmwwomuwmwﬂuwo men& Mwﬁ ﬁwm mechanics of film editing and
st - ihen he achieved a crucial coup. The com-
mmwmmn Mﬂwuaﬂnosmouv n.poﬁwnw by the material HoammHNwSmm mmmoM,
> » agr o work s.:.w him for whatever funds Lorentz niight
scrounge. They began their collaboration as Lorentz ressed W
ington for additional appropriations, . v ) o
. The Lorentz-Thomson teamwork became 3 key element in The
&o% H“Sw mw.o..‘&. the .mu@.m.w. They shared enthusiasm mow moww,mwcmm.n
emes, rich in .mmmosmﬁou_ and abhorrence for “mickey-mousing”
scores—those gwgnw regularly underline points made by word or Em?
age. Thomson's music constantly supplied added dimensions. A
example was his music for a 1917-18 wartime sequence. To et
Som.E.aoSwmn for wheat, farmers were being pressed to E“..m EE .mmw
lands into wheatlands.' As we see tractors coming over a hill, M@ M.Hw

L rw,
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i strain from Mademoiselle from Armentidres—marching song of
American troops. It provides momentary emphasis that farmers are
becoming part of a war machine.

For Lorentz and Thomson, editing and composing became a uni-
fied process. Neither wanted a score imposed on a finished film, or
vice versa, The commentary written by Lorentz evolved as part of
the same process. Eventually read by Thomas Chalmers, a former
Metropolitan Opera baritone, it became a kind of recitarif. It some-
times addressed people seen on the screen: “Settler, plow at your
peril. . . .” The score was finally recorded by performers from the
New York Philharmonic under the baton of Alexander Smallens—
recruited by Virgil Thomson.

A series of previews early in 1936 soon made it known, in and
out of government and film circles, that The Plow That Broke the
Plains fluminated a national problem with strong documentation,
and with emotional power and beauty. This was its glory, and the
nub of its further problems. Government film activity had been going
on unimpressively for almost three decades: the Department of Agri-
culture had been making demonstration films of sorts since 1908; the
Department of the Interior had used films to announce availability of
western lands; Signal Corps cameramen had documented practice
maneuvers and battle action. As long as these and other projécts had
special functions, or were ineffectual, they raised few problems. But
films addressing 2 general audience with overwhelming impact were
another matter. This was government competition with Hollywood:
besides, it was controversy threatening to disturb temples sacred to
Entertainment. In Congress the power of the film agitated opponents
of Roosevelt farm policies; they saw it as New Deal propaganda—an

' election-year stab in the back. Some politicians felt their states had

been irreparably damaged by being depicted as wastelands.

At the same time Lorentz was in trouble with his own agency. His
$6000 project had become a $19,260 film. He had paid many bills
¢n Toute from his own resources, and arrived in Washington with re-
ceipts—some written on scraps of wrapping paper and backs of en-
velopes. This did not suit government protocol: in the end, much of
the surplus cost had to be defrayed by Lorentz—who had earned $18
per day for his work on The Plow That Broke the Plains—-and by his
actress wife. Amid these crises the Resettlement Agency itself was
in trouble; it was declared unconstitutional by the 1J.8. Court of Ap-

s
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peals. Litigation continued, but plans were afoot for transferring the
work, or patt of it, to the Department of Agricalture.
‘The united-front omﬁom.ﬂoa of the film industry was, once again,
broken by a man with an independent mww.&. Although the major dis-
tributors had rejected The Plow That Broke the Plains, the urbane
Arthur Mayer, former Paramount executive who had become man-
. ager of New York’s important Rialto Theater, decided to show the

film. What is more, he resolved to capitalize on the industry’s oppo-
gition. Ommamw it on May 28; 1936, he called the film “The Picture
They Dared Us 10 Show!” His advertisements pmoﬁmm critical eulogies
obtained via previews, then added: “Yet Hollywood has turned ifs
manicured thumb down!” From the Rialto came word that audiences
were cheering at every performance. Theaters in other major cities—
Philadeiphia, Boston, ﬁnmaﬂwﬁonimomoﬁwa the Rialto example; then
came an explosion of bookings. Some 3000 theaters eventually
showed the film—without benefit of major studio distribution.

Lorentz had lived through months of unrelieved, almost inhuman

pressures, and felt he had had enough. In mid-1936 he visited the of-
fice of Tugwell-by then in the Department of Agriculture—to an-
pounce his resignation, but stayed to urge a new film idea—The
River. “You people,” he told Tugwell, “are missing the biggest story
in the world—the Mississippi River.” Within days this discussion

seemed to produce sniracles. The suggested topic reached into nu-.

merous issues of concern 10 the New Deal: flood control, hydroelec-
tric power, soil conservation, rural electrification. At home Lorentz
received a phone call from Tugwell, saying he had tatked with the
President; Roosevelt was providing a budget of $50,000 for The
River. This time Lorentz would get $30 per day. A fiscal expert
would accompany the unit to handle finances. They were to begin at

once. By the fall of 1936 Lorentz had completed research and hired -

several cameramen: Wwillard Van Dyke, who with Ralph Steiner had
made Hands; and Stacy and Horace Woodard, nature-film specialists.
The Woodards left the project early but were replaced by Floyd
Crosby, cameraman for the Murnau-Flaherty film Tabu, who had
been recommended by King Vidor. By January 1937 the planned
shooting was done and the crew was &“&umﬂmwmu when it became clear
that a flood along tributaries of the Mississippi was about to produce
a thousand-mile catastrophe. Lorentz hastily recalled Crosby and
van Dyke. The Department of Agriculture provided additional

Library of Congress
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funds. The cameramen, improvising as they went, were in action for
one of the greatest of film climages—and momentous ammunition for
the New Deal.

Again the music of Virgil Thomson and the sonorous voice of
Thomas Chalmers became part of the project. This time natration
took an incantatory style, reminiscent of Walt Whitman—and also of
the film Turksib, known to all the participants. There was constant
use of cadenced catalogues—of the names of places, rivers, trees. In
2 teview of the insensate destruction of primeval forests—

NARRATOR: . . . Black Spruce and Worway pine; ‘Douglas fir ad Ted
cedar; scarlet oak and shagbark hickory—we built a hundred cities and a
thousard towns, but at what cost!-

Repetition was part of the style. The words “we built 2 hundred cities
and a thousand towns” were used as a refrain, Lorentz sometimes
called the film an “opera.”

On completion of the film late in 1937, Lorentz once more built
up interest through previews in major cities, as well as special screen-
ings along the Mississippi. This time 2 historic breakthrough was
achieved: Paramount offered to distribute The River.

When President Franklin D. Roosevelt saw the film at 2 screening
at his home in Hyde Park, N.Y., he turned at once to Lorentz and
said: “That’s a grand movie. What can 1 do to help?” This led to talk
of a U.S. Film Service, to make such films for various agencies.

During the months that followed, The River won several piizes,
including best-documentary’ award of the Venice festival. In Aygust
1938, as The River was showing unexpected box-office pull for Para-
mount, the U.8. Film Service was established by presidential order,
under the National Emergency Council. The herculean labors of
Pare Lorentz now seemed to win success after success. A film on un-
mEﬁowEwuﬁlﬁ@Rmmﬁww titled Ecce Homo—was begun with funds
from federal relief agencies, Shortly afterward a film on infant mor-

tality was begun—a fiction film with professional actors, under Public
Fealth Service suspices, also using relief funds. At the same time the
Rural Blectrification Agency contracted for a film, eventually titled
Power and the Land. Concuriently the Department of Agriculture de-
cided to back 2 film on scil conservation, The Land, which Robert
Flaherty agreed to direct. There were discussions with the State De-
partment about a film on Latin America. Lorentz seemed o have
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mnwmoﬁ.xm a status comparable to that of Grierson, watching over a
spreading documentary empire. But Grierson was a skilled politician
who .Hgmﬁ how to keep his fences mended; Lorentz was not. Lorentz
was in the field, trying to maintain artistic control over %ﬁﬁ.‘mm enter-
prises. H.m Ew midst of his whirlwind efforts, he received a shock: the
appropriations committee of the House of Representatives had WoS-
tled the U.S. Film Service budget.

U@mﬁ.ﬂmﬂw efforts were made to save the situation. But opponents
.wwm H.Emma in a deadly strategy. In using relief appropriations fof
. BoSmm.v: they said, the U.S, Film Service was violating the law. The
appropriation Em had not mentioned “movies.” .

.Fﬂ.mmamﬁ Roosevelt did not press the battle, His attention was
mwnmbm. to international crises and defense needs., In mid-1940 the
U.S. Film Service died. Some of its projects had already been aban-
doned; others had been transferred to the sponsoring agencies. The
mmmmmm%wu the government had briefly assumed in @ogamm”mﬁ. pro-
duction was being relinquished. The spotlight shifted back to private
enfirepreneurs.

The atmosphere of cinema had meanwhile changed. With such
films as The Grapes of Wrath {1939), Hollywood was following
ﬁwwﬁ.m Lorentz and others had led. BEven newsreels seemed 84 be
vielding to the times—mainly under the impact of The March of
Time,

Launched in 1935, The March of Time was not a newsreel in any
accepted sense. It used actuality sequences but combined these with
m.w.m.oéwmmmpm dramatizations. Events were re-enacted not only by par-
ticipants—this had often been done—but by ?&8&.05& actors in
scenes scripted, directed, edited, and scored by professionals, in a
manner established in a radio series also titled The m.&mw&@ of wﬁﬁm
Thus the ambiance of events as depicted on The March of Time smm.
wmmm entirely a Time creation, and hardly of a “documentary” or
n@.c,_mmn.m character. March of Time esecutives had no difficulty
rationalizing this: their probing of events simply went beyond ele-
Bw.mﬂmﬁ newsreels. Henry Luce, head of the Time organization, pro-
claimed the style “fakery in allegiance to the fruth.”# u

In content as well as style, The March of Time broke with news-
ww& tradition: it set out to be provocative. Somreiimes it ?oéw&
liberals, sometimes conservatives. Through its narration, delivered in

-an apocalyptic tone by Westbrook Van Voorhis, the Voice of Time
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it took editorial positions. The style of the series has been aptly de-
scribed by Raymond Fielding in his book The American Newsreel

1911-1967:

The static camera and nervous editing, the vox e sepulchre strained with
alarm, the posture of omniscience, and the calculated air of fearlessness—
afl combined to delight a contemporary audience otherwise bored with the
inanities of intermission travelogues and farces. Time editorialized openly,
infuriating its enemies and oftentimes alienating its friends. And it did all
this with vigor, artistry, asdid showmanship which shamed its less-daring

competitors.®®

- In 1937 The March of Time received an Academy Award for
having “revolutionized” newsreels. Some industry elements deplored
the award and the trend. It meant the destruction, warned the Mo-
tion Picture Herald, of the theater as “the public’s escape from the
bitter realities, the anguishes, and the marmoil of life.” But newsreels
seemed, at least for a time, © enter & more adventurous phase. RKO
jater (1942) started d monthly release, This Is America, n.oEﬁ.oﬁmé
with The March of Time but working on a less panoramic seale. It
tried to “relate the small cog to the big wheel instead of showing the
big wheel’—as The March of Time did.**

Meanwhile the New York film makers whose activism had started
the documentary upturn.of the 1930's were not resting. In 1939 they
produced one of the most impressive films of the period—The City,
directed by Ralph Steiner and Willard Van Dyke. Sponsored by the
American Institute of City Planners, it ‘was based on a brief outline
by Pare Lorentz, elaborated by Henwar Rodakiewicz. Lewis Mumford
wrote the commentary, which was read by Morris Carnovsky. Like
other ambitious documentaries of the time, the project enlisted a major
composer—Aaron Copland. The film was produced for use at the 1939
New York World's Fair, which became a significant documentary
showcase, The City was full of nx@wumm@mﬁ some highly successful.
A stylized lunch-counter montage was a trizmph of satire; traffic
jams provided memorable sequences. Choral voice montages—as in
concurrent radio experiments by Norman Corwin and in several Brit-
ish documentaries—were occasionatly used. Concealed cameras in a
suitcase on a countef, or on a street behind & military recruitment
moﬁﬂ.._ yielded rich moments. On a crowded street we see & man dis-
carding a newspaper ifito a trash barrel; 2 second later another re-
covers and examines jit. Children playing irrepressibly amid filth and
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Willard Van Dyke.

Museum of Modern Art
n..mmwo congestion provide fascinating vignettes, The City, as impres-
sive as the Lorentz films in developing its thesis, has ﬁr_w mﬁ?m%ﬂm e
of streaks of humor that are lacking in hoHoﬂ.mN. As an exposition wm
mww urban crisis, The Citry was notable. The film Valley Town (1940)
anmn.ﬁﬂw.g ﬁmwmwa Van Dyke and edited by Irving Lerner, with mﬂ
OmOMM EM MMMM WM“NM.MQP applied similar techniques to the problems
The most prolific documentary production group of these years
wag the hard-hitting Frontier Films, formed by veterans of the Film
and Photo Leagues. Its People of the Cumberland—about the High-
lander .wuo:ﬂ Schoo! promoting unionization among Oaﬁmwammna .
Mountain people—represented a rich array of talent. Photographed
by Ralph Steiner, it was written by Erskine Caldwell, with music b
Alex Zoﬂv.m.ﬁm Earl Robinson, conducted by Elie Siegmeister. In M
B,mumwh reminiscent of Housing Problems, it featured a sequence
foreshadowing television. A farmer working in a field is suddenl
asked a question by a disembodied voice. Stopping his work, he nonm

- siders the question for a moment, then answers. A final sequence

offer: ! ”
s a number of such “at-work™ statements—clearly not life caught

on the run, but a highly stylized device, deliberately discarding

fllusion.
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Another Frontier Films production, Native Land, by Paul Strand
and Leo Hurwitz—narrated by Paul Robeson with a score by Marc
Blitzstein—dealt with civil rights violations cited in. government hear-
ings. The film used dramatized reconstructions. Since few civil rights
violations were occurring on camera, the film makers felt no more
difficulty than did The March of Time in justifying dramatizations:
they were going béyond surface truth. Years in the making, the film
was not released until 1942, Meanwhile public concern, and that of
Frontier Films, had shifted to the international arena, and here Fron-
tier Films did its most notable work. :

The “civil war” that erupted in Spain in 1936 was, more precisely,
a rehearsal for world war. An insurrection under General Francisco
Franco against the elected Spanish government was aifded with arms
and troops by Hitlet’s Germany and Mussolini’s Ttaly. This went on
in blatant violation of a “nenintervention” pact they had proclaimed,
along with France and Britain—which nations nonetheless observed
the agreement, refusing to sell or give arms to the combatants. The
United States meanwhile had its hands tied by dn arms embargo law,
passed by Congress after revelations of vast profits made by Ameri-
can “merchants of death” during the 1914-18 World War. With
arms withheld by France, Britain, and the United States, the elected
Spanish government—the “loyalist” forces—depended mainly on lim-
ited supplies arriving from the Soviet Union, and seemed ultimately
doomed. The “nonintervention” thus seemed to guarantée a Hitler—
Mussolini~Franco victory, and this aroused indignation through
much of the world. Volunteers by the thousands began to arrive in
Spain to fight for the loyalists in an International Brigade, or to assist
it through medical or relief work. Fund-raising to support these ef-
forts, and propaganda to end the “nonintervention” and arms em-
bargo, occupied artists and writers in many countries. For the mo-
ment, it was a cause that united liberals, socialists, communists,
anarchists. Among numerous film makers who arrived on the scene
was a young Russian, Roman Karmen, whose vivid film reports from
Spain laid the basis for a Iong and notable documentary career. His
reports provided the nucleus for a feature-lepgth compilation titled
Spain (Ispaniya, 1939), edited by Esfir Shub. Another garly arrival
in Spain was the American Herbert Kline, who collaborated with the
Hungarian photographer Geza Karpathi to document a shining frag-
ment of history: the work of Dr. Norman Bethune, dapper Canadian

4
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society physician who had suddenly given up his Montreal practice
in order to join the loyalist forces, and who in their service invented
the blood bank. The footage by Kline and Karpathi ‘was turned over
to Frontier Films; edited and amplified by Paul Strand and Leo Hur-
witz, it became Heart of Spain (1937},

Another Frontier Films production proved evei more newsworthy
—and prophetic. The Japanese war on China had flared intermit-
tently since 1931, when Japan had seized Manchuria, While China
was being nibbled away, it was also ravaged by civil struggle, which
was the subject of many rumors, seldom reliable. Most news dis-
patches centered on—and emanated from--Chiang Kai-shek and his
Wellesley-graduate wife, Madame Chiang, who were depicted as uni-
fiers of China. But there were also reports of another force, which
had somehow made its way in an epi¢ march—in the face of incred-
ible hardships, and attacked and pursued by Chiang Kai-shek forces
_from eastern China to & remote, mountain-locked stronghold in
the northwest—under one Mao Tse-tung and the military leader Chu
Teh. The first American observer to reach this stronghold was the
journalist Fdgar Snow, who wrote of his findings in the book Red
Star Over China, published in 1937. But before its appearance an-
other American, Harry Dunham—a ballet dancer turned cameraman,
who had published pictures in Life magazine—made his way through
the chaos of China to Mao’s domain and—even more miraculousty—
was. able to bring hundreds of feet of film back through China and
to the United States, n@woﬁw&w in Chinese ginger jars. The film be-
came China Strikes Back (1937), completed for Frontier Films by
the scholarly Jay Leyda with Irving Lerner and Sidney Meyers, who
were among the busiest of film editors, and the poet and screen writer
Ben Maddow. For the mysterious Harry Dunham, who apparently ex-
plored numerous arts, it was the one major contribution to cinema; he
died during World War II. :

China Strikes Back shows us the youthful Mao Tse-tung, Chu T eh,
and other early associates. It reveals to us the rugged Yenan area
adopted as their base. It makes clear that Mao has set aside an or-
thodox Marxist principle, at least for China: he sees in the Chinese

2 new China is to emerge. The film makes clear Mao's emphasis on
guerrilla struggle against the Japanese, on close relations with the

peasantry—not in a city-based proletariat—the power base from which -
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Roman Karmen filming Mab Tse-tung~Y 10 .
in the Soature 1 China. released 1941~ Lo The expedition resulted

Karmen collection

wmmm.mE population, and on punctilious cleanliness and respectful
dealing. The revelations in China Strikes Back, meshing with Snow’s
mmv.oﬁ In Red Star Over China, won attention as far away as Moscow
which .Eﬁm then had apparently had little communication with wd,.,
tan. According to Jay Leyda, Stalin had referred to Mao’s forces
moﬁH@S@Eom.mE as “margarine communists.” But.a Moscow screen-
ing of Qm.a:a Sirikes Back persuaded young Roman Karmen-back
from Spain in 1938—to propose a film expedition to Yenan. The re-
sult was another notable series of film reports, culminating in the
Russian feature documentary In China (1941).5

. It is significant that those who completed China Strikes Back for
Frontier Films—Lerner, Leyda, Maddow, g@a&lmwma @mmcaouwﬁm.
ﬁ.ﬁ, film brought news that ran against vuwﬁmmmm tides of doctrine
which made Chiang Kai-shek savior of China, As war clouds mmmw.,
ered, unorthodox ideas increasingly stirred suspicion. In mmmEoEw of
Congress and the press, a witch-hunting unuo%m@un was developing.
The men of Frontier Films, veterans of the Film and Photo Leagues
had had an impact on the history of American documentary. But mm,
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war approached, some of its ieaders found themselves working in in-
creasing isolation. .

Something of the same soft was happening in Japan, but with
sore drastic results. As in other countries there had been a. cine-club
movement, which leaned leftward under the impact of economic
_crisis.

One of its leaders was Akira Iwasakk While studying German
literatare and philosophy at Tokyo Imperial University in the late
1920s, he found his interést shifting to cinema, and he took up film
criticism. He saw foreign films whenever he could—American, Ger-
man, French. Few Russian films were admitted to Japan, but he did
see Turksib and Storm Over Asia. He became part of a group calling
itself the Proletarian Film League, or Prokino—formed in 1929. Like
the Film and Photo Leagues in the United States, Prokino members
met to screen films and went on to make them--newsreels and longer
documentaries. Working with meager funds, they generally used
16mm reversal film. This meant that original filns could be used for
projection, and they usually were; when these wore out, nothing re-
mained. Like the Film and Photo Leagues, Prokino organized its
‘own distribution system, holding sereenings for labor unions and
farm groups over a widening area. : .

Among youthful Prokino recruits was Fumio Kamel. Originally a
painter, he had visited the Soviet Union to study industrial arts.
There the work of Pudovkin and Blyokh especially excited him, and
weaned him from painting to film. On his return to Japan he fell

under the influence of Akira Iwasaki and the Prokino group. Work
on public-relations films won him his first film earnings and led to 2
job in the documentary unit of Toho, one of the major Japanese
studios.®® :

The documentary had been slow to develop in Japag, but military
expansion on the Asian mainland became a subject of frequent news-
recl items and of occasional documentaries. These adhered to a spe:
cial foreign-policy vocabulary. The 1931 seizure of Manchuria and
4 concurrent feracious attack on Shanghai were introduced with such
subtitles as “Manchurian Incidents” and “Movements in Hast Asia”
When conquered Manchuria became Manchukuo, it was the occasion
for rituals prominently featured in newsreels: the founding of Man-
chukuo, the crowning of its Fmperor, and his state visit to Japan. In

western news media Manchukuo was a “puppet state”; in Japanese
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newsreels it was part o “ i ia” i
rosperty %wﬁ%:ﬁ f the “new order in Asia” and of an Asian “co-
In 1937 Japan renewed its war on China in full force with drives
on Shanghaij, Soochow, Nanking, Peking. The n&wm pitch of events
gave the documentary new standing. With the fall of Shanghai, Toho
sent young Fumic Kamei to film the occupation of the nmw M”wm -
sult was .ﬁuw feature-length ,wwaawma.u a Toho release made s.&m arm;
cooperation—a film of fascinating ambiguity. ’
.ﬁ.ﬁ film shows no battle action; the battle itself had received ex-
mwwwomwmw strong newsreel coverage, mainly from the vantage of the
international settlement. But Kamei invited Japanese officers bf varied
mmb.w to explain, on camera, how they had achieved their victory.
This they do, fulsomely and proudly, with on"ommmom..& reference wm
wwm_ﬁm.. Meanwhile Kamei occasionally cuts away from them to shots
in ,iEnw the camera travels over battlefield devastation and over city
ruins feeming with uprooted humanity. On the battlefields we see in-
n@mnmgm Japanese graves, suggesting that the Japdnese paid a
higher price for the victory than news reports have suggested. MEEF

- the city, the shots of conquered people are unforgettable. We see end-

less :mm.m at a &&nam pump. In scenes of Japanese soldiers trying to
nmme M:g% with Chinese children—through pats on the head, gifis
of candy, and donk ides— &. i1dre

wmcmmbw. nkey rides—the confused faces of the. children are
. The film, released by Toho, appears to have infuriated army offi-
cials, and to have made Kamei a marked man. His film Fighting _mo,_?

. diers (Tatakau Heitai), about the Iife of soldiers, completed for Toho

in 1939 and released, was banned the following year, and its negative
destroyed. His script for a Toho short on the mm.omomw of Mt md.mw éw»
ﬁmowm on grounds that Fuji symbolized the empire and wamﬁ.hom be
Sa.E:u& scientifically. The fate of the completed WQ@%&E&».% a
q.mo tourist film released in 1940, was especially curious. It m..mmw
with the haiku poet Kobayashi, but more particularly with m“..o rugged
part of the country where he grew up. His poems were pised Wuw mﬁwmuﬂ
Mw MM oonnwmbWQIoOommwcbm:% sarfonic, The region consists largely
arable land, so that far i illsi ips
o anarable Jand, so that f mers toil endlessly on small hillside strips.

Spring has come
vE” my happiness
is moderate.
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Fighting Soldiers—released 1939, banned 1940.

Toho

The opening of the film tells us:

Three things are W.Bmonm:m
here: the moon, Buddha,
and noodles.

The film was denounced for excessive concern with poverty.

In 1939 Japan; following H.ww German example, decreed that films .

could be directed only by those with government ticenses; NmEE. was
denied a license. A preventive detention law was maowﬁmv mﬂnﬁﬁum
arrest of those wﬁm@moﬁom of dapgerous tendencies. Kamsei was at-
rested in October 1941 and remained in prison for almost two years.

Prokino had been outlawed. However, interest in documentary Emm
on the rise. It was stimulated by a Japanese edition of Paul Rotha’s
bcanNmSQ Film, which was translated by a young womag, Taka
Atsugi, and appeared in 1938. In Gﬁy. as a war Eommﬂ.ﬁnu the wzowr
ing of bunka eiga—cultural films, including moozBmuﬂ.mmmmlimm EMm e
compulsory for all theaters in major cities; the following %wmm the . e
was extended to other areas. The newsreels were oommormﬂmm :.mmu
one official newsreel, Nippon Eiga Sha—often shortened to .ZBEQ.
Newsreel and documentary began to 1ot themselves firmly 5. Japa-
nese cinema. But it became 2 highly controlled Boéﬂ.amuﬁ having no
room-at Jeast for the moment—for a Kamei or Iwasaki.
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Asia, Europe, America—in diverse places, documentary film con-
tinued to show parallel developments. During the 1930’s these in-
volved not only the rise of advocacy—subtle or overt—and such phe-
nomena as the guerrilla pressure of cine-clubs, suppressed in some
places; it involved also matters of form. The typical film of advocacy
was shot Iike a silent film, with “voice-over” narration added. This
had almost become the standard documentary forin. Even the Span-
ish Luis Bufiuel, asscciated with surrealism, made a voice-over docu-
mentary, the sardonic Land Without Bread (Tlerra Sin Pan or Las
Hurdes, 1932}, banned in Spain for its horrifying portrayal of a
Spanish village. Voice-over was also the technique used in the Bel-
gian film Easter Island (L'Ile de Pdques, 1935), a Henri Storck pro-
duction shot in the South Pacific by John Ferno, a former co-worker
of Joris Ivens. Its portrait of an island dominated’ by monuments of
a civilization whose inhabitants had virtually exterminateéd each other
in warfare—the camera showed scraggy remmants living in squalor—
seemed to carry a warning to a world increasingly dominated by
strife. There were voice-over passages, accompanying newsreel ma-
terial, in Jean Renoir’s Life Belongs to Us (La Vie est @ Nous, 1936),
a semi-documentary tract for the French Front Populaire.

In the voice-over format, some narrators were characterized but
most were abstract voices. Some were calm but most were resonant
with authority, and backed by impressive music. These were becom-
ing documentary clichés.

Reenactments played a part in some documentaries—and these, as
in The March of Time, occasionally involved actors. There was little
public discussion about the validity of such technigues. “

The parallel developments were furthered by traveling documen-
tarists. From the start, the documentary had been represented by art-
ists moving from continent to continent: the Lumiére cinematogra-
phers; then Flaherty, Grierson, Cavalcanti, Karmen, and others. The
film of advocacy produced an especially striking example, in a single
career linking nations, genres, and eras. This was the leading film
maker of Holland, Joris Ivens.2®

Although his early films The Bridge and Rain had been experi-
ments in design, social issues were already important to him. He had
been a student activist. Later, in the mid-1920’s, he had worked in a
German camera factory and had marched in protest against working
conditions. When the marchers were fired on by police, he felt he had
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Easter Island, 1935, Museum of Modern Art

been involved in an early battle against .mﬂnmmﬁm.m.mmﬁmﬁ. .wﬁw MM
‘Amsterdam, the Filmliga provided nonmumm.um political mﬂwmﬁwwwowm
showings of foreign films included films %oHEn.Emw to ann M r&m
The right of artists to view such films in @.M.Emow ha . %Mw mMu !
after a stormy 1927 incident in which police had tried to stop
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screening of Pudovkin’s Mother (Mat, 1926)—apparently the first
Soviet film to reach Amsterdam. The libertarian victory had given
the Filmliga its initial organizing impulse and helped it to grow
dramatically.

Unlike similar groups elsewhere, Ivens and his friends did not pro-
duce newsreels, but they contrived a provocative equivalent. In the
Netherlands, cinemas were closed on Sundays; during this weekend
interval newsreels were borrowed from cooperative projectionists,
then retitled and rearranged for totally revised, left-wing impact,
Having relished the results and used them for discussion meetings,
the cinéastes restored the films to their original form for the Monday
theater showings.

The rapid growth of the Filmliga enabled it to institute meetings at
which prominent film makers were invited to discuss their work. From
France came several, mncluding Alberto Cavaleanti and René Clair.
From the Soviet Union came Sergei Hisenstein, Vsevolod Pudovkin,
Dziga Vertov. While Russian studios were being converted to sound,
their directors were encouraged to make such travels.

The Pudovkin appearance brought a turn in the life of Ivens. Neth-
erlands authorities, nervous about Pudovkin’s visit, allowed him to be
on Dutch seoil not more than twenty-four hours before, and twenty-
four hours after, his Filmliga appearance. But during those hours Pu-
dovkin saw several films, including The Bridge and Rain, and he said
to Ivefis: “It might be a good thing for us if you would come and

- visit us in the Soviet Union.” Three months laier a letter from Pudov-

kin brought a specific follow-up: “Why don’t you come now? Your
expenses from the frontier will be paid, Be sure to bring your films.”
In December of 1929 Ivens headed for the Soviet Union.

During the following months he gave scores of lectures, with
screenings of his films. Shuated from place to place with an inter-
preter, he answered questions about film, social conditions, and his
own life and background. And he saw films: at the Ukraige studio
Dovzhenko showed him his new film Earth (Zemlya, 1930); at the
Georgia studio Mikhail Kalatozov showed him the recently completed
Salf for Svanetia. Then, to his astonishment, Ivens was invited to di-
rect a film, on a topic of his choosing. He chose a new steel center at
Magnitogorsk, which was being built and organized largely by youth
brigades. The film eventually became Song of Heroes (Pesn ¢ Gue-
royakh, 1932), .
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Before he could start production, he made a return trip to the
Netherlands, where in a short time he improved his .mbmuow& situa-
tion by making two industrial films, including. one for Philips Radio.
Working in its almost tuxurious plant he made Industrial Symphony
(also known as Philips-Radio, 1931}, a film of great technical beauty,
with emphasis on textures and patterns of movemeni-—as in The
Bridge. (He had suggested photography in workers” homes, but the
idea was vetoed by the company.) Returning to the Soviet Union, he
taunched into his other factory film: here, on the frontier between
‘Europe and Asia, he lived in log-house barracks, working sometimes
in a sea of mud, sometimes in incredible cold. Equipment was scant,
and all film production material-like every other kind of material—
was in short supply. Yet Ivens later wrote in his memoirs: “It was the
first time in my life that I felt integrated with my work; a part of my
environment.” )

On completing Song of Heroes, he returned to the Netheriands in
time for the climax of something he had begun years garliér: a con-
tinuing film record of the draining of the Zuider Zee. But the comple-
tion of this engineering feat, designed to create new wheatlands,
brought an unexpected, bitter irony—which became the final point
of his film. In 1933 wheat was being dumped into the seas 1o main-
tain its price on international markets. Ivens expressed his anger in

the jolting finish of New Earth {Nieuwe Gronden, 1934). In a sud-.

den change of mood, accented by Hanas Eisler’s music, the film in-
dicts a system placing wheat prices above the hunger of millions.

Meanwhile the Belgian Henri Storck was in touch with him. Storck
was outraged over the problems of coal miners in the Borinage sec-
tion of Belgium, and the violent police action used to quelt their
strike, which had been precipitated by wage cuts. Tvens joined Stortk
to make Borinage (1933), financed by the Brussels cine-clup, Club
de L'Ecran. To elude the police they worked in extreme SEcrecy,
living in miners’ homes, moving frequently from home to home. Re-
cent evictions, demonstrations, and clashes with police were re-
enacted with the help of miners.” It was virtually “underground”
film making, shadowed by secfet police.®® Censors bapned the coni-
pleted film in both Belgum and Netherlands, but it had substantial
cine-club circulation. ‘

Ivens was becoming a celebrated man of causes. He was invited to
the Unifed States. A group of prominent writers and artists—Herman
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Borinage, 1933.

Storck collection

WMMWWP%&:% Hellman, Dorothy Parker, and othets—proposed to
Ty Mwuwm Mbmm form a corporation, Contemporary Historians, Inc
_ vens to go to Spain to make a fil anti-
fascist struggle. Ivens cabl ! o to foim i o e
. ed young John Ferno to join hi
Spanish project. Both would i oo o the e
. confribute their servi
; j tH ; ices to the cause.
HMMMM M@Mﬁmém uonmuma the project, writing and speaking the nar-
. ain they found Roman Karmen of th i i
work on his film mission. For b A
: . oth Ivens and Fer i
.mm . no, it was the first
ming of war. In a village they saw Capfoni planes coming and

" bomb: .
ombs descending—smooth, shining brilliantly in the sun. Then came

mewowwmwrom voﬂwm and silence all over the village, followed by the
of the wounded. Then, amid the dust of th : i
. s : e explosions, wo

Wmmﬁ ﬁommmemﬁ bewildered, not yet knowing what had &m@ﬂwﬂww

ens and Ferno followed them, with cam i i .
ven: . s W eras in action, Two women
Mwowﬁm up w baby. Ivens found himself thinking, how can I possibly
> mﬁc brutal? wﬁ&m was determined to keep shooting, and &m. They
muw szwmawéwmwwmmnﬁﬁmﬁm% said they took “ico many .owmﬁog:

! e ed. The editing was done in New Y

d we ork by Ivens’s
editor, Helen van Dongen, who came from Holland for the project

Irving Reis, director of the experimental CBS radio series Columbia
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Spain, 1936: Roman Karmen, Ernest Hemigway, Joris Ivens. . Rarmen nommow._ow

&Svf&am. worked with her, adding sound effects to nﬁ silent footage.
For their bombardment effect they found the sort of solution not un-
usual for this period: they appropriated 2 sequence of earthquake
joises from the film San Francisco and 1an it backwards. The wm.wﬁ
was found triumphantly authentic. Virgil Thomson and Marc H.wEN,
stein culled music from recordings of Spanish folk tunes. President
‘Woo%a&ﬁ saw a preview of The Spanish Edrth at the White House
and asked questions about the Russian tanks. Mrs. Woomném mmwma
about the chances of a loyalist victory. The film was premiered in-
1937. Some critics said Ivens had turned from art to propagenda.
The Motion Picture Herald said it was “tao stark, bitter and brutal .8
please the general audience.” But many felt they had seen a classic.
Time said: .

ot since the silent Fiench film, The Passion of Joan of Arc, had such

dramatic use been made of the human face. As mmom.mmﬂ. face H.oowm out
from the screen the picture becomes a sort of portfolio of portraits of the

human soul in the presence of disaster and distress. These are the sarnest -

faces of speakers at meetings and in the villages talking war, mww.onﬁmaﬁm
defense. These are faces of old women Bo%m from their woﬂwm in Ma MM
for safety’s sake, staring at a bleak, uncertain future, faces in ﬁmﬁ,om af mm
a bombing, faces of men going into gﬁm and the faces oﬂ men émo wi
never return from battle, faces full of grief and determination and fear.
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For those most concerned with the loyalist cause, Ivens was a hero
of the hour. He had become one of the great names of documentary
film. Pare Lorentz, making plans for a .S, Film Service, wanted him
for a project-the film he was planning on rural electrification. But
there were more urgent topics, such as the war in China. The artists
and writers who had sent Ivens to Spain wanted him now to film the
Chinese-Japanese war. They formed a new corporation—History To-
day, Inc. Luise Rainer, who had starred in The Good Earth, headed
the fundraising. The Chinese ambassador was helpful, Early in 1938
Joris Ivens and John Ferno—they were co-directors on this project-—-
were on their way; Robert Capa of Life went with them, to make
stills. Footage would go—via Hollywood laboratories—to Helen van
Dongen in New York for editing. They devised with her a cable code.
The message JOHNNY VERY ILL would tell her: “Get us out of this
counfry as soon as possible—tangling with the Japanese army or oc-
cupation authorities.”3? ‘

But there were problems besides the Japanese. A Colonel Huang,
assigned by the Chiang Kai-shek government to advise them, seemed

o 'be in charge of making obstacles. Every move of the film group

was apparenfly reported to Madame Chiang. In Hankow, temporary

- capital, the group encountered a new censorship system.

Every time I took a shot, one of the Chinese censor people took exaetly
the same shot with 2 16mm camera. The {6mm print was sent to Hong
Kong, developed there by Kodak, flown back to Hankow and seen by the

.censor before we were allowed to send the identical 35mm film to

Hollywood,

Ivens asked for permission to visit the Mao Tse-tung Eighth Route
Army—but without resalts. Guerrilla units, they were fold, could be
found anywhere. All requests and inquiries oomnwnmnmm the Yenan

_forces precipitated a runaround. Ivens and Ferno tried, nevertheless,

to make their way to the northwest; their efforts were watched, and a
telegram from Hankow brought warning:

MADAME WANTS ME TO INFORM YOU CHINA HAS ONLY ONE ARMY UN-
PER GENERALISSIMOS COMMAND IN YOUR PRODUCTION YOU ARE CAU-
TIONED NOT TO PUBLICIZE ANY PARTICULAR UNIT BUT GIVE PROMI-
NENCE TO THE CHINESE ARMY STOP JULY AND AUGUST VERY HOT
FOR HANKOW FILMING HOPE YOU TAKE FULL ADVANTAGE OF JUNE
WEATHER HERE.
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muwmmm, 1938: John Ferno, Joris Ivens and Chinese associate—at work on The
Four Hundred Million.

'was premiered in 1939,

' tion.

. ...and into long documentaries.
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The film, The Four Hundred Million, scored by Hanns Eisler with
a narration written by Dudley Nichols and read by Fredric March,
and was both acclaimed and attacked. As an
explanation of the upheavals in China, the film had limited value. As
testimony on the horrors of modern war, it provided unforgettable
motnents.

From The Bridge through New Earth to The Four Fundred Mil-
lion, Joris Ivens had moved Iong distances. At first it had been a mat-
ter of patterns in motion; thea of social problems; now it seemed
mainly a matter of loyalties. Xdeological debate was being drowned
by bombs. Ivens had moved on into a time when film makers, sur-
rounded by the rumble of explosions, would not be asked to probe
issues, but to sound the call to action.

Bugler

Bugler

When German armies drove into Poland in September 1939, they
plunged also into the film genre that was to dominate documentary
production throughout World War II: the bugle-call film, adjunct to
military action, weapon of war. The film maket’s task: as to the faith-
ful, to stir the blood, building determination to the highest pitch; as
to the enemy, to chill the marrow, paralyzing the will to resist. In all
these tasks, German war films made a glittering start,!

The importance attached to the work was evident. In the advance
on the Polish city of Gdynia, the attack is said to have been delayed
so that cameramen could take positions ahead of the assault traops,
so as to document the full impact. In the later conquest of Norway,
which made unprecedented use of parachute troops in coordination
with naval landings, 300 German cameramen were said to be in ac-
Many German cameramen were killed during the war.

The accumulating battle footage was processed into expanded
newsteels in the German Weekly Review (Deutsche Wochenschau)
series—it often ran to forty minutes during the early part of the war—
Captured footage, stirring music, ani-
and highly emotional narration were important addi-
While the overwhelmingly dynamic action riveted
attention, speech and music were used to impose specific meanings
and values on the events, The viewer was word-régimented.

mated maps,
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Among films emerging from the footage on Poland, Baptism of
Fire (Feuertaufe, 1940), made for the German Air Ministry and fea-
turing an exultant epilogue by its chief, Hermann Goring, seems to

have had the widest impact. Directed by Hans Bertram, himself an

air ace, the film had music by Norbert Schultze, composer of the song
o ili Marlene.” Baptism of Fire glorified the role of air power in the
smashing of Poland, and was aimed partly at England—as a soft-
ening-up tactic. Its parration had an impetuous lyric quality, taking
sensuous delight in aerial action and embroidering it with fanciful
figures of speech. As planes complete 2 triumphant mission and veer
homeward, the narrator teils us: «T jke noblé greyhounds, qur pur-
suit planes gambol over the conquered area.” Narration aliernates

with passages of song:

High up, we feel in the east wind the day’s brave veniure.

We reach for the sun, leaving the earth far below.
Comrade, comrade, all the girls must wait.

Comrade, comrade, the order is clear, we're ready. to go!

Comrade, comrade, you know the siogan: on, to the enemy! On, to the
enery! Bombs on the land of the Poles!?

But in the end, Britain is the film’s target. Her pledge to support Po-
land, made by Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain, is pictured in
Baptism of Fire as the most heinous of war crimes, in that it encour-
“aged the Poles to try 0 defend unfortified Warsaw. The film displays
vividly the resulting rain of annihilation—and accompanies it with

lyric and self-righteous exultation.

NARRATOR: Warsaw . . - the drama of g town nearing its end. . . . The
wind carres the curtain of smoke castward. The glare of the sun is re-
fected on the sheer-white cumulus which, lifted by the heat of the flames

into bizarre tower-like shapes, soars up like a gigantic mountain range.
Down below, helll . . . Thirty-six hours later, Warsaw surrenders. . . .
We fly over the +own once again, this time without bombs. Mr. Chamber-
Iain should be of the party. . . . What have you to say oW, Mz, Cham-
berain? Here you find conclusive evidence of the catastrophe you brought
about in the Polish capital. Do you fear the curse of a betrayed people?
All this is your work, yours is the guilt, and ypu will haveé to answer
inent. And remember one thing: this is what happens
frwaffe strikes. 1f will also know how to strike at the

for it at the last judg
when the German Lu
guiltiest of the guilty.
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The final moment of the film bri i i
i ings a reprise—with {ation—
film’s exuberant refrain: i i variation=of the

Do you hear the password?
et P 1d? On, to the enemy! . . . Bombs, bombs, bombs

. The Polish footage gave birth also to Campaign in Poland (Feldzu
in w&m.x. 1940), which demonstrated Nazi ground imammmw in e mmmw
mwmﬂwmﬁw fashion. Dynamically animated maps, depicting moowwﬂm oum
resistance encircled and choked by German tank ,&&mmoum conve
mm.Eom” physical sense of strangulation. Like Baptism of F M:w the Mww
?oﬁﬁ.n.m German destruction as a sword of retribution Mﬁm h {
reckoning is at hand for sinful nations. . e
Oaﬂw&ma in Poland was the first major work of Fritz Hippler, who
mmmo nm_w.mmam Victory in the West (Sieg im Westen, 1941) omwm,ummmn
gnﬁu similar impact the defeat of Norway, Denmark H.muozmma w@m
givm, and France. Hippler was 2 rising force in the Qw@gma 8, ime
“.quﬁm studied sociclogy and law at Heidelberg University wmm“ Wmm
MoEmm the newsreel division of the Propaganda Ministry in mem But
it was m.a war years that propelled him into prominence. He omm.um to
be .oommaoaom“ according to David Stewart Hull in Em. Film in th
MMM.& Reich, mu..w “evil genius” behind a humber of Nazi film .@mom.@owmm
H&wmﬂmmwmw“”%w“%m these was The Eternal Jew (Der Ewige Jude),
\&Mﬁ that year .mmamwmw anti-Semitic films appeared, apparently to set
¢ stage for Hitler’s “final solution of the Jewish problem.” Except
mo.a The mumw:ah Jew, they were fiction films. Qomgww,m mm.mmmumg wo
Hippler the task of producing an anti-Semitic “documentary,” and
he owﬂwmmm in spectacularly odious fashion. . o
Like other Hippler films it relied heavily on narration—in this case
m.no_bm.um:&aﬁ of anti-Semitic invective, linked with images of man
kinds including “depenerate” art, pornography and slaughterho .
scenes allegedly illustrating Jewish ritual, u e
In one respect, the film was another by-product of the crushing of
Poland. Hippler supervised photography in the Warsaw ghetto SMQHW
hundreds of thousands of Jews were herded by the ogmzowowm into
pockets of indescribable misery. His footage showed half-starved, un-
shaven creaturgs caught in pathetic acts of barter—a pair of mOOWW for
a scrap of food. Such footage is used in The Efernal Jew as showin
um@w “in their natural state.” The audience is warned that Jews w%m
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elsewhere learned to hide their nature behind a veneer of civiliza-
tion; but now German audiences can see them as they are, an un-
clean, cheating, parasitic species.

The Eternal Jew then embarks on a “history” of the Jew, purport-
ing to show how his true nature shows through the acquired veneer.
The story is here «documented” through footage from fiction films:
A selection from The House of Rothschild (1934) shows a tich
Rothschild—played by George Arliss—putting on old clothes to fool
and cheat a tax collector. Another excerpt purports to document the
role of Jews in international finance and the starting of wars. Then
we are told: “The Jew is interested instinctively in everything abnor-
mal and depraved.” This aspect is illustrated via an excerpt from M
(1932), the Fritz Lang film starring Peter Lorre—"the Jew Lorre,”
as the narration puts it, “in the role of a child murderer.” We get a

snatch of its original dialogue.

LORRE: . . . it burns within re. T must go the way that T am driven. . : -
Who knows what is going on inside me? How I must do it—not want,
must! -

The end of the film tells us that under the Fithrer Germany dedicates
itself to the cause of racial purity.

The idea of sdocumenting” a thesis with fiction excerpis was not
entirely new. A Grierson film of the Empire Marketing Board pe-
riod, Conguest (1930}, used footage from the 1923 feature The
Covered Wagon as though jt were history; its “documentary” look
made this a tempting though dubious action. And according to Jay
Leyda, the scholarly Esfir Shub in her compilation film Spain used a
brief battle shot from the 1930 feature Al Quiet on the Western
Front. Tnclusions of this sort may be made unwittingly; filing anom-
alies in stock-shot libraries have made this an increasing mommwwmwﬁ.
But this was hardly the case with Hippler, who used a questionable
device in a particularly upscrupulous mManner.

Hippler’s film career ended when he was captured by the British. -

After the war he was employed as translator by the United States
army. Film historian David Stewart Hull later found him working as
a travel agent in Berchiesgaden. :

Although high-pitched Iyricism and invective were especially char-
acteristic of Nazi war films, there was also occasional use of irony, as
in the short film Gentlemen (1940). This shows us Churchill, Cham-
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berlain, Halifax, and Eden as British leaders brought up in the code
of “gentlemen.” It then demonstrates via foreign umﬁmmmw footage
wwi “gentlemen™ behave. Eden travels far and wide to try to mwﬁ In-
dians, Egyptians and -others to fight Britain’s war 50 as to save the
mmmmmamb.m way of life. Meanwhile Britain has deserted France, her
o.gmm ally, pulling troops out of the continent in n&ﬂnm.m,w&am 3%3?
tion. In doing so, the British blow up French bridges and buildings
mma drop bombs on towns and roads, not caring that they meanwhile
kiil n.ogammm French people, create masses of refugees, and destroy
womwzm.wm_ schools, and cultural treasures. In oonﬁﬁr mxw Qomwmw ad-
vance is pictured as liberation. German troops rebuild bridges, care
for the wounded, and give people food and gasoline to help %a_E re-
turp home. The French, says the film, are beginning to see that theit
hope is with Germarny and not with “gentlemen.”

.Mb similar vein, Round the Statue of Liberty (Rund um die Frei-
_.mm:,m&ﬁ:m‘ 1941) takes an ironic look at the United States, contrast-
Em..@moﬁuacum with actualities via footage of gang wars, race riots
strikes, shums. No wonder, says the commentary, that the Statue Qm
Liberty turns her back on America.

Nazi film strategies appeared to yield success as long as the armies
advanced. When reverses began, the lyric campaign films dwindled
then ceased, Newsreel issues shortened, and tended to fill up with mx..
mﬁﬁom of home front devotion and sacrifice, Hitler's visits to H..mmmﬁw
units, and orations by Nazi leaders. One of the most extraordinary
newsreel issues, released in 1943, consisted of a “total war” speech
by Goebbels—apparently staged for camera ‘purposes, sifice it ad-
mn.nmm«m the world at large. To dispel any speculation that Germany
might weaken, Goebbels says he has invited representative Germans

. to join him in the Berlin Sportpalast, to answer his questions about

their state of mind. Those arrayed before him include members of the

Nazi hierarchy, sciemtists, artists, wounded war veterans, munitions
~ workers, housewives. They respond to him in chorus.

GoeBrELS: The English maintain that th ..
1 ommnamwmo_mmwwmﬁ
government’s measures for total war. peop csisting the

crowp: Lies! Shame!

cousBELS: They do not want total war, say the British, but capitulation.
crowD: Sieg heil! .

GOEBBELS: Do you want total war?
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crowD: Yes!

GOEERBELS: Do you wanf a war moie total and more ruthless than we
could ever have first imagined?

crOwWD: Yes!

GOEBBELS: Are you ready to stand with the Fiihrer as a phalanx of the
homeland behind the fighting Wehrmacht, to continue the struggle un-
shaken and with savage determination, through all vicissitudes of fate un-
til victory is in our hands?

CROWD: Yest . . . i

GOEBBELS: You have proclaimed to our enemies what they need to krow
to prevent them from indulging in false dreams and illusions. . . .

German newsreel issues regularly reached opposihg governinents
through non-belligerent nations, espécially Spain, Portugal, and Tur-
key. Deutsche Wochenschau issue No. 651, the Goebbels Sportpalast
speech, must have convinced them with its vehemence that thoughts
of defeat were troubling Germany.

In Britain as in Germany, the start of war brought a congentration
on bugle-call films. The GPO Film Unit became the Crown Fiim
Unit; war films were its task. Their purpose was similar to that of
the German films, but the styles were different. )

The Grierson years had prepared Britain well for a documentary
war. Many of “Grierson’s boys” were by now geasoned film veterans;
eager to serve war needs, many made valuable contributions—Caval-
canti, Watt, Rotha, and otliers. But as in Germany, the war brought
forth new names, most notably that of Humphrey Jennings (1907-
50) .8

A Cambridge graduate interested in painting, poetry, and drama,
Jennings had worked in and around the GPO Film Unit since 19 34
as scene designer, actor, editor—generally on other people’s films.
Grierson considered him a dilettante. But with the outbreak of war
he directed—with the collaboration of Harry Watt and Pat Jackson—
2 modest short film titled First Days (1939) that somehow caught
the spirit of the moment. Its style was precise, calm, rich in 1eso-
nance. He developed the style further in London Can Take It (1940)
—again with Hairy Watt—and in Listen to Britain (1942), which
carned Jennings a world-wide reputation. With Fires Were Started
(1943), genérally considered his masterpiece, he became virtnally a
wartime poet-laureate of the British screen. His later films included
The Silent Village (1943}, The 80 Days (1944), A Diary for Timo-
thy (1945).
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Humphrey Jennings, &t left.

Zu..mwmmm Film Archive

In many ways, the Jennings style was at odds with connotations of
:,.a_mm. m.w?: and this was a reason for his impact. The war E@Emw
him with a melodramatic backdrop. The First Days shows us at once
a world full of threat. As people gather round radios to listen to the
m:bommommuwﬂ of Britain’s declaration of war, the city around them
is undergoing grotesque changes. Monstrous barrage balloons hang
overhead. Millions of sandbags are being piled against buildings.
Tanks sit in the shadows of trees. Gunnérs are on the alert. There
are searchlights and sirems. In the National Gallery we see T0OMm
after room hung with empty frames—the art treasures have been n,m.-
ﬂoﬁ.m to mmm@mw. The historic Thames, winding its way through the
city, is now seen as a threat. “The gleaming river may betray London
yet,” says the commentary.

It is against this background that Jennings performs his specialty:
the vignette of human behavior under extraordinary stress. The films
ma.naoémma with small, unspectacular moments: humorous, touching
curipus. In the midst of the surrealist madness of war, they form m“
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tapestry of men and women behaving in a human way, and somehow
confirming our faith in humanity. They are carrying on. Jennings was
credited with catching the mood of the British in crisis, but he may
have done more: perhaps he helped set a pattern for crisis behavior. -

The Jennings war films never explain, exhort, harangue, They ob-
serve. Some critics, admiring thiem, wondered if this was enough.
Among these was John Grierson; a man with faith in explanations—
who, in Canada, continued to foster work in a different vein, usually
vigorously articulate. But the Tesponse of the British people to the
work of Jennings left no doubt. Seeing themselves in his film tapestry,
they discovered they were quite wonderful people after all.

The moments are diverse, and almost always brief. There are in-
congruities—never pushed to extremes. Emerging from shelters after
a night of sirens and crashing bombs, Londohers ‘briefly sutvey the
wreckage, as though checking the weather outlook, then set off to
work with their umbrellas. A woman enfers a shop via its smashed
front window. A mother remarks how quiet it is since the children
were evacuated. Though all is askew, familiar things are seen and
heard: snatches of popular song, radio broadcasts, street signs, well-
known buildings. They represent a stream that cannot be stopped or
diverted. : : ‘

A remarkable aspect of the Jennings films is the absence of hate-
the-enemy incitements—which did crop up in British newsreels. In
Fires Were Started we see members of the Auxiliary Fire Service—a

group not of heroic demeanor—at work -during the air blitz, coping

with an incredible holocaust and surrounded by death and disaster,
Yet—as the critic Jim Hillier points out—the blitz is treated almost as.
a natural disaster. The firemen show no interest in “the enemy” as
such, nor does Jennings. He was, in this sense, uncompromising. He
seemed to be saying that time was short for humanity; that being hu-
man could not be posiponed until some postwar era. .
This spirit is carried out in the musical selections that permeate
the films. The sound track of Listen fo Britain gives us an anthology
of the sounds of Britain at war—juktaposed with characteristic Jen-
nings vignettes. The sounds include the music of Beethoven, Brahms,
Mozart, We see the pianist Myra Hess playing Mozart in lunchtime
concerts for war workers in the midst of the ruined city. Britain 18
preserving culture-including German culture~from disaster.

The films seem simple, but the editing weaves complex patterns.
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The Hz.mwn played by Myra Hess is carried on over scenes of ordinary
@..mo&n in various parts of the city, and touches them and their activi-
ties lightly with an aura of nobility. Sound effects established in one

_setting are constantly carried over into others, creating thought-"

provoking resonances and associations. Jennings was an avid sound-
track experimenter. He used narration sparsely. He used dialogue--
usnally in brief snatches, improvised on the spot—more often than
most contemporary. documentarists.

Listen to Britain and Fires Were Started are among the few war
films that can be seen decades later without enibarrassment. In these,
nothing of humanity has been sacrificed for assumed strategic needs.
They are films of affirmation. In his final war flm, 4 Didry for Timo-
thy (1945), a disturbing note enters. It relies on narration-—written by
E. M. Forster—more heavily than do most Jennings films. The narra-
tion takes the form of 2 “diary” written for a baby horn late in the
war, when victory seems assured. It is to let him know of the fearful
Armageddon that has set the stage for the world he will inherit, and
to pose questions he must ultimately answer, as to what fo do with
Em_ﬂ world. A dissoive symbolically shows the baby emerging from
the flames of war. In spite of lifting rhetoric, the filin has a sense of
foreboding. It is as though Jenuings has been certain all mHow.m 9&
Britain would see its way through the war, but has deep fears about
the peace. _

Jennings continued film-making in the postwar years, but never
with his wartime success. It is as though his gentle vigneites needed
the violent backdrop. None of his postwar films added to his reputa-
tion. In 1950, while setting up a shot on a cliff in Greece, he lost his
footing and fell to his death.

Fle has been called by director Lindsay Anderson “the one real
poet” of British cinema. It is curious that Jennings, so unwarlike,
should have found his voice in the most ferocious of wars.

His works were defensive. In onie way or another, all of them said
that England could “take it”"—the keynote of the early years of war,
but less appropriate Jater. It was a relief to many Britons when Harry
Q.m: emerged with Target for Tonight (1941}, flmed on a wonmmw
mission over Germary. Marking a shift to the offensive, it ‘Emmmam
the films of victorious action that took the spotlight in the later years
of war. Of special brilliance among these was Desert Victory (1943),

‘&mmﬁmm by Roy wosﬁmwlm lucid and breath-taking exposition of the
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Desert Victory, 1943.

) WNational Fitm Archiye
North African campaign that chased Rommel's Afrika Korps Hmuo
miles from El Alameéin to Tripoli. The film crew suffered losses—
killed, wounded, and captured. But it is said that a film unit actually
took Tobruk, arriving before the troops. The Desert Victory suctess
paved the way for Boulting’s similarly impressive Tunisian Victory
Awoaﬁlﬁwm&w with United States collaboration—and Burma Victory

(1945). Bach of these ad elements of the Jennings spirit: emphasis
on small human moments within the vortex of war. Finally came The
True Glory (19453, a climactic British-American war report directed
by Carol Reed and Garson Kanin, with voice-over narration by Gen-
eral Eisenhower and qumerous anonymous soldiers. ‘
Like the Germans, the British occasionally attacked with irony.
One of the most satisfying moments of the war was provided by Al
perto Cavalcanti in the opening of Yellow Caesar (1940), a com-
pilation of Mussolini footage. We first see a street organ-grinder; then,
as his music continues, there is 2 dissolve from his rotating hand t©
the rotating hand of Mussolini, emphasizing his oratory with circular
fourishes. It took genius to note, in the Mussolini footage, the possi-
bility of such a digsolve, and the mordant effect of hurdy-gurdy music
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Alberto Cavalcanti, at right.
Mational Film Archive

as Mussolini leitmotif. Another moment beloved b i
- - . B ‘ m.
WMM@M@MM vmm\wcz.amﬂmmwm film edifor in hﬁmwm“w MM&%MMH
etk & mm:._ mwﬁw a sunple trick is the basis: German military
Ernetish oo MmMr swmu @ma.wiw& and forward motion, to a popular
bnglish tu mmmmm WMM%MBWME is made to _.m.m back and forth, The reduc-
o o senm o the absurd by this simple device held fascina-
In

e MMM MW%MM WM QM war, film played a part in British communica-
b o wace m.w ownw mﬂom@m on &.m continent. Cavalcanti made the
cpocitontly o M@ esistance ﬁﬁd.a. Chansons de Resistance, 1943)
peelloaly 1o be parachuted to partisans. Spme footage reached Eng-
o fron w ! ground groups. ,H.r.o Danish underground operated a

ruck in Copenhagen throughout the war, with a Naz-

-uniform i
ed driver at the wheel, documenting Nazi acfivities and its

own occasi
/ asional acts of sabotage. Some footage of this sort came to

ngland via Sweden, and was used in English newsreels and docu-

mentaries.

T . ,
. MM Mumﬂwm.u underground made daring use of films—those from
g and its own. It made an occasional commando-type 1aid on




The Danish underground
at work—in footage shot
by the underground. The
footage reached England
during the war, and was
used in the postwar Dan-
ish feature Your Freedom
Is at Stake {Det Gaelder
Din Frihed, 1946), com-
piled by Theodor Chris-
tensen.
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a theater, forcing the projectionist to show underground fitms. Guard-
ing the emtrances, the commandos told the audience to sit and enjoy.
Afterwards they took the films and vanished. It was under such cir-
cumstances that Danes saw Swinging the Lambeth Walk. The.ex-
traordinary risks were apparently felt justified by a moment of savage
anti-Hitler ridicule.* '

When Hitler, chafing over the stalemate with Britain, wheeled his
main attack eastward—Russian oil and wheat were among the incer-
tives—it became the turn of the Soviet Union to jolt audiences with
its war films. It was soon able to offer the world a closer look at war
than other nations could give, for its war experience was to be unique.

Beginning with retreat, the Russians yielded vast areas to the Nazi
advance, falling back to the very rim of Moscow—and Leningrad, and
Stalingrad—but leaving pockets of partisans, including cameramen. In
the rubble of frozen cities the defenders made agonizing stands, then
counterattacked. As units advanced, retaking villages, Soviet camera-
men began to show something the world had not seen: captured Nazi
soldiers, weary and disheveled, trudging through Russian mud and
snow. The cameras also began to show, in recaptured areas, atroci-
ties at first scarcely credible. In Russia the war was shot in painful
close-up.® :

Fiction-film studios were evacuated eastward-to Alma-Ata and
elsewhere—but newsreel and documentary activities retained a Mos-
cow base. In darkness and cold, within the sound of artillery and
bomb explosions, laboratories processed incoming film, It came from
everywhere, by all conceivable routes. Sometimes it arrived—astonish-
ingly—from cameramen who had seemingly vanished into oblivion.
Moscow offen wondered how they had obtained film.

In charge of assembling the combat newsreels—the sort of job Ver-
tov had held during revolutionary struggles, but on a hugely expanded
scale—was Roman Gregoriev. He had begun film work in the Ukraine
studios, to which Dziga Vertov and Mikhait Kaufman Had been sent
in the 1930°s. Gregoriev, writer and - editor, became a Vertov ad-

“mirer and documentary- devotee. Called to Moscow as newsreel edi-

tor, he was on the job in 1936-37 as Roman Karmen’s Spanish war

“footage came in--and later, his Yenan footage. By the time the Nazi-

Soviet clash moved into high gear, footage of some 400 cameramen
was converging on Moscow editing tables. As elsewhere, the footage

‘was turned into newsreels and more structured documentaries.
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Soviet cinema, in decline during the 1930’s, began a Tenascence
during the war, with documentary leading the way. Tts hold over audi-
ences, in a land where virtually all families lost members in combat,

"was incalculable; documentaries and newsreels often seemed the only
Tink with distant loved ones. For many years after the war, on May 3
of each year, a woman in Tashkent laid flowers at the screen of her
jocal cinema. It was where she had had her last glimpse of a som

In stations of the Moscow Metro—used, like the TLondon under-
ground, as aif raid shelters—film projectors were set up. In cinemas,
documentaries began 10 outdraw fiction films. .

Individual battles and campaigas became the subject of feature
documentaries—many of them war-film classics, The first of these
were directed by documentary veterans. Leonid Varlamov Smo‘wt
62}, who had begun documentary work as an assistant cuiter in
1929, teamed with the Kino-Pravda veteran 1lya Kopalin-on the tri-

umphant Defeat of the German " Armies nedr Moscow {Razgrom
Nemetzkikh voisk pod Moskvoi, 1942). It became Moscow Strikes
Back in an American yersion, winner of a 1943 Academy Award.
Varlamov then directed a film that cansed global astonishmeni— Karmen colection
Stalingrad (1943), documenting one of the great turning points of )

World War 1T and including the surrender of Field Marshall Friedrich . Victory in the Ukraine, 1945—directed by Povzhonpe iehes Filmarchiv der DR
von Paulus and vast, pedraggled columns of Nazi troops. :

Roman Karmen was 2mong nUmMerous nmEmHmBmw.Egmm footage
appears in the Moscow and Stalingrad films, and he also directed a
film that matched them in power and drama—Leningrad at War {Len-
ingrad v Borbe, 1942). Its gurvival story involved new, sirange
sights: a midwinter lifeline of supply vehicles threading across fro-
zen Lake Ladoga in the dead of might, continuing through spring
thaws as trucks sloshed over perilously thinning layers of ice; mean-
while the melting of the ice in the fuelless city, and a chance to bury
thawing corpses in the finally thawing ground. The jmagination of
fiction could not match the scenario.

Leading fiction directors began to turn (o documentary—Alexander
Dovzhenko with The Fight for Our Soviet Ukraine (Bitva za Nashu
Sovietskoyu Ukraini, 1943) and Victory in the Ukraine (Pobeda na
m.woéwmwmmwm&. [kraine, 1945); Sergel Yutkevitch with Liberated
France (Osvobozhdjennaja Franzija, 1944}, composed of foreigh
footage including captured German material; and Yuli Raizman with
the climactic Berlin (1945), showing capture of the city in street-t0-

Surrender of Fieldmarshall Von Paulus—from mE::wSm 1943
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sireef, house-to-house combat. Again, unthinkable vistas: amid the
rubble, as tanks and troops push on, we sce a German gentleman cut-
ting meat from a horse killed in battle. ‘

The director Mikhail Shutsky supervised an unusual mao_.@a\._p.” Day
of War (Den Voiny, 1942)—for which all footage was shot on one
day—June 13, 1942-Dby over 200 cameramen at “filming points”
throughout the Soviet Union. The project was modeled on a prewar
film, Day in a New World (Den Novove Mira, 1940), which is said
to have originated as a suggestion by Gorky. Day of War, in shortened
form, became a March of Time issue titled One Day in the War.

The film coverage of the war was the stuff of legends. More than
100 Soviet cameramen &ma in action; their- ranks were readily and
eagerly filled. The state film academy—founded in 1919 in the midst
of revolution—added combat photography to its curriculum; diplomas
were earned in part through front-line action. Combat cameranen
won many awards. During an air battle 2 cameraman left his camera,
took a gun position and shot down 2 German pursuit plane. He won
an award for valor, and a reprimand from his studio.

The accumulated war footage of ome cameraman, Viadimir Su-
mEmmw%mmm shown in the film Cameraman at the Front {Frontovo]
Kinooperator, 1946), compiled by Maria Slavinskaya and depicting
the cameraman’s own death, Film was moving through his camera as
he was shot, and we see the footage blur into a spiral as he falls. An-
other cameraman saw him fail, flmed his final moments—and also
died in action.

Wartime fim activity sowed seeds of postwar relationships. Polish
and other national detachments fighting with the Russian advance
had their own documentary units, Soviet-equipped. Film equipment
and supplies were dropped to Yugoslay partisans. Roman Gregoriev,
asking for a field assignment away from executive duties, covered the
link-up with Bulgarian pariisans and the expulsion of the Nazis from
BRulgaria—in Enfrance of the Red Army into Bulgaria (Vstuplenije
Krasnoj Armii w Bulgariju, 1944},

Soviet war films were credited with strong impact in the United

" States. American opinion of the Soviet Union had been at low ebb

after the Hitler-Stalin mowwmmnmmmmom pact of 1939; many felt that the
pact had irrevocably discredited the Stalin regime and the entire com-
munist cause. When Hitler later attacked Russia, early collapse of the
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mo.&ﬁ Gﬁmos was widely predicted—often with satisfaction. The he-
m.oﬁ stands at Moscow, Stalingrad, Leningrad—all vividly ao.onﬁmuﬁom
in m.H.EIUHommwm & change. Division of sentiment w@Emmmmah but anti-
manw expressions tended to become muted. Admiration .muw the So-
.Sw_., 43 effort was widely voiced. And its films elicited ecstatic ad-
Bh.mmou from critics and Hollywood executives. After Pearl H.Hm,nwow.
Soviet war films became a major source of Bmﬁom.mm. for war EE m
the American government. "
The u.mmmmmmo attack on Pear]l Harbor, followed by the German
mm&ﬁmﬂwou of war on the United States, made it America’s turn to
plunge into bugle-call films, Its need was crucial and had special as-
pects, producing a film strategy different from those of other belliger-

. ents. As exemplified by the celebrated Why We Fight films, Ameri-

ca’s early war films were the most eclectic, relying heavily on combat
footage of other nations—friend and foe—as well as om diverse wﬁmm
sources. They were also marked by an unusual emphasis o_m history.®

.ﬁu.oao were reasons for all this. Isolationism had deep roots .mu.a
R.Swaom strong. Reluctance to spill blood “to save the British Em-
pire” or “to save communism™ was mamwﬂ. Disillusionment over the
results of World War I and American participation in it remained a
factor. And there was little feeling of threat to the homeland—in spite
of heavily promoted air raid drills. The %4%5&9.& inflicted by wwo
Japanese at Pearl Harbor did stir war fever, but it lacked historic con-

- text, and was inclined to be racist. It did not relate itseif readily to

Wnﬁmﬂnowwmw war. On the whole, the U.S. War Department found
raftees confused and divided about the war mum i igno
about its background. , .Bmmw%&w erom
Mr few weeks after Pearl Harbor, Hollywood director Frank Capra
»,i e had mcaao@ become Major Capra and was in spotless pew uni-
onulmoga himself seated opposite General George C. Marshall
Chief of Stafi—gray, sober, admired. The place was a new building
the Hu,..wﬁmmou. The dialogue was later recounted by Capra in his
memoir, The Name Above the Title.

Mr. ﬂm@.,mi.muos. me to call you that for a Eomﬂomnlwon have an
opportunity to contribute enormously to your country and the cause
of freedom. Are you aware of that, sir?”

.Omwmm_ usually brash, found himself acting more like the shy, fum-
bling heroes of his Mr. Deeds Goes to Town {with Gary Cooper) and
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Frank Capra.

Museumn of Modern Art
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Mr. Smith Goes to Washington (with James Stewart). He said:
“Well, General Marshall, I-I mean if you're asking me doés it scare
the heck out of me, I'll have to say, yessir. It does!”

The General explained that in the American army, civilians would
soon outnumber professional soldiers by fifty to ome. Germans and
Tapanese were sure, the general said, that these American boys would
be too soft for modern war; but Marshall felt they would fight like
tigers—if told clearly why they were in uniform. “Now Capra, I want
to nail down with you a plan to make a series of documented, factual-
information films~the first in our history-that will explain to our
boys in the Army why we are fighting, and the principles for which
we are fighting.”

“General Marshall, it’s only fair to tell you that I have never be-
fore made a single documentary film. In fact, P've never even been
near anyone that’s made one.”

“Capra, I have never been Chief of Staff before. Thousands of
young Americans have never had their legs shot off before. Boys are
commanding ships today who a year ago had never seen the ocean
before.” .

“I'm sorry, sir. I'll make the best darn documentary Slms ever
made.” :

Capra felt he should at once learn something about documentaries,
and he asked the War Department to show him Leni Riefenstahl’s
Triumph of the Will-which he discovered to be *blood-chilling.” He
had to have special “‘security clearance” before being allowed to see
it, and this seemed preposterous to him. The more he contemplated

13

- his own reaction to the film, the more he felt it was a key to his prob-

lem. If American soldiers could see thar, they would surely know why
they were mmwmsm. ‘When he discovered that the Alien Property Cus-
todian had hundreds of wartime newsreels and documentaries from
Germany, Italy, Japan, he arranged—it took adsoit jurisdictional ma-
neavering—to have them transferred to his control. Then he felt he
must also get material from America’s war allies, so he got in touch
with the Soviet embassy. Here his campaign took a sudden detour,

At the War Department’s Office of Internal Security—to which he
was abruptly summoned—he found himself confronted by a bespecta-
cled colonel. A “faceless” male stenotypist took notes. The colonel
informed Capra that he was under arrest for violation of the Articles
of War and would be held incommunicado, pending an inquiry. The
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colonel then produced a photo, which Capra recognized as a picture
of himself, with his hands in his pockets, standing in front of the So-
viet mmb‘cmmmw.

Capra said, “Hey, that's me, Colonel, standing in front of the So-
viet embassy. By golly . . . !” :

The “admission” was nofed. “By whese authorization did you con-
sort with representatives of a foreign power?”

It was a perfect Capra scene. Mentioning that he was making films
under direct orders from General Marshall, he said: “And dafm it
all, Colonel, if you insist on keeping me from carrying out the orders
of the Chief of Staff, I demand a certified transcript of this nonsensical
interrogation.” He said he knew a columnist—Drew Pearson—who
would probably print it verbatim.

Capra was permitted to walk away—and he’ got his Soviet and
other néwsreels. Out of his labors emerged the seven films of the Why
We Fight series: Prelude to War (1942), The Nazis Strike (1942),
Divide and Conquer Qw&w_vu The wﬁm«. of Britain (1943), The Bat-
tle of Russia (1943}, The Battle of China (1944), and War Comes
to America (1945). The unit he preanized also jaunched a newsreel
for troops, Army-Navy Screen Magazine, and made several addi-
tional films, including The Negro Soldier (1944) and films on the
themes “know your enemy” and “know your ally.” It wds also the
Capra unit that cooperated on the British-American production Tu-
nisian Victory. :

‘The Why We Fight films became a required part of military train-
ing. Some were shown to ﬁ&mmmm..ﬂumumumaa into other languages,
most were shown abroad. In terms of their basic purpose, the films
achieved dramatic successes. Opinion studies among American draft-
ees showed a sharp reduction of anti-British sentiment after their
viewing of The Battle of Britain; weeks later, the changed opinion
seemed fo hold. Since most draftees at the time were headed for Brit-
ain, the change was considéred a valuable accomplishment. ,

In form, the flns were emotionalized history Jessons—word-
dominated, like many war films. The illustrative footage was largely
culled from existing material, from a great variety of sources. A few
sequences were staged for the films. Animated maps, made at the
Disney studios under the supervision of povelist Eric Knight-who
also participated in the writing of the mnm@ﬁm!oo&nwﬁ& powerful
moments. For the spread of aggression, black ink oozed B.wmmommm@

. . . smack up against a anw call itai
for Divide and Conguer, 1943. ed Britain

®

.,: Animated map by Disney studios

Nafional Archives

acr X
oomOmw maps. .gmwm daﬂw used to dramatize such lines as: “World
nmmmwwmﬂ .im.wm wdwo%&mmu without running smack up against the rock
caed MMEF While hearing these words of commentary—from Di-
rae Mu UM:M:mwls& see a black, solid-looking arrow punching out
] ¢ black area under Nazi control
: , and then crumpling lik
accordion. An animated se i eto in dark
: quence showing one hemisphere i
ness, the other in bright sunli P w1
‘ : ight, was used to depict the
! L war
mwawwhﬁm between a “slave world” and a “free world .% e
o e style of commentary was muscular and down-to-earth. While
e mMmen showed Mm;mﬁ.“ Mussolini, Hirohito as “slave world” lead-
, the narrator said: “Take a good lock at this tric. Remember

wwwm faces. . . . If you ever meet them, don’t hesitate. . . . (Pre-
HqM to. War}. The style favored aphorisms: “For free men are like
rubber balls. The harder they fall, the higher they boance. . . .7 Qum.“

vide and Conguer).
HSHMMMM Mgﬂ Muo é,omwuom assembling the filins was done at abandoned
2 entury-Fox buildings on’ Western Avenue i }
: ue in Hollywood,
which became Capra headquarters—and a bustling, _.wmahaimwm E,mw'
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production factory—after bis initial Pentagon struggles. Leading Hol-
lywood artists—Carl Foreman, Walter Huston, Anatole Litvak, Al-
fred Newman, Lloyd Nolan, Leonard Spigelgass, Dimitri Tiomkin,
Tony Veiller, and many others—came here for apomyous work as edi-
tors, writers, coImposers, condiictors, narrators, directors. No personal
credits appeared on the Why We Fight films.

Documentarists Robert Flaherty and Joris Tvens were for a time
brought into the work of the Capra unit, but without notable resuit.
Neither could fit himself into the mass-production atmosphere.

The unit examined and catalogued huge quantities of footage. Se-
lected fragments came from rewsreels of practically all nations, from
documentaries of Hippler, Ivens, Jennings, Riefenstahl, Varlamov,
Watt, and others—and from fiction fitms. The Why We Fight films
were attempting a vast panorama. 2 short history of modern times,
with passages on traditions of various countries. Where the commen-
tary could not be supported by actuality footage, the editors locked to
fiction. Since most were fiction-film ?mammomﬂmv this probably seemed
a matter of course.

The resuit was a strange amalgam. Divide and Conguer showed a
- very real combat-footage war plus bits of European history from
Fwentieth Century-Fox’s Viking Trails, Warnet's Escape from

Crime, Paramount’s The Avengers, Artkino’s The Girl from Lenin-
grad, and Columbia Pictures’ The Commandos Strike, Tn The Battle
of China the actuality war had a history rooted in moments from
Goldwyn’s Marco Polo, David Selznick’s Ku Kan, and Metro-
Goldwyn-Mayer’s The Good Earth. Tn War Comes to America, the
very real war had a historic background depicted via moments from
Griffith’s America, Twentieth Century-Fox's Drums Along the Mo-

hawk and The Roaring Twenties, Metro-Goldwyn-Mayer's The Rig

Parade, and Warner's Confessions of ¢ Nazi Spy.”

The films were, like most war films, simplistic in interpretation.
This was felt necessary. In depictinig all allies in “free world” terms,
many unpleasant problems were simply ignored. This helps accouni
for the immense popularity of the films among our allies: The Battle
of Britaimwas shown widely in Britain, on Churchill's arders; The
Batile of Russia was shown widely in Russia, on Stalin’s orders.
America’s own- ptoblems wére -similarly swept under the rug. In
writing glowingly of “the idea of freedom . . . the idea that made

us the people we are” (War Comes to America), the scriptwriters .
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were m.:aﬁm they were addressing a racially segregated army, and the
fact 9%5@& them. But they hoped the stress on ﬁnoommva@m ideals
would influence the actuality. This was the essence of wartime strat-
egy, and the use of fiction excerpts probably dovetailed with it. Myth
became, for the moment, history. Something of the sunny mmwmﬁ of
Mr. Deeds and Mr. Smith shone through the Why We Fight films .
. %oﬁ all films of the Capra unit were well received. The w&&«. of
China, depicting China as resolutely unified under Chiang Kai-shek,
seemed so aﬁ‘umoﬁ that it was soon withdrawn, Know Your m..amiu\u.
Japan—on which Joris Ivens worked with his editor, Helen van H.ucm“
gen—was completed in 1944, but was not distributed, It was full of
mﬁ mwmwummmmmoum promulgated early in the war, ,gﬁ not easily be-
:9.6& even then. Concerning the Japanese soldier, the commentary—
written largely by Carl Foreman—warns American draftees:

wMaRrATOR: He and his brother soldiers ar ike i
prints off the same negative. . . . © s mueh alike as photopraphic

To the Ja thei i i
Touhe .wmmmmm their Emperor is the most holy of holies, their visible

If you are ummmmmmm you believe .
. 3 vou have b :
conguer all other races and peoples. en commanded by heaven ¢

MWWOM W%.Mom%hﬁﬂ” ow“wm 32«% manm.ﬁ the ashes of their dead soldiers

. . . . for the dead are warrior gods who live

beside them to be cherished and ¢ i o drilk. and
5 ared for, i

D e b Cherished & or, {0 be given food and drink, and

If you are Yapanese, you believe these things implicitly.?

According to Ivens, the demise of Know Your Enemy: Japan was
caused by its depiction of Emperor Hirchito as a war criminal. The
Why We Fight films had also done so, but there had been a Homw&\.mﬁ@
Hﬁ. was now felt that the Emperor should be kept mmm@u the war; as mw
aid to maintenance of order. m

The Negro Soldier was made to allay agitation over segregation in
m.ﬁ armed forces. Neither segregation nor agitation against it are Hg.
mow.@a in the film, although segregation is shown, as an apparently
benign and accepted institution. ¥In form the film is a sermon by a

-black minister speaking from his pulpit in a crowded church—plus

mw.mw@mnwm. The wmmﬁ@mnﬁlzmmsm. like the Why We Fight films, a
Ewﬁﬁm of actuality footage, fiction footage, and staged scenes—deal
with the war, the Negro’s participation in it, his heroism in previous
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wars, and his contributions to PEmeommmmm.iwmwmomomoém Emaw
soldier through his military experience. The film was widely praised
for dignity and sincerity, but seemed unable to exiricate itself from
stereotypes. Ultimately condescending, unrelenting in religiosity, it
ends with black soldiers marching off to war to the tune of “Joshua
fought the battle of J ericho.”

One significant aspect of the Capra unit—and of the Why We

Fight films—received Httle comment at the time. For the first time in -

history, the army was undertaking the political education of millions
of Americans—who wers, for the time being, a captive audience. It
was called a “morale” service, but the crystallization of attitudes on
a wide range of issues—national and international-was very much a
political matter. ¥ this new Howwn of the military stirred littie opposi-
tion, it was partly because it was wartime, and because the highly re-
spected General Marshall led the way. Civil libertarians who might
have objected did not do so, perhaps because they werc strprised
_and pleased by the films. The first film released, Prelude to War, tock
a liberal-socialist view of the Spanish war—pro-loyalist, anti-Franco:
1t denounced isolationism in a way that delighted liberals. The Battle
of Russia was s0 friendly to the Soviet Union that it seemed to augur
a new era of international amity. Al this was surprising, and welcome
to many. But the persuasive power so suddenly--for military reasons
_mobilized behind a particular set of ideas could as suddenly be

switched. ‘Attitudes of the moment masked more shifty realities—as -

Capra’s encounter with the Office of Internal Security, and Ivens’s
sroubles over the Japanese Emperor, must have suggested. ’

In later months of the war the spotlight shifted, as elsewhere, to
flmed reports of victorious campaigns. As in the Soviet Union, lead-
ing figures of the fiction-film world were drawn into this work: John
Ford with The Battle of Midway (1944); William Wyler with Mem-
phis Belle (1944). But the most impressive recruit was Jobhn Huston,
who directed three war documentaries. The first, Reporl from the
Aleutians (1942), was routine; the others were uzique.

The Battle of San Pietro was made in 1944 to explain “why we
hadn’t swept over Italy” as rapidly as had been expected. In carrying
out the mmmmmﬁwwmm Huston conveyed unforgettably the foot soldier’s

experience of battle and awareness of his expendability, in a slaugh- -
ter of uncertain valye. After the fighting we see’ the dead put into
sacks; in his original version, Huston used the voices of the dead men, |
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as Hmnw&& before battle, over shots of their dead bodie
traordinazily poignant use of the sound track. The u..n:..ﬁt. M.M rarehy
Emm.wop.nmmm. Cuts were ordered, and -even then release M% ﬁwwmnm_w
MMNQQMS%& until ‘Sa war was almost over. Huston later recounted.

i 2 e at a H.uam.ﬁmwoa screening. One general said: “This picture i
mwo&mmp it's m.mmamn war. Against the war, Against war.” Huston _..M
w&mv Well, sir, whenever I make a picture that’s for war—why, I
wMWwowom take me o.ﬁ and shoot me.” Yet Huston insisted his Bm:.u
pus MH mM.W.mm not to ¢condemm war but to express his deep feeling for

This motivation carried over into Let There Be Light, shot in 1945
The m.ﬂ.Bw wanted a film to demonstrate o industry Hw.mm “nervous a m
Mz.uzommw casualties were not lunatics.” The aim was to ?Q:Sﬂm
rmmwm WMMWMM%MQN. For this purpose, .H.?mas filmed the process of re-
— an army hospital, using concealed cameras to cover
dividu and group therapy. The viewer becomes witness of movin,
triumphs, mm. when a marn who has lost the power of speech finds rw
anlwn mmqw again. In astonishment he says, “Why, I can talk, mw can talk!
isten! T can talk! Oh God, listen, I can talk. Oh, there’s monzmmm.

wrong. Oh God, listen!™ i i
prone rﬂmu.. Few more moving climaxes have been

Yohn Huston.
United Artists
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Huston looked back on this project as “the most ‘hopeful and op-
timistic and even joyous thing I ever had a hand in. I felt as Eom.mm I
were going to church every day out in that hospital.” All patients por-
trayed in the film approved its release. But the drmy—with various ex-
planations—banned it except for showings to psychiatrists. One ex-
planation was that the film was not the sort of film that had been
intended; that Huston had “pulled a fast one.” Another was that the
.i.m_: Department wished to avoid ‘raising false hopes for incurable
cases. But perhaps Huston had again brought the viewer too close to
war and its human toll.*

Although the most celebrated American war films were made for
the armed forces, impressive work was also dope in the film division
of the OWI (Office of War Information) Overseas Branch. Many of
its films—directed to audiences abroad—were likewise war-related,
put usually with home-front emphasis. The Cummington Story
(1945), directed by Helen Grayson, recorded touchingly the some-
times painful integration of a group of war refugees into a Connecti-
cut town. Toscanini: Hymn of the Nations (1945} portrayed the
great conductor on and off the podium, with stress on his anti-fascist
activities. It was made in celebration of the liberation of Italy, and
was directed by Alexander Hammid, a refugee from Czechoslovakia
_where as Alexander Hackenschmied he had been a pioneer docu-
mentarist. It was produced, like many OWTI films, by Irving Lerner.
Unlike the army films, the OWI films were dominated by veteran doc-
umentarists, largely from the New York film world.

"The war years, even more than other periods of documentary his-
tory, produced global migrations of film makers. The mobile armies
took and drove them everywhere, with lasting effects on the film map.
Film production had clustered in major ceaters; the war irrévocably
dispersed it. This was significant for Asia, where crisscrossing armies
planted film production in countless new areas. The Japanese assaults
scattered China’s Shanghai film enterprises in various directions:
some moved south to Hong Kong and beyond, to Singapore; some
followed the Chiang Kai-shek governmient when it moved inland to
Chungking; some film makers and equipment also found their way to

the northwest, to Yenan, enabling the Chinese Red Army to begin.

its own documentary record of the war. Jay Leyda mentions Yepnan
and the Eighth Route Army (Yenan ho Ba Lu Chun, 1939) as its
first formal film. ™

r. Norman Bethune, with the Fighth Route Army, China. After his work
with ﬂ.wn joyalists in Spain, Dr. Bethune joined the Mao Tse-tung forces in 1938,
and died in their service. Footage of his finai days, shot by Eighth Rouie Army
cameramen, was later made available to the National Film Board of Canada for
its biographical film Bethune, 1964. .

National ¥ilm Board of Canada




166 Documentary

Japanese forces were not only goads; they served also as docu-
mentary missionaries. In Japan as elsewhere, documentary and news-
reel had won new status as cohesive forces in a 'widely dispersed war.
Recognition of a soldier-son in Nippon Eiga Sha newsreels was a
momentous experience. The theater customarily presented the family
with z still from the newszeel. Japanese film makers were producing
their own stirring reports of victories in the field, such as Malayan
War Record (Marei Senki, 1942}; Divine Soldiers of the Sky. (Sora
no Shimpei, 1942), about parachute troops; and Sunk Insiantly
(Gochin, 1943), shot largely from a prowling submarine. Mégan-
while the Japanese in almost all areas coming under their con-
trol—Korea, Manchuriz, the Philippines, Indochina, Indonesia,
Malaysia, Burma—introduced their film equipment and knowhow,
and involved the conqueréd in “co-productions.” This was in
furtherance of their proclaimed Asian “co-prosperity sphere.” It was
done--according to Anderson and Richie, in The Japanese Film—in
the spirit of “‘an older brother to one slightly younger.” The aim was
Japanese hegemony, but the activity unquestionably stirred nation-
alistic feelings among the conquered, and a determination o eXpress
them through film.1? ‘ ‘

‘The war produced numerous migrations of individual film makers.
Boris Kaufman, brother of Vertov, left France as a refugee. and
spent the war years partly -in the United States, partly iri Canada—
where, at the National Film Board, he helped John Grierson build a
strong documentary movement. In the war series The World in Ac-
tion (1941—45), supervised by Stuart Legg, the NFB soon showed
remarkable vigor and artistry.

Perhaps the most bizarre of individual migrations was that of Paul
Zils, who began as an UFA employee and Goebbels favorite. As a
teenager he had won a film prize, which resulted in an UFA. appren-
ticeship at Neubabelsberg, starting in 1933. He rose rapidly; blond,
handsome, with full Aryan credentials, he found favor with Goeb-

»

bels. UFA frequently made him an intermediary to secure script ap-

* provals from Goebbels. (Goebbels once asked him: “Would it help
your career if I approve this script?”) The position of trust enabled
7ils to attend a 1937 festival in Paris, where he defected. A donation
from an English lady enabled him to board a freighter eastward for
South Asian ports, hoping to reach the United States. Obsessed with
Asia since reading Herman Hesse’s Siddharta, he stopped off in In-

Boris Kaufman.
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dia, Singapore, and Indonesia—at that time known as the Netherlands
East Indies—earning money by taking odd jobs en route. He was
especially enamoured of Bali, and drafted plans for a feature-length
documentary about it. In Tokyo he got a tourist visa for the United
States and so reached Hollywood. With other German refugees he
taught at Max Reinhardt’s School of the Theater on Susiset Boule-
vard, while finding film employment difficult, But his Bali proposal
caught fire at Paramount, which decided to finance it. With a budget
he headed back to Bali and was hard at work on the film when, on
May 10, 1940, he was arrested. Germany had invaded Holland, so
3500 German nationals in Indonesia were imprisoned in a Sumatra
jungle stockade. The following year brought a sudden change. The
Japanese, having devastated Pearl Harbor, were moving rapidly on
Indonesia. Many of the German prisoners were experts on Indone-
sia; to keep them out of J apanese hands, it was decided to move them
to India on three transports, one of which was torpedoed and went
down. The survivors, along with German prisoners and internees
from Ceylon and elsewhere, were herded to a large prison camp in
Bihar. Some were anti-Nazi, some pro-Nazi; some just “good Ger.
mans.” Zils found there were forty musicians in the camp; also a con-
ducter, composers, ‘writers. He began to organize shows—a thajor
production each month. All instruments were made by prisoners. A
ballet was organized, scenery built. Sometimes as many as 150 people
were working on a production. They were rigid about schedules, pre-
mi¢re dates, and curtain time. Month after month the guards
watched in astonishment as the productions grew more ambijtious.

* The Biitish were so impressed that they approached Zils with an
offer. They would release him if he would go to work for Information
Films of India—a newsreel and documentary unit organized by the
British to win Indian cooperation in the war effort, against the oppo-
sition of the Indian National Congress. In 1945 Zils went to work as
a British propagandist. When war ended the unit closed, but he de-
cided to stay in India. Ardently pro-independence, he came to play a
role in documentary films of independent India—and later, even meore
prominently, of Ceylon.” _

A still more dramatic odyssey was made by the inveterate traveler,
Joris Ivens. Shortly after his service with Capra, he was invited by
the Netherlands government to become Film Commissjoner for In-
donesia, A contract defining his duties, and government press re-

. s Canada.
John Grierson, in early days of National Film Board %Mmo:m_ i Board of Canada
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foris Tvens. Photograph by Virginia Leirens
leases announcing the appointment, featured dedicated mrwﬁcmn. %r_
government release said the Dutch were ready to “shed their bloo
for the liberation of the East Indies, not for a return o prewar mwmnwm.‘
The contract spoke of “the great western maw& mm freedom an : m“
mocracy (hef grote westelijke ideaal van vrijheid en mmﬂon.wmnm.m
As Film Commissioner, Ivens would begin by monaEmumﬂm m..a Mw 3
eration. He received a substantial budget to buy m.mﬁummmﬁ in Suw
United States. Well provided, he headed for ?ﬁmmrmu. where 2 H -
eration armada of Dutch and English ships was gathering. >€8~Mm
the day, Ivens recruited Australian film .mwamombmw. Omﬁmﬁﬂoﬂw&
Marion Michelle joined him from the United mnwﬁomu ﬁgwﬁ. 8 mmw
done her first film work during Depression days in the Chicago Film

League.™ .
mswnwWOMM:mﬁ mw&m“ as the ships stood Hmm..@u word .nmmuw mm_m,_ﬁ QH
independent Indonesia had been proclaimed E Indonesia n.mm f ME%MW
Achmed Sukarno. The news scemed to bring noumnﬁwmmo.m ot H
“liberation” fleet. A first group of ships sailed, apparently not to assis

the new Indonesia but to nip the development. The Dutch spoke of

Sukarno as a Japanese agent and of his government as a Japanese
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puppet regime. The fieet would bring “order.” Plans were made to
blockade the islands. ,

1t had been assumed in all plans that Film Commissioner Ivens
and his crew would go with the first ships to photograph the libera-
tion, But they were not allowed aboard. .

At this juncture Ivens held an indignant press conference. He said

- he had been engaged to film the liberation of the islands, but since
the Netherlands government itself had made this impossible, he con-
sidered his contract void.

Everits moved rapidly on the Australian waterfront, Javanese crew
members walked off ships destined for the islands, and numerous
Australian Iabor unions acted in support. A ship with largely Indian
crew left port, but a speedboat went in pursuit for the unions; from
its deck, by bullhorn, appeals were shouted to the Indian crew—and
won the day. The Indians forced the return of the ship. “The ship that
didn’t sail” became the theme of Indonesia Calling (1946)-a film

made by Ivens and his group in support of the new Indonesia. Its
opening proclaims:

The Waterfront Unions of Australia
present
INDONESIA CALLING

‘The Ivens action was front-page news around the world. Nether-
lands newspapers called him a traitor. He was accused of making In-
donesia Calling with Dutch government equipment, but demied it.
Having hranded in the equipment when resigning, he had made Indo-
nesia Calling mainly with an old Kinemo—the camera he had used
for The Bridge in 1928.

The film was partly a documentation of events shot on the Iun,
partly a reconstruction of very recent events. The climactic pursuit of
“the ship that didn’t sail” could be reproduced photographically by
having the speedboat Mmuﬁmum a transport--any appropriate transport.
In the speedboat, a man stood up with a bullhorn and was seen to
shout. The shouted bullhorn words were added during the editing
process.

In spite of its air of feverish improvisation, Indonesia Calling had
strong impact. Australia banned the film, then reversed itself, evi-
dently in deference to the popularity of the Tndonesian cause. In the
Netherlands the film was taboo, and Ivens no longer welcome. Sailing
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ships carried two prints of Indonesia Calling mﬁowmw the @.woowﬂ@
to the Indonesian islands; there they had E.mmw EW.E showings .%9.
independence forces, who had to fight until late m 1946 against
itish “liberation” troops. .

Umﬂnww mwwmwwwwwom events, and the attention it received mm the s_o.ﬁm
press, suggests the status the documentary film had mn@mnoﬁ.w during
war years, Film makers had dmnoﬁm .mcnmmﬁcﬁmn. 1o &c,@:ﬁm uoww
the center of power. They looked forward fo having similar mﬂwnﬂ
.wmuoo in the postwar world. But first another war-related task awaite

documentarists.

Prosecutor

Among film men of advancing armies, ﬁ,.mommmm in omv QwHBme mmm
Japan, an activity receiving urgent attention summ _9@ documenting ©
war crimes. Almost all belligerent armies émm.m involved. o
As Yugoslav partisans overthrew the Nazi wﬁgoﬁ wwmﬁu@ mb.ﬂnom-
tia, their film makers documented its comoouﬂmwou-nmﬁm atrocities in
the film Jasenovac (1945), the work of Gustav Gavrin and Hﬂo.mﬂw
Hlavaty. Their own footage was supplemented by captured Ewﬁwmm_mw
including documents and still photographs. wamx.c.én became t wﬁ Mﬂm
film approved for showing in moﬁéwn Yugoslavia, and the conte
evidence in war-crimes trials. .
mnmm,wnw mmﬂmam were paralleled in Pbland. The film unit of the MMHHM”
contingent moving with Soviet troops was headed by young ﬁmm,
sander Ford and Jerzy Bossak. Both had been Emﬁwﬁm of w Nﬁ -
wing cine-club called Start, which they had helped to form :.M e
early 1930’s. In Poland’s pre-war film world they had mummm oufsk mmm.
mwmnw young critics publishing manifestos mﬂa occasionally .EM HMW
films, but not welcomed by the commerciak m.amm.mﬂﬂ EwM wmmm&w x . S
they returned, producing a wmimnm& for Polish .ﬁoawm!ﬁm@m m. ig m:m
Poland (Polska Walczaca)—they became the nucleus of m womﬁém
film industry. Their first major task faced them when they came oHM
the Nazi extermination camp Majdanek. They had heard ,...Euﬁm wm
atrocities, but could scarcely believe what they found there. Tord MM
Bossak made the Polish film Majdanek (1944)—scenes .om ﬁumﬁow ﬁw
able grief as people found corpses of friends and H.Q.mﬁmm wﬁ.p.o w.m
like wood, and such relics of other lives as half a million pais O
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shoes and mountains of human hair and teeth and eyeglasses. This
footage, too, becamie evidence at war-crimes trials.* ,

The advancing American, Russian, British, and French troops
had special evidence-gathering units. In the American forces these
were OSS (Office of Strategic Services) teams, usually consisting of
a cameraman, a German interpreter, and an information specialist.
Film evidence came to them from many sources, often in fragments.
A house that had been occupied by a Nazi officer yielded some 8mm
reels—"home movies™ that, it turned out, included footage of 4 1941
episode in Stuttgart in which a dozen or more Jews were pulied from
their homes, beaten, stripped, and dragged by their hair through the
street—a pogrom. witnessed without interference by bystanders. The
sequence lasted a minute and a half. By reproducing each frame, the
action was slowed to make a three-minute sequence. In this form it
was used at the Nuremberg trials of Nazi leaders.®

Allied research teams were astonished at the care with which Ger-
mans had documented their crimes ahd preserved the record. Out-
side Munich a tank unit found a villa-that had been used by Heinrich
Himmler; 2 35mm projector was threaded and ready to show a reel
of medical experiments carried on in prison camps. In the home of
an eastern front veteran, searchers found a sequence apparently
filmed as a demonstration of resourcefulness. Troopers wéie shown
leading a2 man and a boy, half starved, into a small blockhouse. The
camera then showed the troopers arranging a hose from an automo-
* bile exhaust to a small aperture in the wall, and starting the motor.

In the film archives at Neubabelsberg, a half-floodéd bunker

yielded the Nazis’ own documentation of their extermination of the
' Warsaw ghetto. Much of this material eventually appeared in the
Polish film Requiem for 500,000 (Requiem dla 500,000, 1963), by
Yerzy Bossak and Waclaw Kazimierczak. Among the curious find-
ings on various fronts were souvenir albums left by dead Nazis in
which, along with the usual family snapshots and scenic wonders,
were mementos of the Nazi reign of terror. Were they kept with nos-
talgia, or pride? In later years such material yielded such films as the
Polish Fleischer's Album (Album Fleischera, 1962), by Janusz Ma-
jewski, and The Everv-day Life of Gestapo Officer Schmidt {Pow-
szedni Dzieni Gestapowca Schmidia, 1963), by Jerzy Ziarnik.
Extensive war-crimes footage and many still photographs were
presented in evidence at the Nuremberg trials. Such wide use of pho-
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174 Decumentary tographic evidence was apparently without precedent. The trials

themselves were filmed in full, and the combined material became
the basis for two historic—yet little-known—feature-length documenta-
‘ries, one Russian, the other American, The Russian film, Judgment
of the Nations (Sud Naradov in Russian, Gericht der Vilker in Ger-
man, 1946), was directed by Roman Karmen and edited by Yeliza-
veta Svilova, wife and long-time editor of Dziga Vertov. The Amerj-
can film, Nuremberg (Niirnberg, 1948) was initiated by Pare Lorentz,
who supervised footage searches in Armerican archives-—mainly at
Astoria, Long Island, where an old Paramount studio had become
the Signal Corps Pictorial Center—but was completed in Germany
by Stuart Schulberg, a member of one of the OSS evidence-gathering
- teams. The film was a production of the American military govern-
ment. The Soviet Union’s Judgment of the Nations was shown in
theaters throughout Russian-occupied areas of Germany and in the
Soviet-Union, where it was reissued in 1962. America’s Nuremberg
had a two-year run in theaters in American-occupied areas of Ger-
‘many, and was also shown i British argas, but was never released
to American theaters--apparently in deference to pleas by Chancellor
Konrad Adenauer of West Germany. The U. S. ‘Uw@ﬁgmﬁ of De-
fense withdrew the film from all circulation in 1950.%

. These two films, based on trials, were in themselves 'a kind of
show-trial through which the German people were invited to con-
femplate a scarcely believable record of horror. Even without com-
pulsion, theaters were filled for months.

Obsession with evidence to be unearthed from film archives lasted
longer in eastern Europe than elsewhere--a not surprising conse-
quence of the calamitous events it had witnessed. The interest per-
sisted especially in East Germany, location of copious Nazi film ar-
chives. Seized by the Soviets, these archives were turned over to East

- German control in 1955, and became the basis for an unusual career
~that of the film-making team Andrew and Annelie Thorndike. For
years they combed through the massive accumulations of film—much
of it still uncatalogued decades after the war. They came to epitomize
the documentarist-as-prosecutor.*

. Andrew Thorndike, of German-American descent, was born in
Berlin in 1909. His father was a member of the Krupp board of di-
rectors, and Andrew began his film career making promotional films
for industry at the UFA studios. But-he teacted againist his establish-

: -

B S
Yerzy Bossak.
Wytwérnia Filméw Dokumentainych
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The Every-day Life of Gestape Offiner Schmidr, 1963,
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ment background. Early in the war, charged with anti-Nazi activity,
he was dispatched to the castern front as a punitive assignment. He
was captured and spent four years as a Soviet prisoner. Returning
in 1948, he resumed documetitary work at UFA, which had mean-
while become DEFA, the East German state film organization. While
making a film about a new school, he became interested In the youhg
teacher who had founded the school, and married her. They becarde
a film team specializing in historic compilations—in the manner of
Esfir Shub, but with a difference. Esfir Shub had exposed a defunct
monarchy; the Thorndikes weré concerned with the persistence In
power of living Nazis—not in Bast Germany, but in West Germany.

In their first major compilation, You and Many a Comrade (Du
und Mancher Kamerad, 1955}, they recounted modern German his-
tory, warning that alliances of military and industrial leaders {(in-
cluding Krupp) had twice brought Germany fo war and disaster.
Such alliances, said the film, were no longer possible in East Ger-
many; but the film warned that ryilitary-industrial groups representing

the same interests were again moving into control in West Germany.

It detailed the Nazi careers of various West German leaders.
The film, assembled with impressive skill, had enormous impact
in Bast Germany, and probably helped consolidate the East German

regime. Tt also had important film consequences. It persuaded the’

East German government of the imporfance of its film possessions
and of their proper storage, preservation, and cataloguing. The facili-
ties that were subsequently developed for this purpose—at Wilhelms-
hagen, near Berlin—soon became the envy of film archivists through-
out the world. A steady procession of archivists and documentarists
came to inspect the subterranean labyrinths, with their arrangements
for rigid temperature and humidity control, and the intensive catalog-
uing efforts. ,

_ All this encouraged further archive films. The Thorndikes pursued
their successful theme in two films—more were originally intended—
titled The Archives Testify. . . . The films open with a traveling
shot along cans of film in the DEFA vaults. The first target of their
accusation, in the film Holiday on Sylt (Urlaub auf Sylt, 1957), was
one Heinz Reinefarth, who after the war had settled in the West Ger-
man town of Westerland, on Sylt Tsland in the North Sea, and become
its mayor. The film shows him relaxing there in benign splendor.
Then, through a mass of archive footage, stills, and clippings, the
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Andrew and Annelie Thorndike.
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Thorndikes identify him as a brutal officer in charge of wartimg exe-
cutions in Warsaw, They use the technique of freezing a frame at this
or that crucial point and superimposing an arrow, to pinpoint signifi~
cant detail.

Their mext film dossier, Operation Teutonic Sword (Unternehmen
Teutonenschwert, 1958)—the second in the series The Archives Tes-
tify . . . —was aimed at Hans Speidel, a leading military official of
NATO-the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. The film accuses
him of a long, lurid career of Nazi secret-service activity involving
assigned murders of “communists and Jews” in France and “devas-
tation duties” in the Soviet Union. Again masses of archive footage,
with frozen frames, relentless arrows, clippings, stills, and maps, are
offered in evidence. )

While the Thorndikes had made some use of reconstructed events
in You and Many a Comrade, they foreswore such methods in their
later work. Archive material had become their passion. Their con-
cern was o document—not illustrate—their accusations.

In a similar spirit of indictment, the East German director Joachim
Hellwig followed the Thorndike lead in 4 Diary for Anne Frank
(Ein Tagebuch fiir Anne Frank, 1958). The film begins deceptively
in fiction-movie fashion: a girl runs home excitedly to tell her mother
she got the part, she will play Anne Frank! But the film switches
abruptly to more grisly matter. Tracing the route of Anne Frank

from Amsterdam to her extermination-camp death, the film poses. -

the question: what happened to those who supervised ' her arrest,

deportation, and death? It finds them—again via massive archive mate- -

- rial--alive and in influential positions in West Germany.

These films were made at a time of considerable traffic between
East and West Germany. A number of West German critics came to
see the films, and their comments precipitated wide discussion in
West Germany. The films reflected the bitter antagonism betweén

the East and West German regimes, and made their contribution to .
the bitterness. They also put continued pressure on West Germany

for action against war czimipals.
In Japan agitation over war guilt was less persistent, for good rea-

son. In Europe the horror of the extermination camps had provided
the emotional center for prosecutions. In Japan all horrors were over-

shadowed by the war-ending horrors of Hiroshima and Nagasaki,

where two small atomic bombs had incinerated a vast population
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mu.a cast a shadow of genetic damage over generations. Even as war
nanW trials brought. execution to leading Fapanese .EE.E&% _ Ez
atomic holocaust havnted men’s minds, n

HMH J mﬁmﬂ_ war-guilt issues produced curious and dramatic reversals
While events had discredited and crushed the Emnm@ the wmm
wmo.ﬂmw.w new dignity o men who had been early and m«oimﬂw anti
E;;mﬁma. In the film field this included men like Akira Iwasaki ,
Ieader in the prewar Prokino group, and Fumio Kamei, who Had -
gered the military with his film Shanghai and later momm to jail mMMM
before the American occupation force arrived on the scene mamm.mﬁ
won new standing: he was commissioned by Nippon mmmmwm,.mm the
government newsreel monopoly, to produge a documentary on” the
effects of the two atomic bombs. In spite of chaos and the breakdown
of R.mmmmuonmmom_ Twasaki managed to have cameramen .mﬁ work
at Hiroshima and Nagasaki as the occupation arrived; this brought

+ him into immediate contact with its headquarters staff.

gﬁmnmum took control of the project; then, for fear of its impact,
mmowmamm the footage secret and impounded it in Washington g&wwm
it remained for almost a quarter of a century. But ‘onoamﬁmomw head-
.m.ﬂmamwnm was clearly impressed with Iwasaki’s anti-militarist creden-
tials, and appointed him to a committee of twenty ommamo& with the
task of identifying rabid militarists in the w_mﬁmnmwa film :.ammc,z
Such a list was drawn up and the individuals suspended--most om
them for short periods. Meanwhile Twasaki also received a go-ahéad

from headquarters for & major project—a compilation filh to be titled

The Tragedy of Japan (Ni igeki i i
s regedy Mw Smmw..ﬁ thon no Higeki}. Twasaki chose Fumio Ka-

It was to be a history of modern Japan and-like the East German
You ammm Many a Comrade—an indictment of the forces that had leé
m,w_w natien to war and ruin. Responding to the “democratization”
order of the American oceupation, it was meant to help eradicate
feudalism and militarism from Japanese society.

Unfortunately, segments -of American headquarters worked at
cross-purposes. Plans for The Tragedy of Japan were approved by
ClE~the Civil Information and Education Section, which was largely
mwmummm. with academicians and writers, very serious about “democ-
.Bmmmuom.: They also liked the resulting film, which was completed
in 1946 and won ‘strong applause at preview showings. But all films
before their general release, needed a go-ahead from CCD—the Q.&m
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Censorship Division, dominated by army cateer men, strongly ¢on-
servative. They promptly banned The Tragedy of Japan. ,The film
makers looked on the Emperor as a war criminal, whereas the CcCD
was infent on maintaining his sacrosanct status: this had become oc-
cupation policy. The Tragedy of Japan wWas declared by CCD to be
“communistic.” Arnid vast changes—in Asia as in Furope—old pat-
terns reasserted themselves.”

Documentarists specializing in war-crimes indictment films were
not many, and the movement could not last. Too many new problems
confronted film makers. . ‘

Yet the ghosts of World War If were not easily exorcised. Docu- -
mentarists would return for decades to records of this wal—more
often, as time went on, in the spirit of historian, or elegist, than as’
Prosecutor. ‘ , :

Of all documentaries born of war horror, the most admired was
unquestionably Night and Fog (Nuit et Bruillard, 1955}, directed by
Alain Resnais, It was a searing indictment~but with a shift in aim.
Resnais made brilliant use of a simple device: frequent shifts be-:
tween black-and-white archive footage of the extermination camps,

and sequences in warm color fitmed in the verdant surroundings of 2
former camp. These alternations, bringing us again and again from
postcard colors of a postwar tourist world to the black-and-white
staring eyes, the barely,stirring skeletons, the line-ups of the naked,
and the ovens, give the film & greater impact than any other such
film had achieved. The impact is intensified by a quietly reflective,
powerful commentary written by Jean Cayrol. At the end of the.
film. in a color sequence, the camera mMOVes along crematorium Tuins,

3

twisted wires, broken watchtowers, “and blocks of cracked concrefe. .

Night and Fog, 1955.

Contemporary Films

E.ﬁwmww wis wwmom!ﬁ.cxw many uncertainties. In a world heaped with
T ins t .@ documentarist saw challenges. But what role he would pla
! in meeting them, he could not tell. e
: m.ﬁwow M. decade and a half he had been concerned with war: .ﬂ.w@
eat of war, the war, the afterfmath of war. Almost nothing else had

seemed to matter, .
Mwﬁpm% .Eom.@ years the documentary had seldom been subtle or
M.M o%u , but it had had power, and had assumed central mmﬁo_mnm:nm.
ad often outdrawn the fiction film. The documentarist had moved

m.wmomm N.mnm MWNQQ_m. _ —@ mms..mu w. .
.

NARRATOR: The crematorium is no longer in use. The devices of the Nazis.
are out of date. Nine million dead haunt this landscape. Who is on th
Jookout from this strange fower o wain us of the coming of new execu
tioners? Are their faces really different from our own? Somewhere among:
us, there are lacky Kapos, reinstated officers, and unknown informers.
There are those who refused to belicve this, or believed it only from time-
to time. And there are those of us who sincerely look upon the ruihs
today, as if the old concentration camp monster Were dead and buried
beneath them. Those who pretend to take hope again as the image fades;
as though there were a cure for the plague of these camps. Those of us
who pretend to believe that all this happened only once, at a certain time
and it a certain place, atd those who refuse fo see, who do not heed the

cry to the end of time.®

.ocwwwm .mﬂwmmnm had grown vastly—-not only in theaters but in other
B%m, .qu w,” camps, clubs, schools, churches, libraries, offices, fac-
tories. ar purposes, hundreds of 16mm projectors had been
spread around the globe. The 16mm film had grown up in war

The documentarist felt he had achieved importance. wE. he also
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had a feeling that peace had left him dangling in mid-air. Armies
had been his sponsors; who would take their Emn.w.w For what objec-
tives? On what terms? He peered ahead—in search of a role in a
world he could not possibly know.
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