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From Real to Reel: Entangleé in Nonfiction Film

Noel Carroll

I. Introduction

Over the past twenty years, the nonfiction film has
achieved a level of prestige and proeinence uneQualed in anv
other period of its history. Yet, for all the recent energy,
thought and discussion devoted to this enterprise, the non-
fiction film remains one of the mnst confused areas of film
theory. Arguments of all kinds challenge the very 1idea of
nonfiction film. The nonfiction filmmaker, it 18 observed,
selects his or her materials, manipulates them, inevi-
tably has a point of view and, therefore, cannot preteand to
offer us anything but a personal or subjective vision of
things. Objectivity 18 impossible if only because the wedium
itself -- due to framing, focussing, editin®k -- necessitates
the inescapabilitcy of choice. Whether or not an
event is staged, the act of filming involves structuring so
that what results is an interpretation rather than the Real.
The problem, according to this subjectivi:iy argument, 1is
not simply that the filmmaker can't jump out of his akin, one
can't jump out of the film medium either.

A related set of arguments worries the distinction
between fiction and nonfiction. On the one hand, it 1is
charged that the nonfiction film shares narrative, dramatic
and aesthetic devices, 1like ©parallel editing, climaxes and
contrastive editing, with fiction films and that, conse-
quently, 1t presents ics subjects fictionally.l Or, 1in
a variation on the strategy behind the subjectivity arRument,
it 18 proposed that filmmakers are trapped within 1ideology,
both in their forms and contents; that the posture of
objectivity 1itself 18 a pose, indeed sn ideologically motivated
one; aud that documentaries belong to the genus of social
fiction. Some commentators go so far as to suppose that because
any cultural event, photographed or not, is structured (ac-
cording to rolee and folkways ), recording one merely
captures the ideological “fictions” of a given
time, place and people. Perhaps the most extreme denial of
the boundary between fiction and nonfiction film has been
voiced by Christian Metz -~ he suggests that all films are
fiction (purportedly) because they are representations, i.e.,
because, for example, the train you see on the screen 18 not
literally in the screening room.

To further complicate matters, there is8 a minority opinion
that has 1t cthat all fiction films are actuallly documen-
Caries;“.Casablanca is about Humphrey Bogart 1in front of a
camera 88 well as being an archaeological fragment of Awerican
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mores and styles of the early forties. 1In fact. at 1least one
theorist, a proponent of Jacques Derrida’s notion of
différance, advances the nonficrion-is-realiy-fiction
approach while simultaneous!y insisting that fiction films
are docusentariee.’

The central concepts as employed in many of these arguments
== {ncluding objectivity, subjectivity, fiction, document —
are fraught with ambiguities and downright misconceptions. But
before examining these problems critically, 1t is8 worthwhile
to speculate about the way In which, historically, the
discussion of nonfiction film reached 1{ts present state.

I think that the wost important influence on the way that
nonfiction file is currently conceptualized was the development
of direct cinema (sometimes called cinema verité) 1in the
sixties. The wmovement -- associated with the work of Robert
Drew, the Maysles Brothers, D.A. Pennebaker, Richard Leacock,
FPrederick Wisenmen, Allan Ring, Chris Marker and others —
proposed a new style of documentary filmmaking that repudiated
prevalling approaches to the nonfiction film. These
filmmakers eschewed, among other things, the use of scripts,
voice-of-God narration, re-enactments of events, and staging
and direction of any sort. They employed new, l1ighe-
weight cameras and sound equipment in order to {mmerse
themselves in events, to observe rather than to 1influence, to
catch 1life on the wing. Manty of the aims of direct
cinema parallel the avowed objectfves of the species of
cinematic realism sponsored by Andre Bazin. Techniques and
approaches were adopted that encouraged the spectator to
think for himself, to take an active role toward the screen,
to evolve his own {nterpretation of what was significant in
the {magery rather than have the filmmaker interpret it for
him. The new spontaneity of the filmmaker and spectator
correlated expressively with some sort of new “freedom” in
contradistinction to the “authoritarianism™ of traditional
docuaentaries. Often the new style was promoted as an
epistemological breakthrough for cinems. Crftics concerned
with and, at times, participants in the direct cinema movement
spoke as {f the new techniques guaranteed the filmic re-
presentation of reality.

Of course, previous documentary filmmakers, such as John
Grierson® and Dziga Vertov,’' had never denied that they were
involved in interpreting their subject matter. But for
advocates of direct cinema, at their w®most polemical, that
allegiance to interpretation, to telling the audience to
think, violated their conception of what it 18 to be a docu-
mentary. As a result, upholders of direct c¢inema evolved a
etyle designed to odinimize the types of control exerted in
the older styles of nonfiction film.

But no sooner was the 1dea of cinema verité abroad
than critics and viewers turned the polemics of direct cinema
against direct cinema. A predictable tu quoque would note
all the ways that direct cinema was 1inextricably involved
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with interpreting 1te wmaterials. Direct cinema ovened a can of
worme and Cthen got eaten by them. Almost concomitantly, a
eimilar, and, in fact, related debste emerged in che sowmewhat
narrow diecuseion of e:hnographic félm. Anthropologiste who
opted for filming in order to avoid the subjectivity of
their field notes Qquickly found chewmselves confronted by
arguaents about selection, wmanipulation and eventually, by
argumente about che inescapability of {deology. In regard
to the anthropological debate especially, but also in regard to
direct cinema, it was etressed that the very act of
filming changed or was highly likely to influence the outcome
of the events recorded. In order to grapple with both the
arguments from eubjeccivicy and related arguments about
camera intrusiveness, some filmmakers, like Jean Rouch and
Edgar Morin in Chronique d‘'un fcé, included themselves in theiy
work, acknowledging their participation, cheir wmanipulation

and their {ntervention. in general, f{lmmakers and
proponentse of direct cinema now guard their claims. They
have become Cthe firet to admit that they have a

point of view, mdintaining only chat they are presenting
their “subjective reality,” 1.e., their personal vision of
realicy as they eee 1{c. For example, Frederick
Wiseman wmerely insiste on the veracity of an honest,
firec-person setatement for his work when he says “The
objective=-subjective argument 18 from my view, at least
in film cerws, & lot of nonsemse. The filmse are my
response o &8 certain experience. 8
Wich cthe rise of direct cinees, two major wrinkles were

added to the dialogue concerning the nonfiction film. Firet,
direct c¢inema repudiated large parte of the cradicion of
nonfiction film because it was {nterpretive. Then, like a
boomerang, the dialectic snapped back; direct cinemsa, ic was
alleged, was also 1interpretive and, & fortiori, subjective
rather chan objective (and, for seome, fictfon rather than
nonfiction). The combined force of these msneuvers within the
debate was to sectigmatize all nonfiction film, both the
tradicional and direct cinema varieties, as subjective. Thus,
we find Erik Barnouww concluding his hietory of documentary
filwe with remarks such as these:

To be s6ure, eome documentarisete claim co be
objective——a cerm chat eeems Co renounce an inter-
pretive role. TYhe claim may be etrategic, but it
is surely weaningless. The documentarist, like any
communicator in any wmedium, wmakes endless choices.
Re @selects topice, people, vietas, angles, lens,
juxcapositions, seounds, words. Each eelection 1{s
an expression of his point of view, whether he 1is
aware of 1t or not, whether he acknowledges 1t or
noctC «

Even behind cthe firet step, selection of a topic,
there is a wotive.
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eeelt 18 in selecting and arranging his findings
that he expresaea himself; these choices are, 1in
effect, coomenta. And whether he adopts the stance
of observer, or chronicler or whatever, he cannot
escape his subjlectivity. He presents his version of
the world.?

More Quotations could be added to Barnouw's, which repre-
sents one of the sore or leas standard ways of coming to terms
with the polemica and rhetorical framework engendered by direct
cinema.!? But that Barnouw's position rebdounds so naturally
from the direct cinema debste is part of the problenm with
it, because, a8 I hope to ahow in the next section, the pre-
suppositions of that discussion are irreparably flawed.

11. Nonfiction Films Ain't Receaaarily So
A. Nonfiction Film and Objectivity

Though many of the preceding arguments appesr to be de-
signed to deal with issues scecific to the nonfiction film, a
soment 's deliberation shows that they are far more gen-
erally devastating 1in their scope. The possibility of objec-
tivity in the nonfiction file is denied because such films in-
volve selection, emphasis, manipulaton of materials,
interpretation and points of view. In fact, these features
lead commentators not only to withhold the possibility of
objectivity frow nonfiction filem, they aleo prompt
commsentators to reclassify such filme as subjective. Yet, if
these argusents have any force, they will not seimply dewmolish
the subjective/objective distinction in regard to non-
fiction file; the lectures and texts of history and science
will be their victims as well.

Historians, for example, are characteristically concerned
with making interpretations, present ing points of view
about the past, selecting certain events for consideration
rather than others, and eamphasizing some of the selected
events and their 1iaterconnections. That's Jjust what doing
history is. Thus, 1f the nonfiction file ia subjective,
for the above reasogs, then eo 1is historical writing.
Nor 18 science unscathed. It is hard to iaaRine an e=xper-
iment without mssnipulation and selection, or @ theory without
emphesia and interpretation. 1In short, the arguments against
objectivity 1in nonfiction film are too powerful, unless their
proponents are prepared to embrace a rather thoroughgoing
skepticism about the prospects of objectivity in general.
The defense of such a far-ranging skeptical position would,
of course, have to be joined on the battlefields of epistem-
ology rather than 1in the trenches of film theory. Indeed,
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if such a skeptical position were defensible, the reclassi-
fication of the nonficton film as subjective would aimply be
a footnote to a larger campaign. 1 wmention this because 1 do
not think that commentators who conclude that the nonfiction
file 18 subjective 1intend their remarks as a mwmere gloss
on the notion that evervthing 18 subjective. But that, I fear,
is the wuntoward 1implication of thelir line of attack.

At the same time, another danger in collapsing the dis-
tinction between the subjective and objective 18 that we will
st1ll have to distinguish between different kinds of en-
deavors -- in film, for example, between Frederick Wiseman's
Hospital and Maya Deren’s intentionally personal At Land —
even if they are all said to be under the enveloping bubble of
subjectivity. But how will these boundaries be drawn?
Moet probably by reinstating something very wmuch 1like the
subjective/objective distinction. Perhaps Wiseman's film
would be called "subjective-objective® 1in contradistinc-
tion to Deren's “subjective-subjective.” But two points
need to be made here. First, the nonitalicized “"subjective”
ard “objective” represent the basic concepts which are
indispensable in this particular context of classifica-
tion; 1f they are momentarily dismissed, they must inexorably
return; and this provides a good reason not to dismiss them
in the first place. Second, the 1{talicized “subjective”
is conceptually lazy; it does no work, and 1t serves little
purpose. It is all-inclusive, 8o lamentably, 1t is
not exclusive. PFor 1f there 1is no 1italicized “oblec~
tive” to counterpose against it, the italicized "subjective”
ia trivial. It is a plece of excess theoretical
baggage, easily disposable because it says nothing
more than the obvious, nacely, that all research and communi-
cation is wsan~made. But wmore on this later.

As an 1initial response to wmy opening objections, a
subjectivist vis-a-vis the nonfiction film might try to
argue that there 18 sowething special about film that wmakes
it 1inevitably subjective in a way that history and science
are not. Thus, when it is said that Hospital 1s “subjective-
objective,” the 1talicized “subjective™ 18 being meaning-
fully contrasted to the objectivity of the texts and lec~
tures of history arxd science. But what is that "some~
thing special?” One of the candidates 1s the notion that
every shot 1in a nonfiction film perforce 1involves a per-
sonal viewpoint or point-of-view whether the filmmaker is
aware of 1t or not; in other words, a life history of atti-
tudes, feelings and beliefs determine where the camera
is positioned and aimed, what lens 1s chosen and how it 1is
set. Consequently, all film, including the nonfiction film,
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ia neceaaarily personal, “subjective,” in & wvay that
historical and scientific writing 1a not. That la, each
isage ia 1indelibly imprinted with the filemaker's (or
filumakers') personality whereas there are certain protocols
and etylistic canons of exposition in history and science that
enable practitioners of those disciplines to subdue 1f not
totally efface their personalities.

Bela Balazs, for one, seeas to hold & position on
compoaition in the single shot (which he calla the set-up) that
is like the above, proposing that a representational image
can't be wmade without conveying & viewpoint that 1is self-
expressive of the filmmaker. He writes. concerning ficcion and
nonfiction €fila alike, that

Bvery work of art must present not only objective
reality but the subjective personality of the artist,
and this petsonality includes his way of looking at
things, his 1ideology and the 1limitations of the
period. All this is projected into the picture, even
unintentionally. Every picture shows not only a piece
of reality dut a point of view sa well. The set-up
of the camera betrays the inner attitude of the aan
behind the camera. !!

Yor Balazs, a personal point of view 1in every shot 1is
unavoidable. But will this wash? I suspect not, for several
reasons.

To begin, the idea of point—-of~-view in fila 1a resally a
bundle of ideas, vwhich are often literally unrelated.
“Point=of -view" can refer to a specific kind of editing schema
(a character 1looks off screen, there 18 & cut to vhat he
seea, and then there ia a cut back to the character); 1t
can refer to the position of the camera (the camera's
viewpoint, or point-of-view, or perspective); or it can refer
to the narrator’'s and/or the authorial point of view or
both == {.e., to the perspective of a character coomenting on
events in the file and/or to the implied perspective of
the film toward easid events — or it can refer to the
creator's personal point-of-view. Undoubtedly there are shots
in which all five concepts of point=of-view can be
applied aimultaneocualy; John Wayne's Green Berets would
probably be & good place to search for exam™plea. Never-
theless, these concepts are quite discrete. And this
suggeata that at the heart of the position -~ that a shot 1is,
eo ipso, a point-of-view — lies the fallacy of equivocation.
It 1ie true that each rapresentational shot, save those vhere
the 1image ia drawn on the fila, has & point-of-view or a view-
point or a perspective in the aense that the csmers wmuat be
placed somevhere. This wmight be tbought of as the 1literal
meanicg of the cinematic point-of-view, 1i.e., the camera’s
vantage point. A personal point-of~view ia yet another matter;
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indeed, calling it a "point-of-view™ i8 at root metaphorical,
using the language of physical position to characterize the
values and feelings of the fila'es creator toward the subject
depicted. Proponents of the omnivorous point-of-view school
conflace two separate 1ideas, fallaciously woving from the
necessity of a camera viewpoint 1in each shot to the neces-
sicy of a personal viewpoint, suppressing the fact that the two
phenowena, though bearing the same name, are distinct.

The debace, of course, doee not end here. Rather, the
charge of equivocation can be met with the claim that the two
senses of point-of-view really are the same because the
personal point of view determines the camera's view(ing) point
in such a way chat the resulting 1iasage 18 1invariably and
reliably symptomatic of the creator's underlying viewpoint.
The vieving point inevitably betraye cthe personal viewpoint
ard, hence, is always revelatory. But this, it seems o
me, i8 implausible. Cameras can be turned on accidentally, and
their operators can leave thew running without realizing ic,
thereby recording events upon which the creator has no oppor-
tunicy to inscribe his personal viewpoint. Llikewise, unex-
pected events can intrude into the vievwfinder — e.g., Lee
Harvey Oswvald ‘s assassination —— before there i1s time for a
personal viewpoint to crystalize, that 18, unless we wish to
ascribe lighcning omniscience o the cameraperson's uncon-
ecious. Cawera posictions can also be determined by circum-
stancea, like a police barricade, and a cameraperson pressed
for ctime can shoot "wild,” hoping to "Ret something”™ without
having any idea about or attitude toward what 1is happening.

One could attempt cto assimilacte these cases by means of a
rather extrewe psycholoical theory, arguing that when shoocing
wild the cameraperson 18 in sowmething akin to a trance, uncon-
sciously selecting and expressively framing exactly the details
that accord with subterranean interests. However, this aeounds
ad hoc, 1imbuing cthe unconscious not only with a kind of omni-
science but also of omnipotence. Freud is clearly correct 1in
saying chat some apparently random gestures Treveal hidden
motives, wishes and atcitudes, but no one has ahown chat all
geatures are meaningful aignala of cthe psychopathology of
everyday life. 1t seems to me an indisputable fact chat a
cameraperaon Csn set up and move csweras with randoa attention
— precisely like a remote-control video monitor in a bank -
and cthat the result need not develop into a coherent personal
viewpoint. In regard to adverse circuuwstances, like constrain-
ing police barricades, it wmight be argued that the camera-
peraon will alwaye teke up the position, out of all the avail-
able ones under the circumstancea, that beat suits his pereonal
point-of~view. This -- like the “trance”™ eolution to “wild
shooting” -—- 1ia ad hoc. In both cases, what are we to make of
complainte that the cesulta of shooting were not what the cam-
eraperson wvwented or needed? One wight aay that they got what
they really wanted {without knowing 1t), but one aaya this at
the coat of @sking the original hypothesis auspiciously unfal-
aifiable. Needless o aay, a filamaker could successfully
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every ehot commmicated a personal attitude. Bur it effronta
credulity to purport that every ehot in every filma 1is necea-
earily of thia variety.

Another probles with the set—-up = personsl vieion spprosch
is tha:z often the "creator™ of the fila ia neither the camera-
peraon nor the editor: ao wvhoae peraonal vision is being
conveyed? And, more famaportantly, 1in both fiction and non-
ficcion film, directors and writera are typically asaigned
preordained pointe—of-view. Can't sn atheist ahoot and cut
a reverentisl 1ife of Christ, and can't a Blakean wmake an
indusctrial fila about coaputer technology without a
glimser of repugnance 1in any of tche ahote? Filamakers,
that 1s, can not oaly not have an attitude toward their
assignment, but even 1if they have an attitude, 1t cen be
eucceaafully repressed. There ia a ehot in Kineaica where the
cameraman, according ¢to the coamentator, perhaps out of
iograined modeaty, pulls awey from the acene of a man wmaking a
pass at a wvomsn. But cthis 1ies neither evidence chat all
ahota are under auch guidance nor that the cameraman, con-
trary to his ordiocsry diaposition, could not wundertake a
documentary fila wmade up excluaively of aquarely centered
ahota of public attempts at seduction. Perhaps it will be pro-
poaed that in the latter case a trace of disapproval or irony
will aluvaye be viaible, chere to be unearthed by a complex
exegesia. But auch exerciaea in interpretation may actually be
no more thsn face aaving. The poaitioning of a ahot ia just
not a8 indicative of a filamaker's authentic point-of-view aa
aome film theoriata let on.

Lastlv, even if the ahot = a personal viaion approach
vere true, it would pertain only to shote and not to films 1n
their entirety. A theorist vho movea from the putative fact
that every shot in a given nonfiction film represents a
peraonal point-of-view to the conclusion that every nonfictjon
fila i a peraonal viaion coamite the fellacy of coaposition.
For even 1if each ahot were personally inascribed with a
deciaion that fuaed the values and attitudes of a lifecime,
such ahota could be asaembled and combined with each other
and vith cosaentary in ways Cthat neutralize the attitudes
inherent in the aingle ahota. Most comapilation films
demonatrate that the auppoaedly intrinsic personal pointa-of-
viev 1in original individual ahots don't add up to the point-
of-viewv of the entire film that chey 1inhabic. VPFor example,
The Pall of the Romanov Dynasty has no difficuley turniog
wvhatever positive eentiments czarist cameraman wmight have
expressed in their footage of the royal family 1into cri-
ticiam of the monarchy, criticiem that doea not seea deacrib-
able as subjective.

The argument thst nonfiction film is aubjective hinges not
only on confuaions about the concept{(a) of point~of-view but
alao about cthe concepts of eubjectivity and objectivity. The
charge of subjectivity, ae leveled at cthe nonfiction file,

sppears to wmean one of two, often elided, things: first, that
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a film 18 personal, or stamped with a personal viewpoint; and
second, that a film 18 not objective. When considering the
first meaning of subiectivity, we must ask whether the way 1in
which a film 18 s8aid to be personal is problematic to the
status of nonfiction film as objective as well as wvhether
nonfiction films are personal in a way that distinguishes them
from nonfiction writing.

If by sgaying the nonfiction film is personal we mean that
any assertions or implied statements waede by such films are
epistemoloRically on a par with statements like "I believe that
%x," than we would be tempted to reclassify the nonfiction film
as subjective in the sense that its assertions and implied
statements are only to be evaluated as honest or dishonest.
But the wmere fact that selection and interpretation are in-
volved in a nonfiction film does not entail the first person
status of its claime — no more than those features suggest
that all historical wvriting 18 subjective. We have inter-
subjective criteria for evaluating the selections and inter-
pretations in both cases.

Undoubtedly because film is a visuval medium, coomentators
are enticed (incorrectly) into identifying the dimagery (and
even 1{ts flow) as a simulacrum or reproduction of what its
filoasker sav:; and they jump from this to the proposition that
“"That'a how the filmmaker saw it~ (vhere seeing 1is nonveridical
and .involuntary), wvhich, in turn, 18 regarded as something
indisputable and subjective. They also seem to treat shots as
a sort of celluloid sense data. This playa into the confusions
over the point-of-view of the shot and personal vision. As a
result the filmmsker i1s left in a doxastic cocoon. But there
i8 no reason to conceive of shots in film as celluloid sense
data -- either passively received or as unavoidable results of
unconscious structuring — nor does the camera's point of view
necessarily have to correspond to a personal vision. The
confusion rests with comprehending photography as nonveridical
vision and the camera as an eye -- with the result that each
shot 18 to be prefaced with “I see”. Though a nonfiction
fi{lomaker might adopt this metaphor =~ consider Brakhage's
The Act of Seeing With One's Own Eyes =-- films are not typi-
cally made under this rubric nor are they presented in ways
that necessitate the camera-eye (I) metaphor in order to be
understood. The Act of Seeing With One's Own Eyes is an
astonishing film 1in part because the camera strains fdr some
sort of equivalence with the filmmaker's perception. Such a
film msy lead us to apeak of lyric—monfiction; but it does
not force us to say that all nonfiction films are subjective.

In wmoat cases, 1 believe, certain misconceptions about the
photographic component in film supply the primary grounds
for convincing aomse that nonfiction film 418 problemstically
personal in a wvay that verbal exposition in history and science
is not. These notions arise (mistakenly) by equating the
camera to nonveridical, involuntary perception. Without these
presuppositions — camera point-of-view = personal vision, and
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shooting = gseeing — wve asre left with elesents like edicing,
narration and cosmentary ss the possible sources of the putes-
tive specisl subjectivicy of film. Yet, the selectivity and in-
Lerpretation iawolved 1in Chese processes see® no different and
no eore subjective cthan the praciices of nonfiction writers,
since we can challenge the selections, exclusione and interpre-
tations of nonfiction filumskers by means of the seme consider-
etions that we use to evaluate the nonfiction writer.

For exsaple, in The L3 Guardis Story, e UDavid Wolper
production for his TV series Biography, the Little Plower's
firet election ass Mayor of Nev York is presented solely ass &
consequence of his attack on the corruption of Te=meny Rell.
On the basis of the information on the ascreen, the implied
interprectation i1s that the people of New York, appalled by che
perversion of the American ayatem, carried their iadignation to
the polls and cverthrew the bosases. But this interpretation
excludes 8 key factor in La GCuardis's election — one that
doesn't accord nicely with the civica 1lesson ideslisa of
Bolper's sccount: namely, La Guardie's victory wse an importent
part of an ethnic conflict between Jews and 1Itslians, on the
one hend, and the Irish, on the other, for political, socisl
and econcuic powver in New York; in other worda, asany voted for
La Guardis out of ethnic self-intereast. Ve are not compelied
to accept the rosier version of Ls Guardia’s election as
indieputably Wolper's personsl vision and lesve it st that. Ve
can also ascertain the objective wveskneasaa of tche 1interprets-
tion on the basia of intersubjectively svailable factes and
modes of ressoning of exactly cthe same sort cthat we would
employ when reading s scholarly journal or s magezine srticle.

At timea, some covmentstors seem (o argue Cchat nonfiction
file 1is subjective not becsuse 88id filas sre unavoidably
personal but hecause they sre not objective. The 108ic here is
thet enything cthat {8 not objective must fall into the only
other operative category; the subjective becomes the catchall
for everything that doesn't suit the criteris of the objective.
But wvhat 1ia objectivity? In film debates, three notions seen
to determine cthe course of the discussion: First, “objective®
mesns ‘true”; second, “objective”™ means “representative of sll
-= or at least 8sll the major — viewpoints on the subject at
hend”; snd third, “objective” mesns “having no viewpoint =--
parsonsal, policicel, theoreticsl, etc. -~ whatsoever.”

These three different concepts of objectivity do not fit
together neastly, though in the course of an informal diascussion
after s nonfiction film dispuctants may slip willy-nilly from
one to another. The second concept of objectivity sounde wmore
like & politicel principle of tolerance — “let every voice be
heard” — cthan an episteuic cricerion. And save for casea in
vhich there fa only one urcontested and incontestable viewpoint,
or those in which unsvoidable indeterminacy rules (or those in
wvhich ve have sscended to the lofty poaition of Spinoza‘s god),
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the conjunction of all perspectives on a given topic amounts to
cacophony, and contradiction rather than truth. Moreover, the
second and third aeusea of "objective,” as outlined above, are
strictly incompatible with each other.

Nor does any one of these concepts of “objectivity” appear
viable in acd of iteelf. Canvassing every opinion on a subject
may exeaplify some 1ideal of fairness but hiatoriana can be
perfectly objective in their discussions of Hitiler's career
without wmentioning Heinrich Hiwmaler's aasesawent of the
Fuhrer. The idea that objectivity coincides with presenting a
topic from no perspective whatsoever runs afoul of objections
from two different directions. Firai, asawming a 1liberal
notion of a perspective, it ia impoasible to conceive of a
subject totally unstructured by any conceptual framework; there
ie no utterly “given™; the unadorned facta are both "unadorned”
sad “facta®™ relative to a conceptual achema or point—of-view.
In other words, 1t ia self-defeating for us to demand that a
nonfiction film be "untouched by human hande.”™ Second, in some
fields a string of supposedly unadorned facta unayatematized by
a theory would be the paradigm of random, subjective observa-
tion. Thus, Lucien Goldman attacks Chronique d'un €cé exactly
because 1t 15 uninformed by a theoretically baaed principle of
selec:ivi:y.l Pinally, objectivity cannot be equivalent to
truth. Such a8 requirement 1e far too strong. The history of
science ia littered with false theories which nonetheless were
objective. 1 can offer objective reasons =- perhaps baaed on
atatisticse == for the conjecture that there 1ia intelligent
life on other planete and, nevertheless, it could turn out that
we are alone in the universe. In such an inatance, my problem
would be that I was wrong and not that I was overly subjective.

Though objectivity ia not eauivalent to truth, the two are
related in an important way. In any given field of research or
argument, Cthere are patterns of reasoning, routines for asaes-—
aing evidence, wmeans of weighing the compacrative aignificance
of different types of evidence, and standards for observations,
experimentation and for the use of primery and seecondary
sources that are shared by practictioners in that field.
Abiding by these established practices is, at any given time,
believed to be the beat method for getting at the truth. With
continued research, these practices undergo changes =—- for
exanple, after Marx economic evidence became more important in
the study of history than it had been previously, Yet, even
while aome practices arte being revised, others are satill
shared. Thue, in virtue of their shared practices, researchers
etill have a coamon ground for debating and for appreciating
the vork of their peers. We call & plece of research oblective
in light of 1ita adherence to the practices of reasoning and
evidence gathering in a given field. It ise objective because
it can be 1interaubjectively evaluated against standards of
atgueent and evidence shared by practitioners of a apecific
arena of disecourse-

Wich thie in wind, we can untangle some of the conceptual
knots that tether the nonfiction film. The nonfiction film
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18 not necessarily subjective; like nonfiction writing, 1t 1is
objective when {t adides by the norms of reaaoniag and stand-
ards of evidence of the areas about which it purports to impart
information. This {8 not to say that a nonfiction film 18 one
that always abides by said standards: that would be tantamount
to proposing that the nonfiction film is necessarily objective.
Rather, ve should say that a nonfiction film is8, at least, one
that must be assessed against the norms of objectivity that are
practiced in regard to the type of information the film pre-
sents to its spectators. Some may feel that this is not a very
helpful definition; haw will we pick out the nonfiction filams
froo the fictions, on the one hand, and the purely lyrical
filws, on the other?

In defeuse of wy partial definition, let me lead off by
postulating that we can never tell merely by looking whether or
not a8 film 18 a piece of nonfiction. This is because any kind
of technique or verbal assertion that is characteristic of a
nonfiction fflm can be {mitated by a fiction filmmaker -~
The Battle of Algiers and David Holzman's Diary are famous
examples of this. Both are fiction films but both imitate the

look of documentaries for expressive purposes. In Battle

of Algiers the documentary look helps to heighten the gravity
of events and thereby stokes the vievers' outrage at French
colonialism. In David Holzman's Diary, the documentary conceit
underscores the contemporaneity and specificity of the subject
== the wmovie-crazy sixties 1in NKew York at a time when the
distinction betwveen film and 1ife passionately blurred for
many. A spectator might be confused and believe, for a wmoment,
that these films wvere nonfiction. But, like a sentence, a film
cannot be classified at a glance as fiction or nonfictioa.
Rather, films are {ndexed ! by their creators, producers,
distributors, etc. as belonging to certain categories. When a
film 18 indexed as nonfiction then ve know that it 18 appro-
priate to assess it according to the standards of objectivity
of the field of which it 18 an example. Different nonfiction
films, of course, correlate to different sorts of nonfiction
discourse -— neuvspaper articles, nevspaper editorials, human
interest stories, science textbooks, instruction asnuals,
anthropological field notes, psychological case studies,
historical narratives, etc. "Nonfiction™ is a term that is used
in contradistinction to fiction but it would be a mistake to
think {t pertains only to one type of exposition. There are
wany different areas of nonfiction =— each vwith ita own wmeth-
odological routines =-- and, therefore, there are a variety of
types of nonfiction film, each beholden to the restraints
employed 1in processing the kind of inforwation the film pre-
sents. A nonfiction film can be mistaken; that 1s, 1t ain‘t
necessarily so. Yet, such a film can still be objective
insofar as its miatakes do not violate the standards of rea~
soning and evidence that constitute objectivity for the area of
nonfiction which it exemplifies. To be a nonfiction film means
to be open to criticism and evaluation according to the stan-
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dards of objectivity for the type of information being pur-
veyed. Interpretation, selectivity, etc, are, therefore, appro-
priate insofar as they heed intersubjective standards.

Where does this lead us? Does it imply —— as suggested by
Rouch and Fernando Solanas and oOctavio Getino ~- that
nonfiction films must not traffic in aesthetic effects? Not at
all. Nelson Goodman's philosophical writings are full of
playful alliterations and puns, and Edward Gibbon 1in the
The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire employs
semicolons to create veryY dramatic pauses within long
sentences. Yet, despite these effects, neither Goodman nor
Gibbon are writing fiction. Similarly, the elegant juxtapo-
sitione in Song of Ceylon and the wmonumental compositions of
The Plow That Broke The Plains do not disqQualify those works
from the order of nonfiction. Art is not the antithesis of
nonfiction; a nonfiction filvmaker may be as artistic as he or
she chooses as long as the processes of aesthetic elaboration
do not interfere with the genre’'s commitment to the appropriate
standards of research, exposition and argument. For example, &
nonfiction filmmaker cannot invent new events or eliminate ones
that actually occurred for the sake of securing an aesthetic
effect where this falsifies history. Imagine a documentary
called The Pear]l Harbor Tragedy in which the filmmaker changes
history a bit by having a PT boat with a broken radio racing to
Hawaii just behind the approaching Japanese air fleet in order
to warmn of the 1impPending assault. Undoubtedly with enough
crisp parallel editing, this invented episode could produce a
great deal of suspense. But I think that no matter how nuch
suspense is achieved in this way, we would not accept the
aesthetic effect as a justification for changing history. A
nonfiction filmmaker must be accountable to the facts and the
prospect of heightened effects does not alter that account-
ability. This, of course, 18 a major difference between
fiction and nonfiction. In fiction, the past can always be
rearranged in order to enhance aesthetic effects; but, though
aesthetic effects are legitimate in nonfiction, accuracyY cannot
be suspended in the name of art.

A nonfiction filmmaker 18 committed by the genre to
conveying the literal facts, where “literal”™ is defined by the
objective procedures of the field of discourse at hand.
Another way of saying this 18 that the nonfiction filmmaker
makes reference to segments of possible worlds,l“ albeit ones
that, at times, closely resemble the actual world.

Despite Vertov's caveats against staging, there 18 no
reason why nonfiction filws cannot employ re-enactments =—— like
the postal sorting in Night Mail — or even historical
reconstructions of types of events from the past == e.g.,
a minuet in Baroque Dance —- or even reconstructioacs of a
specific event -- e.g., the car robbery in Third Avenue: Only

The Strong Survive. Likewise, re-enactments of the surrender
at Appomattox, the Scopes Monkey Trial, the repeal of
Prohibition, etc, can all be accommodated within the framework

http://digitalcommons.brockport.edu/phil_ex/vol14/iss1/1

14



Carroll: From Real to Reel: Entangled in Nonfiction Film

18 NOEL CARROLL

of the nonfict{on film as long as suck reconstructions are as
accurate as possible given the state of available evidence.
This ratses quest{ons about the boundary 1line between non-
fiction and some historical fiction, especially cases like
The Rise Yo Power of louis XIv. 1In this file, great pains were
taken to insure the authentic{ty of detail as well as using
actual memoirs and written documents of the period as a basis
for dialogue. Yet, The Rise to Power of Louis XIV 18 still
fiction hecause its creator, Roberto Rossellini, has invented a
number of events Iin which historical personages mouth their
writings at meetings and in imagined situations for which there
is no historical evidence. 1In this way, Rossellini animates
history, wmaking the writings “come alive” supplying visual
interest via {intriguing background detail and character move-~
ment. History, in other words, is rearranged and altered for
aesthetic effect.

The nonfiction filmmaker’'s commitment to objectivity does
not disallow the use of devices like composite case studies.
That 18, one can make a nonfiction film of the experiences of
the average army recruit, of the characteristic behavior of a
schizoid, a representative case s8tudy of the plight of an
unemployed (but composite) teenager, a day in the life of a
medieval serf, and so on. The dramatization of corruption 1in
Native Land 18 petrhaps arguably an example of this sort of
generalization. Such generalizing devices project theoretical
entities wmeant to summarize the normal tendencies and types of
events found in the kind of situation depicted. These devices
are vused 1in areas like journalism, history, sociology, and
psychology, and they are legitimate in nonfiction film to the
extent that they abide by the same constraints in their con-
struction that analogous devices iIn nonfiction literature
respect. Moreover, such devices are rooted in the attempt to
portray the 1literal truth since they are generalizations
subject to objective criteria 1in terms of intersubjectively
accessible facts.

Throughout the preceding discussion 1 have relied on the
idea that the nonfiction filwm can be objective, indeed that {t
is committed to objectivity, vhere objectivity is defined by
the atandards, routines and norms of evidence of particular
disciplines and wmodes of exposition. To adopt this strategy,
however, is to invite a predictable rebuke from Cine-Marxists
vho would claim that the disciplines I am invoking — both in
terms of their content and their methodologies =- are them=
aelves 8o shot through, or, better yet, so contaminated with
ideology that their purchese on objectivity 18 extremely
tenuous.

The argument from ideology, like wmany arguoents in film
theory, 18 often underwritten by such inclusiveness in {its
central terms that {t borders on vacuity. For many film
scholars, 1deology 1ia virtually synonymous with culture; any
nonfiction film {8 a cultural {tem — in semiotic Jjargon both
in 1{ta signified and signifiers == and, therefore, it is
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unavoidably suffused with 1deology.15 Clearly, wunder these
agsumptions, everything 18 ideological and, consequently, the
concept of ideology is open to the same variety of criticiem we
leveled earlier at the 1talicized concept of subjectivity,
Furthermore, were one to emploY a narrower notion of <deology,
it 18 not clear that ve would be easily convinced that every
existing iastitution for the acquisition and dissemination of
knowledge is irretrievably and necessarily 1ideologfical.

Another problem with the Cine-Marxist approach is that it
tends to proceed as though there were two social sciences, the
Marxist variety and the capitalist, and it assumes that these
two 8chools are completely disjunct, sharing no common ground-
In the case of ideolopry, some Marxists speak as if only Marx~
ists wvere sware of the distortive potential of ideology. Yet,
non-Marxiset social scientists have embraced Marxist ideas
about 1ideology and, 1in turn, they s8crutinize each other's
findings for the possibility of errors due to ideological bias.
That 18, non—Marxist historians and social scientists are
sersitive to the dangers of ideology and it is part of their
methodoiogical framework to be on guard against tdeologically
determined mistakes.

When I refer to the standards and routines of different
disciplines, I do not conceive of these as static and un-
changing. Rather, these standards and routines are often
revised, sometines in response to discoveries within the field,
gsometimes in response to changes in adjacent fields and some-
times as 8 result of innovations in general epistemology. Such
revigions themselves are open to intersuhjective debate and can
be evaluated in light of factors like the added coherence they
afford both within a given field and with other fields, in the
increased explanatory power they provide, the degree to which
they block certain likely avenues of error, etc. In reference
to the ideolory argument, I would hold that an 4important part
of the Marxist perspective has been introjected 1into the
practices of history and social science to the extent that
social scientists are aware as a8 matter of routine of the
threat of ideological distortion, and are, in principle, able
to correct for ideological error. It 18 slways fair gRame, in
other words, for one social scientist to examine the work of
another for 1ideological prejudices. This 18 not to say that
all social science is free of ideology, but only that s8ocial
scientists, a8 &8 watter of course, must answer charges that
their work 1e misguided because of 1ts ideological presump-
tions. Thus, the existence of ideology does not preclude the
posgsibility of objectivity since cognizance of it is bhuilt into
the practices of the fields where it is liable to emerge.

The issue of ideology, of course, raises that of propa-
ganda. I have argued that the nonfiction film is such that 1its
practitioners are responsible to the norms of reasoning and
standards of evidence appropriate to their particular subject
matter. What of propaganda filme -~ like Triumph of the wWill ——
that intentionally suppress all manner of facts -— such ag the
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purge of the S.A. —- in order to endorse a given political
position? Such filme appear to be counterexamples to &y
characterization of nonfiction film, since they are expressly
designed to violate standards of objectivity, using everv
rhetorical trick io the %ook to away audiences to their viev-
point; and yet wvorks like Triumoh of the Will are classified as
nonfiction.

To handle these cases ve wmust distinguish between two
senses of “propaganda.” The first 1s derisory. We call gowe-
thing “propaganda™ 1f it callously twists the facts for po-
lewical ends. But “propaganda” can also be thought of as the
name of a quasi-genre, cutting across the categories of fiction
and nonfiction, devoted to persussion, especially political
persuasion. When “propaganda” 1s used in this second sense it
need not de pejorative. A film mey be successfully persuasive
vithout bending the facts; I think that Battle of Chile and
The Selling of the Pentagon are examples of this. Neverthe-
less, it ie true that many films that are "propaganda® 1in the
second gense are also “propaganda” in the first sense; unques-~
tionably this 1is why the abusive meaning of the word took hold.
But etywologies notwithstanding, 1t is important to note that
propaganda files would only 8serve as counterexamples to fy
characterization of nonfiction film 1f nonfiction propaganda
films £n the second 8sense were necessarily propiganda in the
firet sense. That 18, nonfiction propaganda films are problem-
atic for oy position only wvhen the tvo senses of “propaganda”
are conflated; by saying that nonfiction filamaskers are commit~
ted to objectivity, I have not implied that all of thez respect
that coomitment; some lie, giving rise to the unsavory connota-
tions of the word “propaganda™; but, 1in fact, it 18 only he-
cause 1t 18 possible to meke nonfiction films of political
advocacy that are objective ~- a subclass of “propaganda” in
the second sense =-- that ve Dbother to have the 8ordid name
“propaganda” 1in the first sense. Aa a genre, nonfiction prop-
aganda films are to be evaluated against objective standards
just 1like any other nonfiction film. When they are caught out
playing dovn and dirty with their materials, ve castigate
them a8 “propaganda® in the disdainful sense of the word.

For some, wy attempt to connect nonfiction propaganda as a
genre vith objectivity agy be unaettling. They might feel that
propaganda as 8such 1ia inimical to objectivity. There are at
least tvo posaible origins for this sentiment. The first
harkens back to a concept of objectivity already discussed,
viz., objectivity asounta to representing all points of view on
8 given subject. But, propaganda, by definition, champions
one viewpoint, excluding contending positions. Therefore,
propaganda cannot be objective. Secondly, one aay feel that
propaganda deals primarily with values rather than facta, and
further hold that the realm of values — ethical, political,
sexual, social — 18 subjective rather than objective. Again,
the conseqQuence is8 that nonfiction propaganda cannot be objec-
tive.
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The first of these positions is Questionable in respect to
its concept of objectivity; it {s really a principle of fair-
ness rather than a principle with epistemic import. The second
objection also seems mistaken in its presuppositions. Morality
and, in the case of propaganda, politics are objective areas of
discourse since they are governed by intersubjectively estab-
lished protocols of reasoning. 1 do not say that we can easlily
resolve al!l our ethical (and meta-ethical) disputes, but we can
pursue our disagreements objectively. Obviously, I cannot here
satisfactorily develop an attack on the view that questions of
value are inevitably subjective, But to the degree that that
position 1s debatable, the argument that objective propaganda
is impossible 1is unconvincing.

Besides propaganda, there are other genres of nonfiction
that do not, on the face of it, appear well characterized by my
formulations because the 1issue of objective standards for
evaluating their claims does not seem relevant to the kinds of
work they are, Two such genres are commemorations of events and
people —— 1like The Eleventh Year, Man With A Movie Camera and
Three Songs of Lenin —— and autobiographical films — like
Lost, Lost, Lost. But are these films beyond the bounds of
objective criticism in terms of the knowledge claims they make?
In the case of commemorations, and, for that matter, sponsored
travelogues, 1 think 1t {1s perfectly reasonable to say that
they are flawed as nonfiction when they overlook unpleasant
facts. One thing that 1s particularly attractive about Man
With A Movie Camera is that {t celebrates the »progress and
potential of pre~Stalin Russia while at the same time ac-
knowledging persisting social problems 1like unemployment and
alcoholism.

Nor are cine-autoblographies epistemologically {incorri-
gible. If we observe that Jonas Mekaa is perfectly at home in
the !nited States, that, according to reliable eye-witness
testimony, he never evinced any sense of loss, and was a
satisfied bourgeois, we would be in a position to raise objec-
tions against Lost, Lost, Lost. That is, there are objectively
accessible facts that we could use to take the measure of the
film.* Of course, 1t might turn out in such a case that the
purpose of the film was not to report Mekas' experience but to
imagine the way a melancholic Lithuanian wmight respond to
immigration and displacement, But then we are no longer
dealing with a lyric nonfiction but with a pure lyric, which
some commentators would argue 1s in the province of fiction
proper.16

I have been falling back on the notion that there are
standards of research, argument, evidence and {interpretation
incorporated 1in the routines and practices of the different
fields of knowledge production. I have further argued that
these constitute objectivity in a given area of discourse and
that nonfiction films can be and are supposed to be objective
in the same sense that nonfiction writing 1s. Such filws, that
1s, are responsible to whatever objective standards are appro-—
priate to the subject matter they are dealing with. This {is
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not to say that nonfiction files are always true or even tha:
they alvaye meet the relevant standards of objectivity. But [
do deny that nonfiction filas are intrinsically subiective, as
asny film theorists claies. 1 deny this precisely because
nonfiction films can aeet the same criteria that are wet by
nonfiction writing. I have not broached the problem that the
etandards of objectivity in any given area are not always easy
to formalize nor have 1 offered a conclusive argument against
the skeptical objection that my so—called standards of objec-
tivity are really chimeras. Sut to attempt to grapole with
these questions — important as they are -- i bevond the scope
of thie paper, for these are issues about the posgsibility of
objectivity in any fors. My point 1ie simply that there 1 no
epecial problee of objectivity confronting nonfiction fiim
because the concept of objectivity is the same for nonfiction
film as 1t 18 for other nonfiction discourses. In fact, the
etandards of objectivity relevant to nonfiction film are bound
to those of other modes of nonfiction exposition.

B. Nonfiction Film and Fiction

The arguments purporting to show that the nonfiction film
18 really or even necessarily fiction resemble previous maneu-
vere in the arguments about subjectivity. Ag s8uch, they
mwanifest asny of the same wveaknesses. A ve:y liberal eet of
features, including mmnipulation, choice, structure, coding,
the influence of ideology, is implicitly assumed or explicitly
employed to define "fiction™ in such a way that 1t is difficult
to imagine anything that ie not fiction. Jean-louie Comolli,
for example, virtually retreads earlier argumsents, exchanging
"subjectivity” for "fiction”™ in hie assault on direct cinema.
Hie vrites:

in reality the very fact of filming 18 of course
already a productive intervention which sodifies and
transforme the material recorded. From the moment the
capera intervenes a form of manipulation begins. And
every operation, even when contained by the wost
technical of w®otivese =+ gtarting with the cameras
rolling, cutting, changing the angle or lens, then
choosing the rushes and editing thes — like it or
not, constitutes a manipulation of the film~document.
The film-wmaker may well wiah to respect that document,
but he cannot avoid manufacturing 1t. It does not
pre—exist reportage, it is ite product.

A certain hypocrisy therefore lies at the origins
of the claim that there 18 antinomy between direct
cinema and aesthetic manipulation. And to engage 1in
direct cinema as if the inevitable interventions and
manipulatione {which produce meaning, effect and
structure) did not count and vere purely practical
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rather than aesthetic, ie in fact to demsnd the waini-
mum of {e. It =means sveeping aside all its poten-
tielities and censoring ite natural creative function
and productivity in the name of esome illusory honesty,
non-intervention and hueility.

A consequence of such a productive principle, and
sutomatic consequence of all the waanipulationa which
sould the film-document 18 a co—-efficient of "non=-
realicy”: a kind of fictional aura attaches itself to
all the filmwed events and facts.!

This eort of argument attempts to have ita cake and eat it
too. 1t poseite the celluloid reproduction of a ding-en-sich as
the goal of nonfiction, notea the impossibility of the taak and
declares all film fictional rather than etarting off with the
obvious premise that in eome eense all films are wediated and,
then, attempting to ascertain which of these cases of mediation
belon® to fiction and wvhich to nonfiction. In and of iteelf,
following the above approach — that all filme are fictional
because they are produced -- Rivea rise to the same vexations
reheareed in regard to the subjectivity argument. The only

difference 18 that now we will be @apreaking of “fictional

fictions”™ and "fictional nonfictione.”

To eee the 1line of counterattack in bold relief, recall
Metz's assertion that all film ie fictional becsuse it repre-
sente aomething that ie not actually occurring in the screening
room. But {f representation 16 & eufficient condition for
ficeion then Cyril Falle' book, The Great war 1914-19:8, 1a
fiction because there 18 no mustard gae in it. Metz's ctheory,
taken at {ita word, impliees that there are no books, or films,
or epeeches left that are not fiction, thereby wmasking the
concept of fiction theoretically useless.

Thie counterattack can be generalized to other versions of
the fiction argument eo that, pari passu, ve can demonetrate
that arguments based on manipulation, choice, coding, setructure
and the like lead us down the same garden path until at the end
we discover the shrubbery growing wild and etill needing to be
eeparated into patches of fiction and nonfiction reepectively.
Perhaps the argument that all filmse are fictional due to
ideological contamination 16 & bit more complicated aince it
generally not only saaumes an expansive definition of ficcion,
{.e., fiction = ideology, but also an expaneive definition of
ideology, 1.e., ideology = culture. Yet even with thie addi-
tion, the wmoral of the story is the aame; by theorizing with
such undifferentiated concepts, nothing whatsoever 1is said.
Even the argument that nonfiction files are fiction because
they employ the same narrative devices aa fiction esuffers thie
liabilicy. For narration 18 common to typee of both fiction
and nonfiction, and not a differentia between the two cate-
gories. To say nonfiction filma are fictione becsuse, for
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example, they use flashbacke, 18 to swveep wmuch historical
writing into the duatbin of fiction.

Many of the apparently paradoxical conclueione film theo-
riete eseem to derive result from the use of il11-defined and
overblown concepte. The declaration that all nonfiction films
are really fictions 1ia a aterling example. To rectify the
confuaion requires a clarification of the central terms of the
discussion. Nonfiction films are those that we evaluate on the
basie of their knowledge claime in accordance with the objec-
tive etandards appropriate to their subject mstter. Producers,
writere, directore, dietributore, and exhibitore index their
filma as nonfiction, thereby prompting ue to bring objective
etandarda of evidence and argument into play. We don't char-
acter{stically go to filma about which we must guess whether
they are fiction or nonfiction. They are generally indexed one
way or the other. And ve reespond according to the indices,
suapending objective standarde if the film ia marked as fiction
but wobilizing them if it ia called nonfiction.

Moreover, these responses are grounded in an ontological
dietinction between the two forma of exposition. Nonfiction
refers to the actual world. Thue, in principle, there could be
evidence for each of the knowledge claims that such a film
makes. Fiction, however, refers to eegments of possible
worlds. Insofar as many of the entities in fictiona do not
exiet, there 1a no evidence that could eerve to esetablish
knowledge claime about them; hence, the issve of knowledge
claime ia generally dropped altogether.

Furthermore, the poaeible worlde referred to by fictiona
are incomplete: there sre Gueationa that might be asked about
fictione —= 1like the notorioue “How ®any children has Uady
Macbeth?” —— that in principle have no answer, even within the
fiction. It 1e imposseible to deal with such questions bdecause
fictional worlda are not fully articulated. Fictions do very
often contain correspondences with actual persona, placee and
events, but they aleo contain deecriptione of ontologically
incomplete poeeible persona or places or eventse, or of varia-
tions on actual persona or placee or evente, that transeform all
the entities in the fictional world into ontoloRically incom-
plete poaaibilitiea. We cannot know who, for example, waa the

landlord of Sherlock's Baker Street dige in the film Pureuit

to Algiers; although we know the address of the apartments, Ve
can aay little of their history, aave what Wateon tells us.
Becauae fictions are by nature ontologically incomplete 1t
wakes no sense to evaluate them according to objective etand-
arda of evidence; no fiction ie designed to be entirely ana-
verable to the canons of proof that are applied to diecourses
about the actual world. Thue, we diaregard such etandarde of
evidence tout court becauvae fictione are not the kind of
oblects to which euch canons are pertinent.

A word or two about indexing ia in order. 1In the msin,
filme are dietributed eo that the category they are intended to
belong to 1ie public knowledge before they are ecreened.
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A filwm ie billed ae a documentary, or an adaptation of a novel,
or as f(only) based on a true story, or as a romance, etc.
Indexing a filws as a fiction or nonfiction telle us what the
film claime to refer to, i.e., the actual world or eegwente of
possible worlde; and indexing telle ue the kind of reeponsea
and expectations it is legitimate for us to bring to the fila.
In short, insofar as indexing fixea the attempted reference of
a given film, 1iadexing 1ie constitutive of whether the given
film ie an instance of fiction or nonfiction, which amounts to
vhether it 18 to be construed aa fiction or nonfiction.

Because issues of evalustion hinge on indexing, oue would
think 1t in the intereet of producers, and dietributore to be
scrupulous in thia wmatter. Since wmiatakea and errore are
defecte in documentaries, calling Star Ware nonfiction, a piece
of intergalactic hietory, might have disappointing results in
ite critical reception. Yet, it does seem that there are cases
in which we are tempted to say that filme are indexed iamprop-
erly. Por instance, & nonfiction propagandiet may etage an
iwagined enemy atrocity in order to drum up eupport for hie
country. Here we @8y feel that it ie best to deecribe the
initial indexing ae incorrect and that it should be indexed as
fiction. But I think that once it ie indexed as nonfiction, it
ie more appropriate to eay that the attributed atrocity 1ie
unfounded and that the film ie being used to lie. The original
indexing of a film 1e crucial; inaccurate nonfiction filme
cannot be rechristened ae fictionse in order to gain a second
hearing, though a documentary director may take a 1long, hard
look at the available footage and decide to cut it in a way
different frow what wae planned and, then, initially index the
result ae fiction. From gy perspective, the only time it ie
correct to epeak of improper indexing would be when a comedy of
mixed-up film cans resulte in sowething like Logan's Run being
inadvertently screened on Nova. But in thie casee, we speak of
that event ae an instance of improper indexing because Logan's
Run has antecedently and originally been indexed ae fiction by
its creatore and proemoters.

Filme like Citizen Kane and The Carpetbaggers are indexed
ae fictione, but critice and viewers discover they bear etrong
analogies to the biographies of actual people. With such filme
it 16 easy to imagine a plaintiff suing for libel and winning.
Here, one wmay be disposed to 8ay that though the film wae
indexed as fiction, the verdict showe it ie nonfiction. But 1
am not sure that we are driven to thie conclusion. Rather, we
might merely eay that the film ie libeloue inetead of claiming
it ie nonfiction where “libelous™ meane that the film, though
fiction, afforde a highly probable interpretation, baaed on
analogiees, that caused or tends to cause the plaintiff public
injury or disgrace. What the trial proves is not that the film
ie nonfiction but that the film produced damages of a certain
sort.

Ambiguouely indexed filmg, certain docudramas like the TV
aeries You Are There, also eeem to raise problems for the
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atteapt to differentiate fiction fros nonfiction. In thie
seriea from the fifties, a fictional reporter would travel into
the past to interviev famous personages eambroiled in wmomentous
hiatorical eventa, e.g., waahington at Valley Forge. Both the
interview aad the interviewer were coampletely invented, and
their 1introduction renders the referente of the show ontolog-
ically incowmplete. For exasmple, it is in principle 1iamposeible
to answer tle question of whether the interviewer had pre-
viouely met Washington, eay 1in 1756. Consequently, I am
inclined to aay that though aabiguously indexed as a hybrid of
fiction and nonfiction, You Are There 18 fiction. Thise mnay
atrike aome as perplexing because the program aseems obviously
designed to offer information about the actual wvorld and it
aleo 1in aome sense aucceeda 1in ita purpose. But in response,
ve muet note that the very uae of the interview indicates that
the aeries was alao designed to entertain and that the desire
to entertain vas strong enough to encourage a high degree of
poetic licemnse on the part of ita creatorse. Undoubtedly, thie
deciasion vas motivated by educational as well as economic
considerations, and 1t ie true that education ie often facil-
itated through entertainment. But the fact that You Are There

ia 1in part educational doee not entail that it is nonfiction.
People can learn things from fiction. That 16, people can
acquire new beliefe from fictiona; what they cannot do is
appeal to the authority of a fiction as a basis for justifying
thoee beliefa.

In regard to the relation between fiction and nonfiction
film I have atreased two basic pointa. Firat: the concepts
of fiction employed by film theoriste to ehow that non-
fiction filwme are really fiction are unconvincing. Like the
arguments for the necessary subjectivity of film, the arguments
about fiction are advanced on the backs of overly broad con-
cepte that deny the poassibility of nonf iction in every medium
and field of discourae. Second: I have tried to sketch briefly
a narrower picture of the boundary between fiction and nonfic-
tion 1in order to eustain the distinction between two kinde of
fils. Whatever inadequacies beset thie latter atteapt do not
reflect on @&y firet point; 1 agy be wrong about the propfer
formulation of the concept of fiction and etill be right that
file theorietes 1like Cowmolli need a much narrower concept than
the ones they employ.

ITI1. Exposition and Evidence

The firet section of thie easay proposed that current
confueions over nonfiction film ariee from polemice about
direct cinema. And though it ia true that the debates about
direct cinema brought these 1iesuee to a8 head, many of the
preauppoaitions that energize the diacuesion are deep-rooted
and long-atanding.
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One source of the invention of cinema was s8cience, e.g.,
certain breakthroughs ia the development of the wotion picture
camera resulted froo work like MNarey'a 1in the recording of
aotion. Thuse, the idea of film aa a recording device has M™en
with the medium since its inception. Early detractors die-~
missed cinema as a mere reproduction or automatic reproduction
of reality. This diemissal was the bfte noir of seilent film-
makera and file theorisets alike; in deed and word they strove
to show that film could artistically rearrange the world rather
than just &slavishly and mechanically duplicate it. But with
the influential writings of Andre Bazin the dialectic took a
new turn.l8 The recording aspect of film was again seen as
central, only this time around it was ©praised aa a positive
virtue rather than chided aa a limitation of the wediua. For
Bazin, the crucial feature of film is wmimetic photography which
is defined as the automatic re-presentation of the world.
Every film image ia a trace of the past. It is this viewpoint
on the nature of film that leads some of the theoreticiane

cited previously to claim that all film 1ise nonfiction; Gone

With The Wind yields evidence about Clark Gable insofar aa it
re—-presents or is a trace of the nan. For Bazin, it 1ia the
nature of film to re-present the world.

Bazin'a position and ite various reincarnations face etiff
problems, which have been forcefully etated by Alexander
Sesonske, in accounting for fiction film and animstion.19 But
the position nevertheless has a sepecial attractiveness for
nonfiction film. The notion of the automatic reproduction of
reality g@s part and parcel of the essence of filw, for example,
enjoined Caesare Zavattini to envision the ideal film as a
etoryless recording of ninety consecutive minutes of a day in
the life of an ordinary man.20

Without Qquestion, the naivete of the view that the essence
or destiny of file 1e to automatically reproduce reality
provoked the s68ubjectivity and fiction arguments reviewed
already. But the problem with these responses 1is that in
attempting to show that cinema does not automatically reproduce
reality they go too far, 1insinuating that cinema can never
faithfully record, document or bear evidence about the world.

In order to deal with eome of the problema that wmuddy
thinking about nonfiction film it is profitable to consider the
basic modes of representation in film. Adopting some of Monroe
Beardsley's terminology,21 we note that each shot in a repre-
sentational photographic film physically portrays ite source.
In Gone With the Wind, the shots of Rhett Butler physically
portray Clark Gable. Every shot in a representational photo-
graphic film phyeically portrays ite source, a definite object,
person or event that can be named by a seingular term. This
ie the point that Bazin is making when he aays that film repre-
sents the past; the shots in a representational photographic
fJ41lm, whatever our account of representation, physically por-
tray the objects, persons and events that cause the image. If
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are recordings in the wmost basic 8ense of the terw. When
we speak of films as evidence ve primarily have physical por-
trayal in mind. The problem vwith various realist approaches to
filma theory 1s that they s8ometimea appear to propose that
phyaical portrayal 1s the only use of shots, or that it is the
essential or mnst important use.

But at the same time that a film physically portrays 1its
aource (some specific object or event) it also depicts a class
or congeries of objects. A shot from Cone With The Wind
physically portrays Clark Gable but 41t also depicts a man;
likevise a shot of the White House physically portrays the
White House but also depicts a house. Each representational
shot in a film physically portrays its source and depicts a
member of a class describable by a general term —— a man, a
fire, a house, etc. Thus, in a given film, a shot can be
preaented via {ts context in a vay that vhat is discursively
important about it is not wvhat it physically portrays but what
it depfcts. 1In Man With A Movie Camera there 18 an image of a
hammer thrower. What is discursively significant about 1t s
that it 18 an {leage of a Soviet athlete, not that it i3 an
image of a particular Ivan. Because film images depict classes
as vell as physically portraying individuals, they can be used
to stand for kinds in communication contexts where their
relation to their epecific sources 1s irrelevant.

Depiction, so to apeak, pries the individual shot from 1ts
apecific referent and in doing so opens up another possibilitv
of cinematic representation. The shot physically portraying
Clark Gable depicts a man, and given the context of Gone With
The Wind, it also represented Rhett Butler. This form of
representation, which vwe may call nowinal portrayal, occurs
when a ahot represents a particular person, object or event
different than ita photographic provenance, due to its context
as a reault of faceors 1like commentary, titles, an ongoing
story or editing. 1n light of film history, nowminal portrayal
i3 the most important use of shots. Obviously 1t 18 the
sine qua non of fiction films. But it i3 also indispeusable in
nonfiction filas, even those other than historical re-enact-
wents. The uase of atock footage, for instance, of strike
breaking in Union Maida or naval bombardaents in Victory at Sea,
18 bdsaed on ahots that depict policemen and battleships so that
they can be contextualized in order to nominally portray the
apeci fic eventa the fila diacuases. Furthermore, a ahot of the
Capitol Building taken in 1929 might accompany a soundtrack
that atates that such and auch a bill vas passed in 1934.
Strictly apeaking, this 18 a case of nominal portrayal since 1t
repreasents the Capitol Building at a time other than that of
the making of the shot. We do not take this wuse of such a shot
(vhich 18 coowmon {n nonfiction production) to be a matter of
lying —- unlesa the commentary explicitly claims the shot was
taken at the wmoment the bill was passed ~~ because wve under-
atand that shots can not only be used as recording units but
also as expositional units. And nominal portrayal is the
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representational practice that moat facilitates cinematic
exposition.

By distinguishing between physical portrayal, nominal
portrayal and depiction, we can clarify eome of the great
debates of film theory. Realist theorists tend to overem-
phasize the importance of physical portrayal in film.
Montagiets, on the other hand, are proponents of nominal
portrayal, especially of the way editing can fumnction as an
agency for this type of representation. The wmontagiste did
not invent nominal portrayal in film but they did
aggressively conceptualize ite relationship to editing. 1f
the montagiata erred, it 1a probably in their extreme
deprecation of the photographic component in film. At times,
in their enthusiasm, they aeem to be not only denying the
importance of physical portrayal in film but aleo claiming that
a ehot can be made to depict anything whatsoever
{depending on 1ts position in an edited sequence). But it ie
hard to 1wsgine, given exieting eymbol eystems, how any
amount of editing could make a clean, medium long shot of Lenin
depict an ice cream soda. In fact, what a shot depicte
guides the mwmontagiet'a selection of wvhat shots will be chosen
to nominally portray the persons, objects and events that
comprise the subject of the film. Nevertheless, historically,
the Soviets in de-emphasizing the importance of physical
portrayal were more right about the direction of the cultural
use of film than the realist theorists.

The distinction between different modes of cinemstic
representation aleo enahles us to characterfte a number of
beliefe that sustain conundrums about nonfiction film. On the
one hand, those who claim that every film 18 nonfiction do so
on the basis that every shot physically portrays its source.
But it does not follow that whole films made up of such shots
are physical portrayals. Casablanca ie composed of shote that
individually portray Bogart, Bergman, Raines, Lorre, Dalio,
Yeidt, and Henreid, but it ie not a recording of these people:
to see Casablanca as a record of Bogart in front of a camera is
as 1inappropriate aa seeing a Catholic priest at the Offertory
of the Mess as a toastmaster.

Arguments denying the possibility of objective nonfiction
also often proceed from overemphasis on physical portrayal.
These theoreticians presuppose that for a film to be an objec~
tive nonfiction means that the file will be a physical por-
trayal of ite eources. Thus, they immediately suspect any use
of nominal portrayal or depiction in a putative nonfiction
film. Moreover, though it 18 easy to think of individual shots
as re-presentations {(in the seense of physical portrayal), the
concept 18 not readily adaptable to whole filme. This is one
reason why editing presents problems to many nonfiction theo-
rists, 1.e., they begin to wonder how films can be said to
genuinely re—present (physically portray) the psst, given the
ellipses of editing. Their problem, in part, is that they are
usin&pthe individual ehot, understood as a physical portrayal,
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as a msodel for what a noanfiction file should be, and then they
find all the candidates wantingz. It would be better to drop
the intuition that the ehot as physical portrayal 1a the
paradige of cinematic nonfiction.

The typical nonfiction film wmixes physeical portraval,
noominal portrayal and depiction. A film ia not nonf iction in
termws of the mndes of cinematic representation 1t does or
doean ‘t employ, but in terms of ita commirment to the standarde
of argument, evidence and exposition that are appropriate to
the type of information it presents. My key point in thise
regard i8 that what ie important but sometimes forgotten about
nonfiction filams 1e that in general they are expository, and
are to be evaluated in light of the assertions they are used to
make. Thie 16 not to deny that fil®s aud footage can also be
evidential fo the setwe that the shote within the film are all
used to phyeically portray their sources and that their se-
quencing ie presented a8 a reliable recoré of an event. But
thie type of nonfiction film is neither the whole of the genre
nor a privileged or central instance thereof.

in wany nonfiction films, it 1ie imposeible for the viewer
to tell by looking whether the footage is a 1literal physical
portrayal of the objecte, persons and evente it purports to
Teplesent, ao we are beet advised to greet euch images a6
nominal portrayals. However, this ie not to esy that films do
not often present footage a8 a physical portrayal of 1te
source, 1i.e., as$ straightforward recording. Where footage 18
proffered as a recording it ie open to Queetions about 1ita
authenticity. In this regard it ie no different than any other
document. Ultiwately, some questions will not be answerable in
terma of what 18 on the screen but will require recourse to
production recorda and witnesses. But the fact that it can be
difficult to tell on the basis of the film itself whether or
not it ie a legimste recording does not pose probleme for the
poesibility of ueing footage ae a record, since there are other
means for authenticating ita origins.

In eome instances, footage will be used to provide a record
of a epecific event as well as evidence 1in seupport of an
assertion about the situation it refers to. Here the footage
ie again open to queations about whether or not it is authentic
a8 well as to questions about whether it ie good evidence for
the claime it 1is supposed to support. In Chariot of the Gode

we are ehown an 1image of a Mexican frieze that is meant to
persuade ue that Central Americans had knowledge of epaceshipe
prior to the European 1iavassion. The frieze depicte some
whooshes sculpted onto the back of a chariot. But this 1is
hardly enough to substantiate fawiliarity with interplanetary
apace vehicles, even if the footage 18 authentic.

Where e6equences of footage are ePliced together and are
presented as reliable recordings of events, questiona of
authenticity arise again. The way the footage is edited can be
open to dispute; the adequacy of an edited recording wmsy be
challenged 1in terms of witnesses and, asa occure in legal
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In short, whether a nonfiction film 1is primarily exposi-
t ional and uses its footage to nowinally portray events or
shether it presents its footage as physical portrayal, 1t is
still responsible to established standards of objectivity,
though in the latter case the film will be open to further
criticism {f 4t {llicitly claims 1ic8 footage i8 a phvsical
portrayai of its subject.

Iv. A Digression: Reslienm and Nonfiction

So far, 1 have stressed the shared rhetoric of the defense
of deep-focus realism —-— the cinemnatic style of Renoir and the
Neorealists, advocated by Bazin -- and that of direct cinema.
indeed a recent anthology, Realism and the Cinema, at tioes
shifts seamlessly from pleces on nonfiction to pieces on
realism, The relation between the deep—focus style of realism
and direct cinema, of course, 18 one of 1influence; practi-
tioners of cinema-verite adopted and adapted Renoir's (and
Bazin's) conceptions of framing, of the importance of camera
movement and of the value of apontaneity.23 The interplay of
the theory of deep-focus realism and documentary practice gives
the Impression that there 18 a 1link between one style of
filmmaking and truthfulness, and that in virtue of that 1ink
one style of filmmaking 18 more appropriate to nonfiction filr
than any other.

The s8tyle of deep-focus realism 1is defended because it
encourakes gspectators to participate more actively 1in the
construction of meaning in a film than, for example, the style
of montage filmmaking. Directorial control appears to be
relaxed so that the spectator appears free to assimilate the
succession of imagery in his own vay. This freedom 18 cslled
realistic because it 18 analogous to the kind of choice and
freedom we experience when we scan everyday reality for infor-
mation about how things stand. Purportedly, this style of
realism enables us to make up our ovwn minds rather than molding
the world according to the filmmsker'a preconceptions. And, of
course, the notion of presenting the world without preconcep-
tions 18 particularly alluring to the practitioner of direct
cinema,

Yet, the 1idea that the style of deep-focus realism 1s
truthful or has a special potential for re-presenting reality
18 problematic. No cinematic technique 1in and of itself
guarantees truth. For any film technique or set of techniques
can appear in either a fiction or nonfiction film. Some
techniques may be historically associated with documentaries;
but they can always be incorporated for expressive effect in
fictions, e.g., grainy, fast film stock. Deep—focus realism,
in fact, 18 an ensemble of techniques that coalesced in fiction
films, a strange place for a style that is truth-preserving to
evolve.
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The confuaion between realisa and truth is grounded in a
aiaconception of what it a=eans to consider a style of film-
asking reaslistic. In acst writing, if an author calls a file
or a style realtstic, this 18 taken to signal a two-term
relarionship berween the film and reality. Realism {8 thought
of as a trans—historical category inclusively denominating any
file or film style that corresponds to reality. Hence, if the
deep-focus s8tyle 1is realiscric, then it corresponds to reality,
and insofar as the nonfiction filmaaker {8 coomitted to cor-
responding to reality, he 18 urged to employ this style.

But realism in film or in any medium 18 not 8 simple
relationship between a representarion and reality. First snd
foremost, realism designates a style and in this role it points
to a difference between contrasting films, paintings, mnovels,
etc. To csall a film or a group of films realistic is to call
attention to aoxe feature that the items in Question have that
other filws don't have. Rules of the Game, for example,
employs & aeries of multi=plane compositions that induce the
apectator to scan the frame for dramatic details and inflec-
tions. This differs from the type of composition found in
Soviet eontage or in the sofr-focus of Hollywood films of the
thirties. The term "realism” marks this contrast. But why is
"realism”™ used to do the marking? Because spectator scanning,
a poasibility 1inhibited by Soviet montage or the soft=focus
atyle, is taken to be more like our normsl perceptual behavior
than our reaction to the composition in aslternate styles. But
deep-focus realism does not correspond to reality. Rather it
ia more like some aspects of reality when compared to alternate
approaches to filamaking. A film or film atyle {8 realistic
when it deviates from other specified films or atyles in such a
vay that the deviation can be construed as like aome aspect of
reality that was hitherto repressed or merely absent in pre-
vious films or film styles. Realism 18 not a simple relation
between films and the world but a relation of contrast between
films that ia interpreted in virtue of analogies to aspects of
reality. Given this, it is eaay to aee that there is no single
Film Realism -~ no trans-historical atyle of realism in film.
Rather there are aeveral types of realiam. There ia Soviet
realiam wvhich because of its maaa hero and details of prole-
tarian 1life deviated from the 1individualism and glamour of
Hol lywood narratives in such a way that aspects of reality,
clasa action and 1lower class 1living conditions, wvere fore-
grounded. Deep-focus realiam emphasaized yet another dimension
of reality in filwe. Ita arrival did not force us to atop
calling the Soviet films realistic but only to recognize that
another variety of realism had been introduced. Becsuse
"realiam™ ia a term wvhose application ultimately 1involves
historical cowmparisons, it should not be used unprefixed -- we
should apeak of Soviet realiam, Neorealiam, Kitchen Sink and
Super Trealiam. WNone of these developments strictly correspond
to or duplicate reality, but rather make pertinent (by analogy)
aspects of reality absent from other atylea. Furthermore, once
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we abandon the correspondence conception of realism, there 1ia
no reason to presume that one cineastic style ia correct for
all nonfiction file.

This ia not to deny the importance of direct cinema's
espousal of the Renoir/Bazin ethos of deep—-focus and camera
wovement, The expressive effects of this choice were <{and
still are) far reaching. The spectator's role in relation to
the screen was redefined, encouraging 1in ua the active and
apontaneous play of opinion, judgment and decision. In a film
like Warrendale, it 18 left up to ua to decide whether the
regime of that 1institution is barbaric and irresponsihle, on
the one hand, or curative and caring on the other. The rela-
tive freedow of the spectator and ita precondition, the rela-
tive slackening of overt evaluation on the part of the film-
aaker, @asy auggest one sense of objectivity -- namely that of
making a place where all opinions aay flourish. But this is a
political -- in fact historically liberal -- concept of objec-
tivity, not an epistemic one. And indeed it is as an expres-
sive emblem of egalitarianism, a major preoccupation of the
sixties, that direct cinema's adoption of the Bazinian creed ia
moat significant.

Y. Concluding General Remarka

My overall atrategy in this essay has been to argue that
there 18 nothing svecial or essential to film as a medium that
raises unidue problems for the notion of nonfiction film.
I have comstantly compared nonfiction filwm with nonfiction
writing 1in order to answer the charge that in som@ way the
inevitability of the wodes of gselection, manipulation,
etc., endemic to cinema produce special problems for film
in regard to nonfiction. ¥y approach, here, is8 part of a
larger conception of cinewa. I believe that film, perhaps
because 1t 18 a recent medium, invented within living memory,
has developed primarily by imitating and incorporating pre-
existing cultural practices and concerns. Cinema baa been
adapted to make narrstive, to make drama and to make art as
well as nonfiction. The medium, in short, discovers itself in
the process of enlisting and assimilating previoualy
established structures, forme, goals and values. Understanding
film, therefore, woat often depends on applying the concepts
and criteria appropriate to the broader or older cultural
projects that cinema mimes.

By urging this perspective I am going against the grain of
much traditional film theory which centered on discovering and
elucidating what 18 unique to film -- what ia peculiarly (and
essentially?} cinematic. The notion that subjectivity flows
from the special processes of the film medium ia, in fact, a
variation, though a negative one, on this traditional theae;
rather than outlining filwm's peculiar, positive potential, 1t
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®eans to acknovledge film’es special limitations. My poesition
on the nonfiction film, in contradistinction, 1is that no
aPecial epistemclogical prodlems result from the distinctive
features of the medius. On the i{isauve of the essential nature
of film, I hold that film has no essence, only uses, moat of
which are derivative and aubfect to analyeis and evaluation
according to the categories that apply to their sources — art,
drasg, narrative, nonfiction, and ao on.

In emphaeizing the relatedness of film to larger cultural
projects, 1 am not claiming that there are no differences
between film and the other media in which those projects are
pursued but only that in comprehending film aa, for example,
art, or nonfiction, the conceptual frameworka of those 1in-
etitutionalized endeavors are aore fundamental than questions
about the nature of film aasa film. Undoubtedly, the vivid
portrayal of <time and process in Fishing at Stone Weir, the
{mamediate intelligibility of the construction of the 1gloo in
Nanook of the North, and the revelation of the intisate inter-
play of the rhythm, economy and esociety of the !Xung Bushmen in
The Hunters would be difficult, if not practically imposeible,
to duplicate in written accounts. Sometimes a picture ia worth
a thousand words, though, of course, aometimea a single word
can do the work of a thousand pictures. The upshot of this |is
not that seome topice categorically belong to cinema and some to
language and that these can de antecedently plotted by estab-
lishing the unique potentials or limitations of the metiun.
There 18 no subject or project that is inherently adverse to
cinensa. father eome films fail and others do not. Films can
be artistic, objective, dravatic, etc. Or they can fail in
these attempta. But this ia a matter of individual caaes and
not of unique features of the mediume that dictate failure In
advance.

To underscore film's indebtednesa to broader cultural
enterprises for ita wmarching orders and to abandon the quest
for the cinematic ie not to deny that there 1is an important
area of study called film theory. Queations etill remain about
how the film medium {8 able to incorporate and implement the
larger cultural frameworks that it is heir to. For exawmple,
how does narrative editing function aa a system of communica-
tion? Furthermore, asa film develops, pursuing the aims of
projecte like art, nonfiction and narrative, 1t evolves new
weans of axpreaaion whose operation it ie the task of film
theoriata to illuminate. At certain junctures, like the riese
of direct cinems, the omgset of new styliatic optidone precipi-
tates a dialogue or dislectic with traditional forms of fila-
msking that the theoriat muat unravel and clarify. Film does
not have a unique destiny, aet by ita easential possibilitiea
and limitationa. But it doees have a unique history as it f{e
used to articulate the enterprises of —tuentieth century cul-
ture. And the rhyme and reaeson within that process is the
topic of film theory.
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VIi. Poetacript: Miacellsnecus Arguwmenta

Since this article was completed several arguments against!
the nonfiction film have coee to my attention which I had not
encountered before, or which I had forgotten. I would 1ike to
review three of the arguments briefly because they are much in
use at present.

I will approach two of the arguments by examining a passage
from Stephen Heath's influential, recent book Questions of

Cinewa. The quotation pertains to making historical nonfiction
filas. Heath believes it 18 an idealist fallacY if such files
pretend to depict the past accurately. Historical nonfiction
filme cannot achieve such a goal 1) because they are trapped in
heraeneutic circles — 1.e., such films always perforce are
locked in a present setandpoint, trapped in Cthe needs and
concerns of the now which distorts while determining the
picture of the past that such filas maaquerade as portraying
truthfully — and 2) because such historical files are in fact
merely constructions of the past. Heath writes:

What needs particularly to be emphasized here is
that history in cinema ia nowhere other cthan in
representation, the terma of representing
proposed, precisely the historical present of any
file; no film {a not a document of itself and of
ice actual situation in respect of the
cinematic institution and of the complex of social
iostictutions of representation. Which is to
say that the automatic conjunction of file and
history as—-theme, as past to be ahown today, the
strategy for a cinema developed to recover ‘popular
memory,’ ia an 1idealist abstraction, an 1ideal
of film and an ideal of history. The present of a
film 1s always historical, Juet as history 1is
alwvaya present — a fact of representation not a fact
of the past, an elaboration of the presence of
the past, a construction in the present, for
tOday ) ni

As 1 have already noted, there are at least two arguments
in this dense passage. One of these holds that the researcher's
point~of-view, rooted as it 1s in the present, blocks an
accurate view of the past. This 18 an argument from seelection
of a type with which we are slready familiar. Historians and
filmmakers who make historical filas select and interpret.
They screen out certain facts and connect others. In doing this
screening out, this selection and this interpretation, they are
governed by the interests of the present. Thus, the filme they
give us are not replicas of the psst but are perspectively
skewed representations of the past, indelibly imprinted by the
issues of the present. Moreover, we are eansnared in such views
because we have no access to the past save through the optic of
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the present. The historical filsmaker offers theses about the
past from the concerns of the present and alao selects his
evidence for thease theses on the basis of the concerns of the
present . Countervailing evidence, not sensitive to present
concerns, will be overlooked. We cannot accurately Tretrieve
the ©past. We are frozen in the present and our historical
filme really reflect contemporary preoccupations aore than
anything else.

The firat point to be made against this wmode of argumen-
tation is that historical films are not supposed to be replicas
of the past. 1Indeed, what it would take to be a replica of the
past 18 wunaclear. WwWould it have to be a representation of the
past and past events depicted exactly as they were seen,
experienced and cognized by peoples in the past? 1If so, then
history clearly has little to do with s8uch replicas. for
history need not be restricted to the purview of the past.
Juat becauvae the Allies at Versailles in 1919 failed to foresee
the consequences of the stern terma of the treaty does not mean
that a nonfiction filomaker stwuld not make the appropriate
cauaal connections in his cinewatic account of the rise of the
Third Reich. In fact we might even want to argue that histor-
ical filme =~ as opposed to mere records -- in general are
expected to connect past events and actions to consequences
that the historical agents who performed the actions were often
unawvare of. History -- aa opposed to chronicling -- 18 about
making connections between events and Iin many cases the later
events being connected to earlier events are unbeknownst to the
hiatorical actors. This doesn't disqualify a film as accurate
history even if the film {a not a mysterious aomething called a
replica.

If history is a matter of making connections between events
and 1f often earlier events are connected to events in the
present, we have atill not ahown that historical filma are
necessarily mired in the epistemologically suspect present.
For even 1f peat events are aelected and cowbined with other
events In line with present concerns, it is not the case that
the claims made by histories and historical films are sub-
atantiated on the grounds that they satisfy present pre-
occupations. Whatever causal connections or threads of events
that a historical film purports wmust be supported by evidence.
Satisfying the needs of the present, that is, does not warrant
a historical claim. Only evidence will support whatever claims
a historical film makes. Nor is it true that the only evidence
svailable to us I8 the evidence that we will gelect because of
our present interests. For even if on our own we could only
find such evidence as our present needs and concerns guide us
to, there i8 nevertheless a vast accumulation of wunavoidable
evidence that has been dequeathed to us by past generations of
historianga whose “present” interests led them to amass the many
details that our historical accounts — filmed or written —
must gibe with. (Moreover. I must also object =-- hermeneutic
circles notwithstanding ~-- that it is possible for researchers
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to imaginatively transcend their ties to the present to con-
ceive of the past froms alternative viewpointe — both those of
different times and of different cultures).

The eecond argument found in the Reath pesasage does not
apply only to historical files but to nonfictions 1in general.
Films are 6asid to be constructions, specifically representa-
tions. Within contemporary film theory, thias, 1in combination
with the fact that seuch representations do not internally
acknowledge their statue as constfuctions = “...no film 18 a
document of itself...” — entails that a film 18 & deception.
A nonfiction film of thie sort necessarily could not be ob-
jective because it 18 necessarily a lie. That 18, nonfiction
filme that do not acknowledge that they are constructions
thereby mask the fact that they are construction. Thie 18
thought to be a deception that asounts to falsification.

Though thie argument ie very popular among contemporary
film theoriste, it 1e somevhat obscure. All filme including
nonfiction filme are seen as falaificationa unless they ac-~
knowledge that they are constructions by means of represen-
tations internal to the film (in the manner of the Godardian
avant-garde). What does this mean? All films are construc-
tions, it is eaid. "Constructions,” one asks, “rather than
vhat?™ One ansver 18: “rather than the very events — his-
torical or otherwise —— that the film represents.” Of course,
thie 18 true. Indeed, it 18 8o obvious that one wonders why
the point has to be made — acknowledged —— within the film
iteelf. Often nonfiction films do, 1in fact, refer to the
process of production which resulted in the film ve are seseeing
—= e«.., the arduous trip to such and such a mountain village
18 underscored. But even where this does not occur, wouldn't
thinge 1like the title credits, advertisewents, reviews, etc.
tell normal viewers (as if they normally needed to be told)
that the nonfiction filme in question are constructions? Why,
that ie, 18 it necessary to represent or to acknowledge the
process of the film's construction within the film iteelf? It
eimply 18 not the case — 88 some film theoriste might hold =--
that vievers take filwe without e6uch acknowledfaents to be
something other than constructions. And, a8 I have already
pointed out, euch fi{lms conventionally announce they are the
construction of a team of filmmakers —— who employed processes
of production like editing — by weans of the credits.

When many contemporary film theoriets, like Heath, refer to
a film as a construction or a production, they have in wind not
that most films have been produced by a team of filmmakers — a
fact the films supposedly mask and which w@uat be reflexively
revealed ~— but that filas are constructed by spectators who
mike sense out of the films. Sosetimes thie procees of making
sense 18 called suture.23 This suturing is unacknowledged or
not represented within the film. Consequently, it ie thought
that this aspect of the film's construction ie hidden frow the
epectator. Again, the charges of deception and faleification
loom. The spectator thinke the film rskes sense when in fact
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the spectator makea (or constructs) aense out of the film. An
edited nonfiction film like Turkaib is constructed by the spec-
tator compreheanding the meaning of and asking connections be-
tween the shots in the film. However, the film doea not acknow-
ledge that the spectator is performing this operation. There-
fore, the film lies, deceptively msaking that it ia s construc-
tion. The fila's veracity ia called into question because the
film doea not remind the spectator — through aome proceaa of
representation internsl]l to the file — that he is deciphering
the meaning of the film.

Thia argumsent sees® to rely on a false dichotomy, viz.,
either the film constructa its meaning, or the spectator doesa.
It 1a slso sssumed that if the spectator’s interpretive ac-
tivicy, his suturing, ia not emphaaized by the film, then the
fila deceptively imsinastes that the film, not the spectator,
ia constructing i1ta sesning. But clearly it is inappropriate
to hold that there ia a univocal aense to the phrase “construct
meaning™ asuch that ve wmuat decide a competition between wmu-
tually exclusive alternatives esuch sa “either files or specta-
tora construct seaning, but not both.” A film is mseaningful,
intelligible, etc. in virtue of ita structure. That 1ia, the
arrangement of ita materisla determinea whether it haa succeasa-
fully “constructed meaning™ 1in what we csn think of aa the
message sense of that phrase. The apectator, in turn, in rea-
ponae to the filw emight be said to “consttuct meaning” where
thia eignifies the operation of a cognitive proceaa. VWe might
call this the message—uptake sense of the phrase. Thua, it 1a
compatible for the film o appear wseaningful =~ to be the
source of sesning — while it reaains for s spector to impute
meaning o ¢tte file by mobilizing a cognitive proceaa. That
the film ie meaningfully structured does neither preclude nor
hide the fact that s spectator actively derives mesning from
the filmw, i{.e., “constructs meaning™ (according to thia wode of
apeaking). And surely every spectator knows that meaning in
the aense of the spectator’'s recognition of w®eaning (i.e.,
measage—uptake) requires a spectator's discerning and compre-
hending the structure of a film. That ia, “the construction of
meaninog,” where that refera to the experience — via cofnitive
proceasaing — of intelligibility, obviously haa & spectator's
portion. So why w=muat thias be acknowledged within the film?
Moreover, the legitiaste though different and compatible aense
of “wmeaning construction” (the meaaage sense), which refers to
the structure or arrangement of s filw'a wateriasla, doea not
imply cthat cthe apectator's cognitive processing of wmeauning 1ia
in any way effaced or hidden.

1 was reminoded of the final argumsent against nonfiction
film while watching the recent sovie Lianna by writer-director
John Sayles. In thia filw, there ia a portrayal of a college
cineas claaa, circa, it aseems to we, 1970. The lecturer
repeata a point Cchat wes a popular slogan in regard to docu-
sentary film in the aixtiea and early seventies. He notes that
quantums phyaiciata discovered that by observing asub-atomic
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eveuts they changed the course of the events they were studying
by 1ntroducing unforeseen but necessary disturbsnces into the
situation. Science showe, the lecturer in Lianna claims, that
observation alwvays alters the situation it strives Co capture
objectively. This generalization 1s then applied to film.
Ovce a csmera 18 1ntroduced into a situation, the situation
changes. People begin to behave for the camera, for example.
Thus, Cthe principle that rules Cthe obeervation of the atom
applies equally to the act of filming humans. No film cam be
objective =~ 1.e., can reader an even: as 1t 18 typically, sans
camera ~— because filming alwvays changes events. This 1s,
moreover, just one 1instance of a lav that applies to every
aspect and order of *ing in the physical universe. Observa-
tion sust alter the behavior of whatever 1s observed
This argument dubiously assumes that whatever holds as a
matter of law at the sub-atomic level applies to every level
and mode of experience. Therefore, since our presence can be
felt drastically on the atomic level, it is hypothesized that
it is also always felt drastically ou the macroacopic level.
In fact, hovever, the preeence of an observer has little pal-
pable physical effect at all on the macroscopic 1level. But
this 18 not the mosi damning polint to raise about the argument.

For the argumen. proceeds by extrapolating frome the physical

effect of observation on an atom to a putative behavioral ef-
fect that a camera has on the people it films. But even if a
camera did have aome almoset indetectable physical influence on
every object in ite vicinity, 1t need not have an influence on
every person i: filmse. The camera may be very far away or hid-
den, 8o that itse s8ubjects are unawvare that 1t 18 observing
them. Thus, 1¢ has 0o behavioral repercussions. Or perhaps
the subject of the camera i1s habituated to the camera'’s pres~
ence and the subject acts naturally as a result. Maybe the sub-
ject 18 emotionally carried away and just doesn't modify his
behavior because he doesn't care cthat Cthe camera 18 nearby.
These and hundreds of other reasons can be offered to show that
in many cases the presence of an observing camera does not nec-
ceaaarily change the event from the way it would have been had
the camera been absent. Nor can the discovery of the physical
effects of obeservation on particles in quantum mechanics be
used to support this claim. FPor even 1if the presence of the
camera resulted in some physical changes in the situation, two
adulterous lovers unaware of Che private eye acroes the alley-
vay will not change their behavior despite the fact that a bat-
tery of cameras 18 poioted their way. I am not denying that the
presence of a camera in a situation might change it. I am
denying both that the presence of a csmera sust necessarily
change a situation at the level of humen behavior and that the
claim that cameraa must change human behavior can be gleaned
from discoveries of the physical effects of observation upon
atons.
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NOTES

1. Thie argument was wade from the floor at the conference,
“Piim, the Falese Sociology,” at New York University, 1980.

2. Michael Ryan, "Militant Documentary: Mai-68 Par Lui,” in
Ciné-tracts, no. 7/8. On pages 18-19 Ryan writes

What Mai 68 dewonstrates is that even ’'natural’
life ia highly technological, conventional and 1inati-
tuional. Ita content and form ie determined by the
technology of language and eymbolic representation.
The so-called natural world of Mai 68 is as much a
construct ae any fictional object.

For example, the various actions of the
different groups involved in the events N
vorkers, students, police, union hacks, etc. — all

fall back upon vhat can be called a ’'scenario,' that
is highly over-determined set of cenacious and
unconscious prescriptions, 1inscribed 1in language,
wodes of behaviour, forms of thought, role
sodels, clothing, woral codes, etc., vhich give rise
to and mark out the limita of what happened and what
vould have happened 1in May 1968. There was an
unvritten rule that the students would not wuse
arms. Likewvise, the workera could not etorm the
National Aseembly. Otherwvise, the rule forbidding the
police from wowing them all down would have been
legitimately forgotten. The homes of the bourgeoise

vere not to be broken 1into. The battle was to be
limited to the streete and the factoriee, the pre-
acribed ecenes of revolution. The city was not

to be aet on fire....

Limita on action are determined by, among other
things, role-giving concepts. The concept (in con-
junction with the reality) “police” determines the
behaviour of the =men hired to carry out that
epithet....

The role of 'fictional' constructs 1in deter-
mining ‘real’ history 1a wmoet clear in terws of
institutions and of lanZuage....

The events of Mai 68 then, even if they can,
3 la limite, be called a real referent, are themselves
constituted 68 a play of representations. They are
real, but not ‘natural’ and uncontrived. Ristory, but
a history which i8 constructed. At the limit of non-
fiction ia another form of fiction, just as the goal

or limit of fiction {in film) is a seemingly non-
fictionalized event....
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My vpoint, cthen, 18 cthat the presence of real
history and objective fact which documentary eup-
posedly renders is itaelf compriaed of and constituted
by repreaentations. Fictional representation is shown
to be historical. Thie would be the geature of
reducing fictional film to documentary. It 18 cthe
Marxiset ideology-critical moment of the analyais. The
deconstructive equivalent of this moment 18 ¢to show
that the supposedly natural referent of non-fictional
file can be itself described as a kind of fiction, a
complex aet of preaentations -- political, aocial,
ingcicuctional, conceptual, physical, 1linguistic --
whose reference omne to the other in history is open-
ended.”

Christian Metz, "The lmaginary Signifier,” Screen, Vol. 16,
No. 2, summer 1975. On page 47, he writes "“At the theater
Sarah Bernhardt may tell me she is Phedre or if the play
vere from another period and rejected cthe figurative
regime, she might say, as in a type of modern theater, that
she 18 Sarah Bernhardec. But at any rate, I should see
Sarah Bernhardt. At the ¢inems she could make two kinds of
epeeches too, but 1t would be her shadow that would be
offering them to me (or she would be offering them in her
own absence ). Every film 18 a ficcion film.”

Richard Meran Barsam attributes this view to Andrew Sarris
in Nonfiction Film: A Cricical History (New York: EaPs
Dutton and Co., 1973).

Michael Ryan, 'Milictant Documentary.”

Derrida's concept of différance holds that two polar
opposites when examined closely, deconstructed, reveal
traces of each other such that the dichotomy collapses as
the terms become each other (or manifest elements of each
other). Thie 18 a function of the common origin of che
terms. In Of Grammatology, Derrida wvrites “This common
root, which 18 not a root but the concealment of the origin
and which 18 not cowwon because it does not amount to the
same thing except with the unmonotonous insistence of
difference, this unnameable movement of difference-itself,
that 1 have strategically nicknamed trace, reserve or
différance, could be called writing only within che his~
torical closure, that {sg to say within cthe 1limics of
science and philosophy.” JacQues Derrida, Of Grammatology,
trans. Gayati Chakravorty Spivak (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1974), p.93. In Positions, Derrida
defines différance as "a structure and a movement which
cannot be conceived on the basis of the opposition presence/
absence. Différance 18 the systematic play of differences,
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of the spacing (espacement) by wvhich elesents refer
to one another.” Ryan wsnts to uae this concept and
the method of deconstruction to ahow that fiction
filaa blur into nonfiction and vice-veresa. See the
laat paragraph of note 2.

See Grierson on Documentary, edited by Forayth Hardy
(London: Faber and Faber, 1979).

Dziga Vertov, “Selected VWritinge,” 1n Avant-Carde Filp,
edited by P. Adams Sitney (New York: New York University
Preaa, 1978). Oa page 5, Vertov vrites "My roed ia toward
the creation of a fresh perception of the world. Thus, 1
decipher in a new way the vorld unknown to you."

Frederick Wigseman, an interview in The New Documentary in
Action, by Alan Rosenthal (Berkeley: University of
Califormia Preas, 1977), p. 70.

Erik Barnouvw, Documentary (New York: Oxford University
Preas, 1974), pp. 287-288.

See for exanple Peter Graham, “Cinema Verité in Prance,
Film Quarterly, 17 (Summer, 1964); Colin Young, "Cinema of
Common Sense,” Filw Quarterly 17 (Suemer, 1964); Young,
“Obeervational Cinema™ in Principles of Vieual Anthropology,
edited by Paul Hockings (The Hague: Mouton Publiaheres,
1975). In theae articles the authors, though arguing that
film 1ia neceasarily subjective, do not turn this 1into a
rejection of the prospects of docuaentary filmmaking.

Bela Balazs, Theory of Pila (New York: Dover Publications,
1970), pp. 89-90.

Lucien Goldman, “Cinema and Sociology,” in Anthropology
-Reality ~— Cinems, edited my Mick Eaton (London: Britieh
Filea Inatitute, 1979), p. 64.

A sosevhat similar, though not 1ideuntical, concept of
indexing 18 used 1in regard to artvorke in "Piece: Contra
Aesthetica™ by Timothy Binkley in Philosophy Looke at the
Arte, edited by Joseph Margolis (Philadelphia: Temple
Univers ity Prees, 1978).

The idea of eegments of possible worlds derives from
Nicholse Wolteratorff, "Worlde of Worke of Art,” Journsl
of Aesthetica and Art Criticiem XXXv (1976).

I recommend that filo theorists uae a narrower sense of
ideology than they presently use. I would call an asser-
tion =~ like “Those who are unemployed have only their own
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laziness to blame for their problems™ — ideological when
1) 1a false and 2) 1s used to support somse relation of
social domination or oppression. Pilm theorists, of course,
slso want to describe entire gymdol systeme — like cinema
or language — a8 ideological. Such aysteas are not true
or false. But if an entire aymbol system could be charac-
terized as ideological, 1 thimk it would be because it 1)
excludes or represses the representation of certain social
facts or relatioes and 2) is used to support social oppres-
sion in virtue of the exclusions it entails.

Soae Marxists have also disapproved of the global con-
cept of ideology used by films theorists. In their crici-
cisms of the Althusserian tendencies of Screen, Revin
McDonnell and Xevin BRobins write that ideology should
dbecome “a less total phencmenon than it is for Althus-
serians who identify it with the cultural or symbolic as &
vhole. We take 1ideology to be an abstract concept, re-
ferring only to the fetishised forms assumed by thought
vhich wuncritically confronts the necessary constraints of
capitalist social reality....” in “Marxist Cultural Theory"
in Ope Dimensional Marxism (London: Allison and Busby
Limited, 1980), p. 167, Though 1 disagree with wmuch of
McDonnell and Robins's position, I think their conster-
nation with the reigning, inflated 1idea of 1ideology 1is
correct.

Since the completion of this essay I have discovered
.another voice raised against the bloated concept of ideo-
logy used by film theorists — Terry Lovell, Pictures of

Realicy (London: British Film Institute, 1980), Like
McDonnell and Robins, Lovell is a Marxist who is attacking
the Althusserian mandarins of B8ritish film theory --
apparently a sPort of gaining popularity i1in England.
Lovell's book 18 a mixed blessing. The account of trends
in philosophy of science 1is not only turgid and ques-
tionably metaphoric but inept and riddled with error. For
example, the definition of induction offered on page 11 1s
philosophically 1incorrect. On the other hand, Lovell has
some salutary things to say about ideology. Lovell argues
that 1ideology “wmay be defined as the production and dis-
semination of erroneous beliefs whose inadequacies are
socially wmotivated.” (page S51) Lovell also provides a
useful service by showing that this conception of ideology
dictates the form Cchat ideological analysis should take,
one wvhich 18 reflected in Marx’s wmethod. "To establish
that a given body of ideas or theory serve class interests
" i alvays insufficient to justify the label 1ideology. It
is always necessary first to apply epistemological criteria
to evaluate the vork.... The common practice of discredit-
ing 1deas by reference to their social origin ie not what
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is meant by thia crictique. Questions of validity are al-~
vays involved. We can learn a good deal here from Marx's
ovwn practice. His procedure is to first of all establish bv
theoretical analysia, argument and evidence, an accoun: of
vhatever is in contention. He then goes on to show pre-
cleely in vhich respecte a rival ctheory falls short of ex-—
planatory power. Only then does he attewpt to relate those
specific errors to class alignaence and the class struggle.
An exawple of this method is to b found in Vvol. III of
Capital vhere he considers the evidence given by bankers in
the Report of the Committee on Bank Acts of 1857. He asses-
ses this evidence in terms of ite internal inconsistencies,
and its theoretical and eepirical inadequacies. He then
goea on o argue Cthat these viewe are to be expected froo
bankers within chat structure of social relations because
of the fors wvhich social relations ctake in general under
capitalisw, and because of the particular position of
bankers within that structure of social relations and the
interests wvhich that position generates. Hia argument 1ise,
in effect, ‘'thia ia indeed how woney aad banking would ap-
pear to people eo situated, and these are the categories
they would require in their day~-to-day conduct of their
business activities....' This procedure ia exemplary, but
is seldom followed by people wvishing to explore the ideolo-
gical underypinnings of ctheir opponents' thoughts.™ Hope-
fully chis 1invocation of the saster wvill shame Cine
Marxista into adopting a wore rigoroua approach to the an-
alysis of ideology than the guilt-by-association (usually
free association) cactics that are ao prevalent nowadays.

In @y ovn vritings I have sometimea used a looeer,
Leninist concept of 1deology 1in which “ideological” ia
interchangeable wvith “political.” Thie ia an acceptabdle,
common usage. Under this variant, a Marxiat might apeak of
“the camounist ideology.” Nevertheless, I think chat Cche
aerwe of 1deology outlined in the preceding paragraphs ia
the soat fundawental and correct. It is probably beat to
keep che critical edge to the concept. One should, there-
fore, announce that one is using the Leninist concept when
one adopts it in an analyaia.

Monroe C. Beardsley, The Poseibility of Criticiawm (Decroic:
Wayne State University Press, 1970).

In Realiam and the Cinema, edited by Christopher Williams
(London: Routled®e¢e and Kegan Paul, 1980), p. 226,

See especially vol. I of Andr€ Bazin'a What Is Cinewma?
translaced and edited by Rugh Gray (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1967).
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“"The World Viewed,™ Georgia Review, Winter 1974,

According to Eric Rhode 1in “Why Neo-Realia®m Failled,”
Sight and Sound, 30, (Winter 1960/61).

Monroe C. Beardsley, Aesthetics (New York: Harcourt, Brace
and World, 1958), especially Chapter VI, section 16. Also
aee Goran HBerwerén, Representation and Meaning in the

Visual Arts (Lund: Scandinavian University Books, 1969) es-
pecially Chapter 11,

Op. cit.

In Cinema Verité in America (Bostua: NIT Preas, 1974),
Stephen Mamber writes “Cinems verite adopts Renoir's idea
of the camera and uses it as a recording tool, so that the
events themaelves, ‘'the knowledge of man,' become the
standard we use to judgRe the filwm.” (p. 18).

Stephen Heath, Ouestions of Cinems (Bloomington: Indiana
University Preas, 1981), pp. 237-238.

For analysis and criticise of the concept of auture, see
Noel Carroll, “Address to the Heathen,” October, #23,
Winter 1982, aections IV and VI,

http://digitalcommons.brockport.edu/phil_ex/vol14/iss1/1

42



	Philosophic Exchange
	1-1-1983

	From Real to Reel: Entangled in Nonfiction Film
	Noel Carroll
	Repository Citation


	C:\Users\kwallis\Desktop\all.xps

