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Olpena-verité is s term which has bees used with imcreasing
frequercy during the past seven years te desgcribe & kind ef

film-making that has ceme out of the classical decumentary.
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The methed imvelved in this film-makimg takes great advamtagé
of the portable camgras&aﬁ&ﬁséuﬁdrwecw&&s&m that were developed
at the turm of this decade. This mew equipment is sufficiemtly
light te allew the camera‘ta'g@vliterally‘anyﬁhere and reb@rd.
everything, te catch lira.@m the fly.»Thevgim_@f'ﬂgggmﬁ—zgniﬁg

is +te da Just thﬁﬁ, using'editimgQ not edit@ﬁial cammemtf tos
eliminate the inesﬁential and illuminate the essenee.
The term was first used by the m@vament's most fameua figure,

an Rouch, whese film Ouu@#.

cle @;'g ﬁgmmeg is ene.@f the first
- most ram@us examples of_Q;ngmg xgmijg A qualifioatiom which
apply to beth Reuch and the oﬁhew self-pr@claimed

eners ef Oinema—v;m-t iﬂ 8 ﬁechmieal one, here ‘explained
a Leageck, the most famous Amgm;ean‘filmamakex working
h f@ﬁ@. "We amg-warking new With aquipmént'whieh is
:tly»light %o make 1t pessible for us t@_record beth
1mage at the same time, sud 1t is p@rtable. And ne
tripeds, ne Wimez, ®e plugging in; y@u can film

. s»und saywhere, any mememt. It is this techmical

'8 the bagis ferxr a fundamentally different appreach
gThis appreach, accerding te Leacock,iis a sort of
;alizm- s means of xepowting whieh -eXxtends the
rsonsl terms. As_Leacwek's pwedueew’at the time

‘ ...the filmaker s persenality
_etly invelvad in diyecting the action. I% is



completely amd_t@tal;y'abserbed in recerding..."

Reuch,:@n-the ether hand, becoemes unusually imvelved im his

subjects to the extent that he puts himself im Chwemicle of 2
Sunnmer as the motivatiug fovce for the Wozds and actiens ef the

,@Z} v chama?tgrsylwgyfghis:pe@g@nal invelvement? "It was necessary in
Qurenique. Movis, (wao is gives credit for Ouremile, slexg with
Reuch) whe wasfaa;ous %o #0 many spectators of Ohremigue, Was
for me indispemsible, because he Was the ome who asked questions
and the eme to whem oue could ask questions,"

Reuch eves plamned and rehearsed many paxis of Chremigue;

., the scene of the cenversatlon on the jeity.at St. Twepez, or
, the scene wlth the woman walklng through Pawis remembering her

'#%@,ﬁmOmg&eaaQeKﬂﬂmdasired

kg the complete self-
tries teo be. the ldeal wliness.

saying, ''We den't

and fellew it through to where 1t leads us." Leacock's
to Rouch's mixture of gemves is shared by his fermer
W, and Don Pennebaker he made filus

s, Filus), uatil he and Pemmebaker

ar the @paning night 28 lived by Jaj@@ F@Rdao




Eddy, er On the Pele, recorded race driver Eddy Sachs' race
at Indianapelis in'1962. He lest. Qrisis was the 1963 Gevernoer

Wallace-Keﬁmedy integration battle, wh;¥§ Pmimgg” cevered the

Kennedy-Humphrey confrontatieniin the 1960 Presidentlal

{) ' campaign. Susay Starr cencerned a young plane playsr'a efforts
in a centest amd,ﬁhg;ghg;i centered on the struggle te get a
Negre a reprieve fronm g@img,t@ﬂthe electric chair, Three of

the less succe#sfﬁl Living Camera films were David, about a
drug addict im Califexnia's Syﬁanon Heuse, Pete and Johnunile,
whiohvrilmed the struggle between a_yenth W@rkéw znd a Jjuvenile
delinguent, and Nehru, the @bneﬁ%atien of a typical day im the
1ife of the Imdian Premier. A glamce at the Drew-Leaceck fllums

revesls that they werk emnly whem the subject matter structures
yitaelf naturally. When the filmed matter is structured by the

1m-makers, it seems artificial amd ebvieus.

qremicle of a Summer was started_with'the Lesceck appreach
d, The term g;ggéngéiité'was drawn by Reuch frem Dziga

g 1924 Oemmuﬁist Manifesté on the cimema, which advised
g reallty ﬁgéli%tically‘upwn‘the assumption that material
is the only brﬁth. This materialistic philesephy lles
base of the deéumentayy appreach and perhaps sheds light

act that many of the famous decumentarians are avowed

Chris Mhrker‘s Cubs Si! is a lucid and passionate
-3 Castroite; his werk will be menti@ﬁed later,

s interest in film was at first an auxillary te his
0= amthR@p®1@gy. It is hardly surprisimg that his

would at first be with cinems as a means of recerding.



In Ohronicle, the means became the eund. Rouch's first fiims

were on Africa. The inclusion of ILandry, the African student,

in Chremicle is symptematic of his cencern with amthrepelegical

problems. What happens when twe culitures meet? Such is the polnt
{} ef questions addressed te Landry. Reuch later made a film fer

the Natlenal Film Beard of Canada named Rese and Landry.

His earlier Fils De d'BEau combines several separate segments

made im 1947-1951 en the variaus custdms ef a tribe which lives
along the Niger, It c@méerns rainnskers, circumcision rites,

and & hippepetanus huﬁt4 totally ebjective traditienal decumentary.
Mad Masters 1s a recerd and an interpretation éf & hérrible
ceremeny practiced by the members ef a secret soeciety in Ghauna.
j@gl, Un §§Z§ is the stery of three men wha'ceme from the interier
'ﬁa'an Ivery Coeast téwm leoking for werk.

The objectivity ef theseﬂwerks was at first attempied im the

ay of the people of Paris durimg the summer of 1960-Chronicle
jﬂggggg.»ﬂawevar, the off-the~-cuff methed of sheoting

‘ seduction of the film-makers by their material soon

1 t9 abandon this}appm@ach. Rouch first filmed his subjects,
Tmed them égaim a8 they discusszed thelr reactiens te
hemselves. Gmmtiﬁuity was provided by the everlapping

racter frem ome gequence te the mext.

tentien of Rouch snd his adumirers is thst the subjectivity
 im his methed gives the humanity te a fiim which can

frém mere repertage'int@ a work of art. There can be ne

1.

‘an artist, an "suteur," and thue Lesceck's appreach

one., Besideaﬁ‘thgy insist, one car never be totally



ebjective~ even Leacock selects his subﬁects, gselects what To
shoet, and then again selects which feotage will be incerperated
inte the finished film- which 1is subjectiviﬁy whether he admits
it eor noet. Jean-Iuc Gedard expresses his feelings on the falsity
G of Lemcock's appreach im Sutcinct terms: "Leaceck and his tean
de net take accéumt (and the cinema is nothing but the taking
of account) that their eye in-khe act of leoking threugh the
viewer ig at emce meore and less that the registarimg apparatus
which serves the eye...Deprived ef cemsciousmness, this, Leacock's
camera, desplte its hemesty, leses the twe fundamental qualities

of & camera: intelligemce and sensiblility. His lack eof subjectivity,

im the last analysis, leads Leaceck te lack ebjectivity."
S0 does the most fameus auteur demelish the new myticlsm 1in

which uavarnished reality ig sacred; the auteur is the anti-Christ,

‘I@7the,abave statement, Gedard expresses the theught eof Kﬂwl-'
per in Reason and Existence when the philesopher speaks of

e basic unsurveyabllity ef human existence, One cannet knew

f, lst_aieme ali that lies areund one, Y@uvcamm@t s tand

e the world t@ obtain objectivity and knewledge in the

.c sense because you azre right in the midst of the werld,
v‘ e satlsfactery vantage peimt whilch imcludeq&verythimg. |
,efintgnce unundomstandabla and umsurveyable.

vhistery tries te survey existence and jourmalism is the
hiitery.kﬂistowy and jeurnalism are thus absurd- we
things abeut seclety, but this is met the same thing as
wing it im its‘t@#&lity. Thus Gedard made Vivre Sa Vie
% he did; thus Reuch abaﬁdﬁn&d the amnthrepelegical



f1lm with ites search fer objectivity te make Chrenicle of a
Summer. Thus beth attack Leaceck and the type of Cimdmg-verite
which he represents.

Yet I do mot feel that Chromicle is the way out of the

N4

dilemma. I find 1t b@ring- 1o questions are raised which de
not come up in ewdimary conversatien. One mighﬁ a8 well spend
ninety minutes in the Grill. It WwashReucHl's:aim te see whether
he ceuld werk his way past the fermula truth ef the exterior
1ife of the usual decumentgry inte seme unmexplalinable truth

of the imterier 1ife, and he did met make it., Reuch's feeling

that the presence of the camera acted as a stimulant feor the

peeple te think abeut and express themﬁelves, to bring eut their
hidden eméti@ns, in a way they had net previeously deme was

negatediin Ohr@nigmg and the schoel of dinéﬁ&-zd&ité 1t has

.;ceme to repmesent N@lthey art ner Jeurnalism, Chrericle @f
Bgme seems to 1mhahit a sort ef filmiﬁ limbe which avoids
e @bjectivity (?) of jeurnalism at the coest of artistic
i‘icanee, schieving nene of the virtues of either form while
rating the p@séible faults ef beth.

,le what hépp&ms a8 a result of the camera's presence is
”cémtwal coﬁé@rn, What happers im frent of the camera is
- Leacoeck records events, Roueh dees noet. Leacock,his
egan his career with Rebert Flaherty, has always espoused
e¢umen%a?y traditlon- the camers as a teol for relatiag
fhis secietyL Fer Leaceck, that teal was sharpened with

"1pmemt of: fhn%ph&tab@p“equipmemt which allewed his appr@ach



te Ginéma-véfitéqt@ develop s 1t has. Leacock seeks %o

aveld making comment im the old d@cumentiﬁﬁksemsﬁ. His defense

agaimst the criticism of Reuch cemters arousnd his attempt %o

achieve objectivity. He has said that Reuch, "...gives carefully

theught-out answers te preblems, and we if anything attempt to

give eviderce about which y@uvcan'make up yeur owr mind....

>We'ﬁe presenting the film-maker's percepti®n of what happened."
Because actions can be filmed by Leaceck and ethers whose

sporitencous!
appreach is like his, there 1s no need for: staging. Ian

Cameren assertis the validity of Leaceck' g2 approach irn saying,

"For the decumentarist, the direct sound egquipment means that

he is ne lemger faced with the awful cheice between the
artificiality ef a pest-synchreneus seund-track and the
artificiality ef bemding "weal" situations te f£it the requirements

ef immebilevwggswdimg apparatus. It is this chelice that has
p@aﬁemtad‘decumentamy frem vivalling the fictien film im the
one xespsct in which ene might expect it %6 be predominant:
experiences...With the Oinama-Verite equipmert,
’oeumciéamy can EGW'@wmpe@b by pmesemtimg real events

the immediacy whieh has'pmeviausly baenvlaeking." Reuch
':nbt pmesemt many evernts; these that he does are staged
"scmetines rehearsed -

thn Leacaek is werking, on the other hand he must make
*‘diata decisiwns on what he will sheet. Rebert Drew explains

Way they work thusly, "There is a tremendous effort that

of happenimg. »gn this‘ferm of she@ﬁiﬁg, as @pp@sed



to Reuch's, the film-maker's persemal feelimgs would seem to
have a much greater effect on what 1s being shet and hew than on
the nature of the event ltself., The subjectivity ef the film—
maker, then, ls feund in the recerdiﬁg'ef the event, net in the
O direction of it. | -
Drew and Leaceck, acting as a highly flexible two-man teamn,
nust egtablish a relatlenship with the peeple they film in
which they and their equipmgmt are met'regimded a8 intruders,
They genevaliy plck a situatien where semething significant is
going te happen to the persen ﬁhey are she@timg. Thus their

presence is mere likely te be farg@ttemyauWe are reporters

_trying‘te convey the feeling of what 1t was like to be there,"
"explains Drew, and imdeed he and Leaceck did cenvey that feeling

in such previeusly mentiened filme as Jane, Eddy, and Primary.

The appreaches, subjeets, and aestheﬁiea of Lesceck ard Rouch
‘ame widely different rram ene amether. If beth are te be coensidered

fa:fpna¢tit1@nefs of Ginsma-vemite, which they beth are, then a

a “iﬁitien of the ternm ‘which imeludes all ef the commen characters i
P of beth must be feund. Aud the euly thimg the two have inm

‘is the equipment they use, Thus, Oinéma-zggiig,-taken in

£ the filmsto which the mame is applied, must be Reiaidéved

anknt phwale which cevers - ““,@ﬁh@iﬁrfilm—makems

o‘QQuipmﬁnﬁ which can recewd reality with ease, Perhaps it
‘be helpful at this peint te leek at a few of theseifilm-

P cthi?f@&ﬁi.Rough and Leaceck.



In the films ef the American artist William Klein, ene
gees 3z great similarity te theswerk ef Jean Reuch. Klein
empleys the interview technique, basing his films en the

conversations he recerds, He agrees with Reuech that his

gsubjects are affected greatly in what they say by the ﬁ%esemcé
ef bhe‘camena; 86 he rehearses the people he interviews, thus
attempting te reach truth threugh certrivance., This sert of
methed weuld net be called\#centrivamce" in ether appreaches
to film-meking, but im Oindus-verisd the viewer expects te
witness sponteneous sctien, as he ghel{ld, and any preplanning

. as
can be considered,net only umfair, but dishenest. The dishonesty

invelved here 1s net as insidieus and moerally ebjectienable

58 that inm Denis Mitchell's Ed and Frank, which centains many

imntamees<ef'gigéé351§§;§é techﬁiqug and appreach, but it

is dishomest mevertheless. Mitchell deceives his subjects,
émoating a false fmiendship in @pdewnstab them cruelly in the
‘back, while Kiein deceives his audlence, at leaat in terms eof
his methedelegy. Ome meed dnly look at Lenl Riefenstahl's

‘: of the Will te arrive at an instant understanding @f
hew dangerous deception cf one's sudience can be,

bert and David Maysles rall inte the Leaceck sch@@l of
v'. Theim rirst najer film was Shewman, an essay
ovi§ czam‘Josaph,Leviue, Like Drgw and Leacaek, the Maysles
use #bbimfluence or diﬁcet the acﬁi@n they film in any
ner, ?hay even go as far as rejecting the interview, which
.}ﬁ&tfbésiiﬂdfuﬂﬁﬁeh’s'teéhn1Qﬁe, as a valid imstrument.

‘ £ ‘ ‘ '7Aon being aocepted by their subject
ers enly. For Shmwman, they shet thirty
i,ﬁilm, using:emlyﬁ%ww hhmu&and in the final
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£ilm, yet it failed anyway. This failure can be attributed te
the same cause that had %o de With Leac&ck'é unsuccessfulness
in Davig, Pete anrd Qghﬂ@iga and_ﬂghxgr the material itself.
The life of Jeé Levine simply laékad.amy self-structuring

elemants. As Leacoeck say® in his definitien of what he knews he can

make & f£ilm abeut, the film must be, v...abeut & persen whe is

interesting, whe is imvelved im a situatien which he cares about

deeply, which cemes to a conclusioen within a limited peried of
tima,,wﬂ ,
Leacock's defense agaimst this fault in his methed of approach

9°..pe@ple in a real situatien will

is perhaps a vallid eone.
preduce drama if we're smart emeugh te capture 1%, if we'rve
smart emough and zemslitive emough inm our filming within the
discipline that we have establishgd;amd stick te-of never asking
arybedy te de anything."

"As we get smarter and our equipmemt-geta»bettam,‘we shall
be able te deal with gituatlams ef far less intensity, because
0ux cenvictien that every aspect of llfe contains its own

| There is ne deubtimg the truth of Leaceck's last phrase,

ugt hepes that :1Lmamaken§@ will get smarter and mere

tive, for the future of Uinéms-verite might depeid om 1t.
Awshar Kaight thate iy

'*dg‘bncr&hssbﬁeathggbel&gfﬂ‘

rite is'ﬁ...the brightest hepe for America's y@ung
ém#kefs teday,_ thcn'#hat future is vcny-impertant indeed.

e future of Ciﬂéﬁa—vd%it£~depends en other things as well,
3 ﬁhﬁse is the werk' of Jacqucs Rozior, whese first feature

' called ‘...the Neuvelle Vagua 8
"'”cfby_ggz;g 's Mark Shivas. The film
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incerperates Oinéﬁa—vé&iké methods of sheoting inte the

area of the fgature film, using exclusively lmpreviged dialegue
t@ egstablish a feeling of genuineness and truth. Rozier alse
used light cameras and sound equipment in making the film..
Like Leaé@ck's camera, Rezier's appears to have been accepted
unselfcensciously, im this case by acters, and te have been
neither contrelling the film's actien or making a cemment on
the charactere, as Rouch's dees.

There is a feeling of reality to Adieu Puilippine the 1ikes
of which 1s seldem if ever seen 1u the feature film. Abeut the

’film Rezier has said, "I used the metheds of Ginéﬁa-Vé%ité’f@w

- fictiem, and altheugh they were applied te a fictitivus stery,

they rvemain the same metheds." Simce Oinéﬁa-vé%itélcan only

be defined in terms of ite metheds and the equipment which
mekes them peﬁﬂible, can R@ziew’s'appmﬁ&eh mat‘be censidered
as[éiméga-véﬁiyr? If so, his statement that he even thinks

%

"that the future of Uluema-Verite lies im this directiem,":

long With the success of Adieu Philippime, must be taken
rieusly Bg-déeﬁm&ntamy@nnd_Iietien film-makers alike,

Agoﬁher film-maker ‘Whe uses the mcthods ef Ginema-verite,

‘who:e films do mot quite Tif,m -?;}A im%amﬁabﬁﬁthed

freelingswﬁ countries he has visited,

Iilms include Sunday in Peking, Letter from S ngig,

"vle (about. Iszael), Kaumiko
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a8 Reuch's Chrenicle, yet the result is very different. In
Le Joli Mair, Paris itself plays an impertant rele im the film,
narrative is used frequently, ahd though Mhﬁkaw's view 1s
intensely per#enal,‘he_aveids the extrere self-conscieusness
of Reuch., Frem the film ome gets the iﬁbmessieﬁ of what Papisce
is like,'n@t the impressiern of what a neuretic is like as in
Chrenicle. This ablility te capiure the flaver ef a place in
Marker's greatest ability; threugh K@umik@; the viewer becemes
familiar with sheeveryoinfanilfar Eastera atmesphere which still
influences imdustrial Japan teday.

Altough the style and appremch which is witnessed in a Marker

film disceurages its cemsideration as a possible,future‘diraotiam

for the development of Oimdma-verité to take, his "semi-Cindus-

vg(&tﬁ" ap@rawch is an- ;nterestimg and exciting ene. Far mere

: »
‘1m the maimstream of the m@vement 1is Heome rew Life, a ﬁt@nnt

lm by Gerald Temamer. The stomy of an old age heme and the
 blenms eacountered by these whe peeple i, Home for Life is as
@ te the tmaditicnal decumentawy as amythimg yet preduced
he Oinqma-vewite mevament. In dealing with a seclal px@blom,
he;Bmitiah‘ﬁneumentaries of the Thimﬁics, the film

es perhape the mest exciting pessibility which has yet

:.eutﬁef‘dinéﬁa-v¥%1§§: It demonstates that the metheds of

/can be used with nearly cemplete ebjectivity in
Wi#h the typa ef subject that decumentary sheuld deal with.
‘m'dgal wiﬁh them bettex a8 a result of its metheds and
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The camerawerk in Heme fer Life lg simple- the camersa pans

walls &ad empity spaces betwéem peeple and zoome im and out in
capturing their expresslonsz and reactlens, The seund is technlically

fad from perfect, yet adequate 1m serving ite purpese- net te

charm or entertain, but te cemmunicate,
 The pozsibilities of the Oiméﬁa—véritévmethed are great indeed.
Théy range froem the jJjournalism of’Leaceck to the p@atry[@f Maxrker,
from the réalistic treatment of a fictienmal narrative~@? Rezier
 te the ebjective treatment of a secial preblem by Temaﬁer._’
-All four are tied tegether by the nature of the equipment thcy
use, but each is able te break out of his bomdage te treat rsality

creatively in a new and exclitlugly different Way. Jhthean Remoir

"

wag trylng to,pmeve ten years age- ...that the camera finally

has only ene right- that of reg@rdimg vhat happena.'- is being
preven teday by Qinsma ~yexite,
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