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The power of a
research tradition:
prospecis for
progress in the
study of film style

David Bordwell

f we take progress to mean an enlarging fund

of empirical knowledge, few will doubt that

film historians have made progress. We know

much more about the history of cinema than
our predecessors did. But historiographic progress
involves more than amassing data. It also involves
an increasing skill in formulating and solving prob-
lems; and this activity gdes beyond empirical mat-
ters to conceptual ones. While the ultimate pay-off is
usually empirical — that is, a wider or richer under-
standing of historical events — hisforians’ conceptual
schemes have guided concrete inquiry in productive
directions.

What follows is an attempt to sketch how a
research  tradition developed in the study of film
style. Within this tradition, three research pro-
grammes developed distinct conceptions of stylistic
history. These programmes shared a sense of the
essential story to be told, but they organized that
story in ways which addressed different problems. In
the process, they increased our understanding of
how particular questions could be more profitably
posed!.

Itake it that the overarching quesfion addressed
by this tradition goes something like this: What are
the principal patterns of change and stability in the
Infernational history of style, and how may these be
explained? This question immediately rules out

‘chronicle” histories which aim only to record the flux
of phenomena?. It also rules out at least some ver-
sions of auteur history, in that these do not attempt to
plot large-scale patterns of change or stability.

My concern is with the French and Anglo-Ameri-
can tradition of tracing the ‘development’ or ‘evol-
ution” of film style. This focus is not, | hope,
damagingly narrow. The writers under consideration
have had crucial influence on how film history has
been written, and their concern with technique, ‘film
grammar’, or ‘film language’ has left deep marks on
how we conduct research and teach our students. It
is also evidence for the vitality of a research tradition
and its capacity to display progress in solving both
empirical and conceptual problems.

The standard version: construction,
consolidation and refinement
The research tradition | am considering rests upon
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one fairly stable, broadly accepted account of the
international history of film style. | shall call this the
Basic Story. Taking this only as far as the early
1930s, we can say that the Basic Story presents film
style as developing from the recording of a profilmic
event (either an actual occurrence or a staged event)
through stages of elaboration of particular film tech-
niques — cutting, closer framings, camera movement,
lighting effects, and nuanced acting. In the course of
the 1910s and 1920s, according to the Basic Story,
these effects were refined. The coming of sound
tempted filmmakers to forego the visual beauties of
the silent era, but some filmmakers not only main-
tained a pictorial tradition but found inventive ways
of handling the new sound cinema.

The Basic Story identifies particular nations and
individuals as significant causal agents. Certain
Western countries make distinctive innovations in
technique, often through what Jasset, borrowing
from art history, called national ‘schools®. It seems
likely that the effects of World War | in dividing
markets and distinguishing films by nationality —
reflectea, for example, in the film criticism of Louis
Delluc — intensified the influence of this concept.
Whatever the cause, the narrative in the Standard
Version depends upon distinctions among nations:
ltalian epics are followed by American and Swedish
features, which are followed by German Expression-
ism and Kammerspiel. In many booklength studies,
the chapter layout is based upon this national scheme?.

The Basic Story also focuses on the work of
individuals. By the end of the silent era, film journal-
ism had identified the major dramatis personae of
the tale>. A 1932 survey is characteristic: Méliés is
‘the father of cinematic spectacle’; France benefited
from the work of Linder, Feuillade and Cohl; Ameri-
can film is the creation of Griffith, Ince, DeMille,
Sennett and Chaplin; and so on®.

The Basic Story became widely accepted by
the early 1930s. In rough outline, it provides a
chronology and a canon. It fraces a course of events
to be examined, explained and expanded upon.
Any stretch is open to further exploration. In develo-
ping and diffusing the Basic Story, however, histo-
rians also proposed conceptual schemes which
gave it a particular significance. They thus created
what | shall call a Standard Version of the story, a
research programme with specific theoretical com-
mitments.
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One such commitment centres on the idea that
changes in film style yield a gradual enrichment of
technical resources. The complementary concepts of
geographical school and individual master, com-
monplace in art history since Vasari, enabled film
historians to ascribe the accumulating contributions
to particular causal agents and circumstances. A
Second theoretical commitment revolved around an
underlying pattern which historians ascribed to the
Basic Story’s course of events. They argued that
changes in film style could best be understood as
revealing film’s inherent aesthetic potential. The pat-
tern governing changes in film stylé was a progress |
toward disclosure of film’s distinctive, if not unique,
aesthetic resources. As one observer put it: ‘The
evolution from the jerky beginnings to this grand
climax [the 1930s cartoons of Disney] offers the
fascinating spectacle of a new artistic medium grad-
ually becoming conscious of its legitimate, that is,
exclusive, possibilities and limitations'.”

According to this view, the earliest films were
insufficiently artistic: the actualités were mere rec-
ords of reality, while fictional films reproduced the
conventions of theatre. A series of technical dis-
coveries — closer framings, camera movements,
various sorts of editing, the expressive use of setting
and lighting — gradually revealed the resources of
film language’. By the end of the 1920s, the Stand-
ard Version continues, the silent cinema had
achieved its full aesthetic possibilities. These were
abruptly cut short by the arrival of sound, a break in
style which triggered a reversion fo film’s “theatrical’
mode and a sudden loss of visual values. A few
imaginative creators {Lang, Clair, Lubitsch, Mamou-
lian, Eisenstein, Disney, et al.) pointed the way
toward a true audio-visual art. Henceforth the prob-
lem would be that of finding a style appropriate to
the mature sound cinema.

While the overall causal dynamic is seldom
explicit, it seems safe to say that according to the
Standard Version stylistic change results from film-
makers’ efforts to solve a particular problem. In the
silent era, the creative filmmaker’s task is to reveal
the aesthetic resources of the medium, either by
finding new ways of telling stories more clearly or
engagingly, or by pure experimentation inde-
pendent of narrative demands. The accumulated
contributions of national schools and individual ar-
tists yield a ‘cinematic language’ which is visible
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both in mainstream com-
mercial products and in
more avant-gardé works.
An adequate history
of the emergence of the
Standard Version remains
to be written, but certainly
its component ideas de-
veloped alongside the
delineation of the Basic
Story. For example, in
léon Moussinac’s Naiss-
ance du cinéma (1925),
a collection of his 1920~
24 essays, he identifies
the key works of film his-
tory, from The Cheat
(1915) and Broken Blos-
soms (1919) to Sylvester
(1923) and l'Inhumaine
(1924), and singles out
the major artists: Chaplin,
Ince, Giriffith, Gance, Stil-
ler, Sidstrom, Wiene,
Pick, and others. Moussi-
nac even provides a list of
'steps’ in evolutionary pro-
gress, all of them cao-.
nonized by journalism
and cinéclubs. He goes
on to discuss major nat
ional schools (USA,
Sweden, France, Ger
many) in more detail®.
Cuiding this retelling of

the Basic Story is Moussi-
nac’s insistence that
cinema must not be confounded with theatre. ‘As an
independent art, it has its own laws which remain to
be discovered. Its meaning has been revealed litlle
by litle thanks to the slow efforts of a few good
craftsmen’®.

The canon and chronology of the Basic Story
were sketched in the silent era, so the Standard
Version was developed to explain that course of
events. The coming of sound thus posed some prob-
lems. What would now be the canonical works2
What progress could be discemed after the coming
of sound technology@ How could sound be taken as
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Fig. 1. Robert Brasillach, ca. 1939-40.

a further unfolding of the medium’s distinctive artistic
possibilities? Although | have already mentioned
some common answers, it is instructive to examine
one of the most influential synoptic histories to see
how problems of stylistic continuity and change
were worked out.

Published on the cinema’s fortieth anniversary,
Maurice Bardéche and Robert Brasillach’s Histoire
du cinéma exploits the vantage point of 1935 in
order to continue, even codify, central tendencies of
the Standard Version. There is the division into nat-
ional schools, the emphasis upon known creators,
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and the proposition that the history of film is best
understood as a search for the distinctive qualities of
film as an art. Furthermore, Bardéche and Brasillach
assert that it did not take long for filmmakers to
discover the medium'’s ‘language’ (langage); what
took time was the emergence of cinema as an
independent mode of expression.

In particular, cinema had to overcome its thea-
trical tendencies. According to Bardéche and Brasil-
lach, a lucky accident made the earliest cinema
silent. Lacking spoken language, it was forced to
become a visual spectacle, and this impelled artists
to explore the resources of images and their juxta-
positions. But the arrival of sound created a new
dependence on the theatre, and this was a re-
gression. In their 1935 edition, the authors leave
open the prospect of a distinctive aesthetic for the
sound cinema, but they suspect that intensified com-
mercial pressures will make the creation of truly
artistic work even more unlikely.

While encapsulating these long-standing ideas,
Bardéche and Brasillach also use assumptions of the
Standard Version in order to refine the Basic Story.
Most significantly, they set out periods based upon
the interational development of film style. During
the first period, until 1908 or so, the development of
film technique was ruled by Mélies and his féerie.
His ‘technical audacity’'© revealed stop-motion, cut
ting, the dissolve, the double-exposure, and vari-
able-speed filming. In the years 1908-18, as
cinema became more respectable, filmmakers in
several nations broke definitively with theatrical
cinema and disclosed film's distinctive means. At the
same time, intellectuals and artists became attracted
to cinema. * -

Bardéche and Brasillach go on to assert that
between 1919 and 1924, the cinema as an auton-
omous art was born. Several national schools (most
prominently, the French avantgarde, the Scandina-
vians, the Germans, and the Hollywood directors)
discovered how to use devices which belong to
cinema alone. Editing, changes in camera angles,
superimposition, and similar resources were system-
atically exploited so as to provoke emotion or sug-
gest ideas. The masterpieces of the late 1910s and
early 1920s furnish examples of ‘a serious and
complex art'!!.

The period 1924-29 is that of the 'classic’
silent cinema, dominated by the masterworks of the
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major producing countries and their accomplished
directors. According to Bardéche and Brasillach,
there was no significant progress during these years,
but film style achieved stability. As a reaction
against the selfconscious flourishes of the early
1920s, Cadligari's sets and la Roue's rhythmic edi-
ting, filmmakers could make technique less notice-
able. ‘Henceforth, technical skill would be hidden,
almost invisible''?. By the time sound arrived, the
silent film had virtually completed its stylistic develop-
ment and had become confident enough of its
means to flaunt them no longer.

Earlier formulations of the Basic Story cast it as
a nation-by-nation survey, with periodization within
countries based largely on external events such as
the World War or the division of decades'. Bar-
déche and Brasillach instead propose a truly trans-
national stylistic history. In their invocation of the
‘classic’ period of the silent cinema, Bardéche and
Brasillach also recall the common arthistorical con-
ception of classicism as a stable dynamic of creative
forces, in which inventions are assimilated to an
overall balance of form and function.

Sound disrupted this equilibrium. ‘Five or six
happy and triumphal years, brutally inferrupted by
the discovery which halted cinema on its royal road
and instantly took back its fundamental laws and its
aesthetic autonomy’'#. The early auditory innova-
tions were not taken up, and sound did not revol-
utionize film art. With few exceptions, the ‘mature’
talkie is merely a mundane silent film accompanied
by spoken language, a species of filmed theatre.

It is significant that Bardéche and Brasillach’s
first edition appeared soon after Clair and others
had revealed distinctive audio-visual possibilities in
the sound cinema'®. Moreover, the authors, each
twenty-six years old upon publication of the Histoire,
were foo young to have seen most of the silent
classics on initial release'®. Children of the transi-
tional years 1925-35, they were forced to address
the question of how the history of film style was to be
written affer the coming of sound. Their answer in
1935 was to mark out a few distinctive creators
(Vidor, Clair, Pabst) whose creative development
had been assisted by sound. Generally, however,
the authors deplore the money-hungry producers
who had elevated profits over artistry. It is with some
ambiguity that the two write: ‘Even today, can one
truly love this art without knowing it in the silent
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days? We cannot separate those last years from the
years of our youth ... We who witnessed the birth of
an art may also have seen it die''”.

Although the Histoire was seldom cited or trans-
lated'®, that is probably because of the authors’
political affiliations. When they wrote the book, they
were already prominent rightwing intellectuals, and
during the German occupation Brasillach became a
notoriously enthusiastic collaborator!?. Even so, for
at least a decade the Histoire was the most promi-
nent aesthetic history of the cinema in any language.

Once Bardéche and Brasillach had consoli-
dated a Standard Version for the early sound era, it
was possible for more painstaking historians to fill in
details. The Standard Version had become a re-
search programme guiding more local, fine-grained
study. An outstanding example is the work of
Georges Sadoul. A Surrealist and Communist, Sa-
doul stands as an ideological antithesis to Bardéche
and Brasillach. Yet both his onevolume Histoire
mondiale du Cinéma (1949) and his multivolume
Histoire générale du Cinéma (published 1948-54,
with posthumous volumes in 1975) adhere rather
closely to their period scheme?©. It is likely that his
work popularized their periodization?!. Naturally,
many aspects of the Standard Version receive far
more defailed treatment at Sadoul’s hands. For in-
stance, he refines the Bardéche/Brasillach concep-
tion of theatrical cinema by including not just Méliés
but Capellani and Danish directors of melodramas.
The Standard Version’s search for the ‘pioneers”
development of ‘film language’ enables him to bring
forward the Brighton school and Vitagraph. Sadoul
also provides a sharply different explanatory per-
spective, relying on Marxist class analysis rather
than his predecessors’ emphasis on commercial
pressures felt by artists. Both Sadoul and his rivals
consider economic factors as important causes of
stylistic stability or change, and both cast this in an
art-versus-commerce framework. Bardéche and Bra-
sillach, however, attribute economic pressures on
film artfists to a cadre of businessmen eager fo make
a fortune out of the new art. According to Sadoul,
aesthetic factors are often tied to class interests. For
example, he argues that cinema developed artistic
ambitions in the 1910s because it addressed itself
to the bourgeoisie??,

Still, Sadoul remains committed to the idea that
film history is centrally about cinema’s unfolding
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aesthetic resources: ‘The cinema, which is an indus-
try, is also and first of all an art’?3. More generdlly,
the ‘problem-space’ which he confronts is defined
by the period boundaries and stylistic tendencies
enunciated by Bardéche and Brasillach. These
writers supplied a narrative schema which Sadoul
refined in rich detail but did not fundamentally con-
test.

Building on twenty years of film journalism and
chronicle histories, the young authors of Histoire du
cinéma offered the Standard Version in a compact,
compelling form. That would in turn become tested
and refined in the work of Sadoul, Mitry and many
later researchers?4.

Revisions and recastings: the dialectical
programme
We can now see that a notion of progress based
wholly on amassing more facts would miss the import-
ant role played by conceptual structures. There was
the Basic Story itself, which needed to be tested, filled
in, and updated. And there was the Standard Ver-
sion, which made certain techniques salient, emphas-
ized a progressive unfolding of the medium’s
potential, and saw change as a matter of accumulat-
ing resources. These ideas have fostered a robust
research tradition, and many historians of film style
have been content to follow Sadoul and Mitry in
providing fine-grained local expansions and correc-
tions of the Basic Story, often guided by one or
another idea proposed by the Standard Version. But
we can pick out at least two other significant research
programmes within this fradition. They are not radical
rethinkings of the Story; they often accept its canon
and chronology. In many respects, they borrow from
the Standard Version. Yet they also try to come fo
grips with difficulties bequeathed them by their pre-
decessors. Consequently these programmes reor-
ganize the patterns of change and stability identified
in the Standard Version. They also offer some dis-
tinctly fresh causal accounts. Perhaps most notably,
these research programmes seek to accommodate
contemporary developments in film style, and this
leads them to break with some key theoretical as-
sumptions of the historians promoting the traditional
account.

In 1943 the twentyfive-yearold André Bazin,
writing for a student magazine, commented upon
the waning of cinéphilia among young people. He
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reminded his readers that the coming of sound had
alienated intellectuals, and he traced this to the fact
that they no longer had any influence over an in-
creasingly commercial indusiry?>. Bazin does not
mention Bardéche and Brasillach, but his indictment,
coming several months after the publication of the
1943 revision of their Histoire (bearing the subtitle
‘Edition définitive’), pointedly recalls their gener-
ation’s despair at the falkie. And his charge that
intellectuals of the last decade have displayed an
‘absence of all effort at systematic thought in regard
to the cinema’?® does not exempt them.

It seems likely that the 1943 Histoire encap-
sulated the Standard Version for Bazin and his con-
temporaries. In particular, it bequeathes them a
problem: What will be the proper style for the
confemporary sound cinema? If film style ceased to
develop around 1934, how can one write its history
nearly a decade later@

In their 1943 update, Bardeche and Brasillach
handle the problem through positing a period of
stability within the first decade of talkies. They distin-
guish a 1929-33 phase, during which some film-
makers undertook auditory experiments. Aftler 1933,
avantgarde movements disappeared, and artists
and infellectuals largely gave up the medium. The
authors speculate that 1939, the threshold of the
war, marked the end of this ‘classicism of the "tal-
kie"?”.

Taking Hollywood as the paradigm case, Bar-
déche and Brasillach argue that the stylistic stability
of the 1933-39 period was sustained by the rou-
tinized process of making a talking film. In commer-
cial filmmaking, the division of labour and the
power of the producer make it unlikely that a direc-
tor will be able to impose a personal style upon the
film. Thus the chief development of American sound
cinema lies in its genres and cycles; repefition and
variation of story have replaced stylistic innovation.

Bazin's 1943 essays accept the commonplace
that sound cinema had brought about a new realism
and a concomitant absence of stylistic innovation.
‘The curve of [cinema’s] stylistic evolution already
shows a downward path’?8. But from 1945 he
would begin to mount an alternative version of the
Basic Story. This version, which we might call the
Dialectical one, would counter certain aspects of the
Standard Version and offer a far more optimistic
account of cinema’s stylistic ‘evolution’.
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Bazin of course wrote no history of film on the
scale of Bardéche and Brasillach’s synoptic treatise.
His most wide-ranging essay on stylistic history, ‘The
Evolution of the Llanguage of Cinema’, was publish-
ed only at the end of his life. But this essay was built
out of shorter articles published in 1951, 1952,
and 19552, His late 1940s writings on Welles
and Wyler constitute further pieces of an overall
argument about the history of film style. The contours
of that argument are by now familiar, but some
aspects take on a fresh significance when set into
the context of the dominance of the Standard Ver-
sion.

Bazin’s revision starts from the idea that the
Basic Story includes not one evolutionary frend but
rather two. One tendency, in accord with the aes-
thetic program of the Standard Version, traces the
ways in which cinema has sought-to break free of
photographic realism. By manipulation of the image
and by absfract montage, the national schools of the
1920s exemplified a ‘faith in the image’3°. But there
was another tendency, one which stretched back to
the early tableau cinema and which emerged in the
work of Flaherty, Murnau and other masters of the
mature silent cinema. This tendency puts its faith in
the camera’s ability to record and reveal physical
reality. The result was a realism of time and space
which is no less artistic than the more obvious manip-
ulations of expressionism and montage. The coming
of sound destroyed the cinema of artifice but not all
cinematic artistry.

In its first decade, sound cinema promoted a
moderate realism of staging and cutting, continuing
the tradition of analytical editing founded by Ciriffith
and his contemporaries. The ‘invisible découpage’
seen in all countries’ films of the mid-1930s re-
spected real space and made the celebrated mon-
tage techniques of the silent era seem
overwrought®!. The ‘theatricality’ despised by the
Standard Version was in fact a reasonable halfway
house between the excesses of silent stylization and
the more realistic cinema lo come. The stabilization
of Hollywood genres and the perfecting of a har-
mony between sound and image created a 'classi-
cal equilibrium.

Realistic in its portrayal of spatial relations,
classical découpage nonetheless was obliged to
distort real time, creating a more 'intellectual and
abstract’ thythm32. This drawback was overcome by




Bordwell, David, Special Issue: PHILOSOPHY OF FILM HISTORY: The power of aresearch
tradition: prospectsfor progressin the study of film style, Film History, 6:1 p.59

The power of a research tradition: prospects for progress in the study of film style 65

Fig. 2. Citizen Kane
(RKO, 1941).

means of a ‘dialectical step forward in the history of
film language’3. That step was taken by Renoir in
such films as la régle du jeu (1939), by Welles in
Citizen Kane (1941) and The Magnificent Amber-
sons (1942), by Wyler in The litle Foxes (1941)
and The Best Years of Our lives (1946), and by
Neorealist directors in Paisg (1946), Bicycle
Thieves (1948), and la Terra Trema (1948). As is
well-known, Bazin identifies this new phase with
certain technical devices, particularly the long take
and the shot in depth, which preserve both spatial
and temporal continuity. The Standard Version had
all but ignored these techniques.

Bazin goes beyond merely itemizing these de-
vices and seeks to account for their contextual uses.
To Sadoul’s claim that these techniques were al-
ready known in cinema'’s silent days34, Bazin replies
that their current use involves new features and func-
tions. The depth staging in early cinema predated
the arrival of analytical editing. In the primitive
period, cutting served fo link spaces, not to break a
scene info closer views. But with the arrival of analy-
tical cutting, deep-focus camerawork gave way to
selective focus, which was the most effective way to
direct the viewer's aftention within close shots.
Whereas the depth of the primitive fableau could not
reflect post-Griffith principles of guiding the specta-

for's attention, the deepfocus of the 1940s assimi-
lated the principles of classical cutting.

Bazin would soon broaden this account to
allow for Renoir’s sweeping camera movements and
bustling frame entrances and exits, as well as some
ltalians’ reliance on plans-séquences. These are all
part of a 'vast geological displacement’ in film lan-
guage®>. Bazin's discussion of Welles provides the
most detailed views of how this displacement
worked, and a key example is the scene of Susan’s
suicide in Citizen Kane.

A 1930s découpage-based director would cut
from Kane outside Susan’s room, banging on the
door, to Susan gasping in bed, and then to the glass
and bottle to allow us to infer that she has taken an
overdose. But Welles puts all the elements into a
single frame (Fig. 2).

Far from being ... a retum fo the ‘static shot’
employed in the early days of cinema by
Mélies, Zecca and Feuillade, or else some
rediscovery of filmed theatre, Welles' sequence
shot is a decisive stage in the evolution of film
language, which after having passed through
the montage of the silent period and the dé-
coupage of the talkies, is now tending to revert
to the static shot, but by a dialectical progress
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Fig. 3. The Best Years
of Ovur Lives
(Goldwyn-RKO, 1944).

which incorporates all the discoveries of dé-

coupage into the realism of the sequence
shot30.

Elaborating on Bazin's account, we can im-
agine that a one-shot scene in the 1210s cinema
might have put the bed in the middle ground, the
doorway near the foreground (but still fairly distant
from us), and the glass and bottle in a middle-
ground or background plane. The staging would not
necessarily stress the three elements as distinct. By
contrast, the three striated zones of action which
Welles provides serve as functional equivalents of
the separate shots which a more orthodox director
would provide. ‘The fixed shot of Citizen Kane could
be conceived only affer the era of montage; Grif-
fith’s analysis had to reveal clearly the anatomy of
presentation before Welles or Wyler, with a
cameraman of Gregg Tnland’s class, could remodel
the unity of the image much as a sculptor might
do'¥.

Accepting the chronology and canon of the
Basic Story, Bazin reorganizes it by means of a
quasi-Hegelian account of the development of film
style. The opposing strains of the 1920s, express-
ionism/montage and realism, find a temporary syn-
thesis in 1930s classical cutting. But this synthesis is
unstable, and its opposing tendencies — the prin-
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ciples of découpage versus the narrative-based urge
fo respect real time — yield a new synthesis in the
deepfocus long take of Welles. Bazin goes even
further, suggesting that within Cifizen Kare itself
Welles mixes long takes which offer ‘crystallizations’
of dramatic time with montage sequences which
generate a more abstract duration. Welles thus cre-
ates a 'dialectic of the plot [dialectique du récit])'38.
Now the time-abstracting qualities of editing find
contextually appropriate functions.

Bazin also insists that in cerfain directors this
'geological displacement’ has farreaching aesthetic
consequences. The single shot can present varying
-centres of interest, which can increase tensions
among ‘areas of the frame and yield a greater
‘density’ of performance. Bazin's famous discussion
of a climactic scene in the bar and grill in The Best
Years of Our lives shows that the scale of planes is
in inverse rafio to the significance of the action
taking place on them. Here Homer's piano-playing
in the foreground fumishes a ‘diversionary action’ in
tension with the scene’s crux, the phone call which
Fred makes in the distant booth (Fig. 3)37. Similarly,
Bazin shows that the same principle can obtain
when the depth is exploited much less vigorously.
Fanny's breakdown at the kitchen table in The Mag-
nificent Ambersons also exploits a ‘prefext action’,
George's pratile as he wolfs down her cooking,
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Fig. 4. The
Magnificent
Ambersons
(RKO, 1942).

which distracts us from her spasm of distress. Now,
however, the salient zones are not stacked in depth
but spread across the frame (Fig. 4)%°. Renoir's
panning camera in La régle du jeu creates a similar
effect of ‘lateral depth of field4!. In sum, the revol-
ution in film language of the late 1930s and the
1940s demanded that the spectator cultivate view-
ing skills which go beyond those elicited by classical
cutting. The viewer will have to scan the image, seek
out salient points of inferest, and integrate informa-
tion into a total judgement about a scene.

In precision and attention to analytical context,
Bazin's dialectical history of style marks a signal step
beyond his predecessors. Furthermore, his synoptic
scheme created a more discriminating and compre-
hensive version of the Basic Story. The international
history of silent film now revolves around two prob-
lems. Either a filmmaker sought to overcome the
realism of the medium by revealing aesthetic re-
sources specific fo it; or the filmmaker sought to use
the medium'’s realism in order to create an art based
on the recording and revealing of physical redlity.
For Bazin, the first turned out to be a false problem.
With the coming of sound, the artifice of the 'high’
silent era drew to its end, and the cinema’s ‘realistic
vocation’ was revealed even more fully, first in the
friumph of classical découpage and then in the
revolution wrought by Rencir and his successors.
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Bazin thus extended the stylistic history of cinema
beyond the dead end posited by the Standard
Version.

In doing so, Bazin neatly suggests a solution to
the problem that vexed the Standard Version as he
knew it. What is the style suitable for post-1933
sound cinema? He replies that the mature sound
cinema would progress through the ‘revolution’ of
the long take, the shot in depth, and fluid camera
movement (very different technical avenues from the
‘creative use of sound’ advocated in the early
1930s). Moreover, patticular films may reveal a
formal interaction among découpage, montage,
and the new stylistic tendencies, with the very con-
trast becoming a-source of fruitful aesthetic effects
{as in Kane).

Bazin's research programme supplements the
idea of stylistic progress as accumulated resources
with a more dialectical dynamic of latent possi-
bilities which come to delayed fulfilment. This move
is made possible by extending the transnational
generalizations already skefched in Bardéche and
Brasillach’s periodization. But whereas Bazin's
predecessors emphasize national cultures as the
wellsprings of film art*2, he traces cinematic innova-
tion to a deep-seated human impulse moving
through the history of representation.

According to Bazin, an age-old ‘dream of fotal



Bordwell, David, Special Issue: PHILOSOPHY OF FILM HISTORY: The power of aresearch
tradition: prospectsfor progressin the study of film style, Film History, 6:1 p.59

68

David Bordwell

cinema’, whereby a representation would be a per-
fect simulacrum of redlity, is accompanied by a
‘'mummy complex’, an ancient urge to freeze time.
These transculiural psychological needs form the
basis of the realistic impulse, as seen in all the arts,
and supply the driving force behind stylistic change
in film history. Bazin believes that while other arts
present reality through symbols, cinema’s photo-
graphic base permits it to provide a record of phe-
nomenal events. Unlike still photography, cinema
records time as well as space.

Bazin thus reverses the medium-specificity argu-
ments of proponents of the Standard Version: what
is central to cinema is its recording capacity, not its
ability to create aesthetic transformations. Some film-
makers grasp cinema'’s essential vocation and assist
the medium in developing toward its ultimate goal.
The dialectical progress of the medium is asymp-
fotic, moving ever closer to a perfect reproduction
without ever having the prospect of achieving it.
Total cinema’ will never be achieved, but as a goal
it guides those directors who understand that unlike
other arts, cinema supplies an ‘aesthetic of reality’.

The novelty of Bazin's account ought not fo
minimize the extent to which he drew upon concepts
already circulating in his culture. Several of his
points had already been made by Alexandre Astruc.
Astruc’s essays of 1945-48 posit 1939 as the
apogee of the ‘classical’ period of cinema, distin-
guish between silent montage and sound découp-
age, declare that American cinema of the 1940s
saw a renewal of film form, and stress that the sound
cinema will be that which explores the theatrical and
novelistic resolrces of the medium*3. Perhaps most
strikingly, in a 1946 essay on Citizen Kane Alexan-
dre Astruc described the American studio system as
having achieved ‘the most economical and trans-
parent’ technique possible, based on shot/reverse
shot and unobtrusive camera movements. ‘This tech-
nique may have lacked ambition, but it was faultless
and sure. It would be sitill interesting today to ana-
lyse its finest details'44.

Bazin's notions of realism in film style also owe
something to Roger Leenhardt's Esprit essays of the
1930s%°. For example, consider Leenhardt's dis-
cussion of a camera movement following a man
from a street into an office and tracking up to a
close-up of a cheque as he signs it:
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Here we have the joining of ten or twenty fixed
shots within a single moving shot. The creation
of depth and locale, usually accomplished
through matching shots of different scales, is
rendered here by camera movement. ... And
the successive and selective quality of mon-
tage, the enlargement of various components of
reality — the very essence of cinematic lan-
guage — is obtained without break or elision4®.

From this it is only a short step to considering
the depth shot as harbouring a tacit découpage.
More overtly, Bazin's discovery of deep focus and
the long take was almost certainly initiated through
the self-conscious promotional efforts of Toland and
Welles and the press coverage which Citizen Kane
had received by the time the film premiered in Paris
in 19464 o

Bazin's recasting of the Basic Story, then, in-
volved a reconfiguration of the canon and affinities
among directors, as well as a proposal for new,
long-range causes of stylistic change. He also re-
jected the aesthetic preferences of the Standard
Version, elevating realism over the stylization prized
by the silentera aficionados. But his reorganization
of affinities and problem-solving trends did not chal-
lenge other aspects of the Standard account. His
protagonists — Murnau, Flaherty, Stroheim, Dreyer,
Renoir — were already ensconced in the Pantheon.

There are also many congruences between the
Bardéche/Brasillach account and Bazin's. His
model of stylistic history fairly closely follows their
period schedule. More significantly, the two authors
had already posited an international ‘classicism’ at
‘the end of the 1930s. As we have seen, they also
traced the stylistic stability of American sound
cinema to the emergence of genres and cycles. Both
premises became points of departure for Bazin's
arguments about depth of field. In addition, the
1943 edition of the Histoire highlighted Ford and
Wyler as the outstanding American directors, par-
ticularly emphasizing Stagecoach (1939), Dead
End (1937), The letter (1940) and The litle Foxes.
Even though Bardéche and Brasillach do not discuss
the films' stylistic qualities, Bazin's generation was
thus primed to see these works as salient.

Perhaps most strikingly, Bazin's basic antithesis
between artifice and realism can be found in the
epilogue to Bardéche and Brasillach’s Histoire. They
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posit two opposing fendencies traversing the history
of the medium: "to escape as far as possible from
reality’ and "to accentuate the most realistic proper-
ties of the photographic image'#®. The former is
exemplified by Méliés, Chaplin, Caligari, Clair and
Disney; the latter by the Sovietfs, notably Eisenstein.
It seems likely that this formulation, a commonplace
today (recast in the fextbooks’ split between Méligs
and lumiére, or formalism and realism), shaped
subsequent thinking. Bazin probes the implications
of this duality more subtly than did any of his prece-
dessors, but it was put conspicuously on the horizon
by the most notable French history of cinema.

Whereas the Standard Version has been taken
up, amplified and revised extensively over sixty
years, Bazin's Dialectical version has not been used
in the same wholesale fashion. This is partly due to
the rather fragmentary way in which it was assem-
bled, in a series of essays over a decade and a
half. But it goes without saying that pieces of this
scheme have proven enormously influential, particu-
larly on film criticism. Many of Bazin's insights have
been assimilated info what we might call a Revised
Standard Version. The innovations of Renoir,
Welles, Wyler and the Neorealists have been ab-
sorbed as new confributions to the accumulated
resources of film technique®®. Instead of taking up
the Dialectical programme, either to refine it or
extend it fo new domains, historians have deployed
Bazin's critical insights in order to extend the Basic
Story into the 1940s and 1950s. Accordingly, the
'unfolding essence of the medium’ component of the
Standard account has been played down or com-
pletely dropped.

Revisions and recastings: the oppositional
variant

If Bazin was right, then the Renoir-Welles-Neorealist
line of influence ought to have continued into the
1950s and 1960s. Certainly in the work of many
directors it did, and some Bazinians have argued that
widescreen technology actively intensified the
frend>0. But the Bazinian research programme was
also confronted with the rise of postwar European
‘modernist’ cinema. Major films like Hiroshima mon
amour (1959), A bout de souffle (1960), Nicht
versShnt (1965), Abschied von Gestern (Yesterday
Girl, Kluge, 1966), seemed to deviate both from
classical découpage and from Bazinian realism,

displaying a new dependence on techniques suspi-
ciously close to silentera montage. How to write a
history of style that would recognize that the ‘realism’
of the 1940s and early 1950s had been followed
by a new stylization?

Bazin was dead by the time these films ap-
peared, but the question he bequeathed his succes-
sors — how to accommodate and explain the
postwar ‘modernist’ cinema — remained. Once
more, a new model can be seen as an effort to
tackle problems left unsolved by earlier historians,
and to reconfigure the Basic Story accordingly.

The Basic Story distinguishes between a film-
making practice which derives from popular culture
and which appeals to a mass audience, and an
avantgarde cinema tied to the fine arts and aiming
at an educated elite. In what | shall call the Opposi-
tional Version of the development of style, this duality
becomes the primary organizing principle. On one
hand we have the development of a normalized film
style, epitomized in the Hollywood cinema. On the
other hand we have alternative developments which
oppose, challenge, or even subvert the standard
style. Writing an international history of film style will
then involve tracing each current’s pattern of change
and stability, as well as gauging reciprocal in-
fluences and conflicts between the traditions. Noél
Burch’s work offers the key exemplar of the Opposi-
tional tendency. Although Burch has written no
single synoptic history, his books on Japanese
cinema and early cinema and his numerous articles
on particular films and filmmakers cumulatively deli-
neate a broad research programme. Throughout, his
strategy has been to study the VWestern system from
the vantage points of oppositional modes which
'denaturalize’ the conventions of mainstream film
style and which suggest other ways in which films
might be made®!. This comparative approach gives
a fresh force to the effort to write an international
history of style. It allows the historian not only to
include the postwar efforts of Godard, Resnais and
the like; it also allows the historian to reconfigure the
Basic Story along new lines.

Burch takes the mainstream/avant-garde antith-
esis as an opposition between illusionism and mod-
ernism, a duality informing his theoretical book
Praxis du cinéma (1969). Thanks to the insights of
Brecht and Eisenstein, he writes in the introduction to
the 1973 Englishlanguage edition, the historian is
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now in a position to expose illusionist filmmaking
and to examine the 'crest line’ of work which con-
tests that>2. Although virtually all the crestline works
are Basic-Story masterpieces, historians have not
acknowledged their radical force. Instead of contri-
buting to the development of mainstream ‘film lan-
guage’, as the Standard Version has supposed, they
have actually contested the illusionist cinema
'through a "deconstruction” and "subversion” of the
dominant codes of representation and narrativity'>3.
Study of this modernist fradition allows the historian
to ‘relativise and analyse [illusionism] for what it is:
i.e. a construction’>4.

The illusionist cinema of Hollywood and most
national film industries Burch calls the ‘Institutional
Mode of Representation’ (IMR). Derived from nine-
teenth-century realism in literature and drama, the
IMR works to create an intelligible narrative structure
centering on character and promising self-sufficiency
and closure. Stylistically, the IMR creates recogniz-
able ['iconic’) images and organizes them in a
spatially and temporally linear fashion. From paint-
ing the films borrow techniques of creating an illu-
sion of three dimensions (what Burch, echoing Riegl,
calls a ‘haptic’ space). The IMR also uses the tech-
niques of editing io create a sense of spatial ubiquity
and of a physical space oriented around the specta-
for's left and right. Along with the conventions of
Renaissance perspective, these editing ‘codes’ serve
to ‘centre’ the viewer, creating the illusion of being
an allknowing witness fo events.

According to Burch, the IMR began to become
consolidated during the decade after 1904. The
tableau cinema gave way to the linkage of scenes
(as in chase films) and atternating editing started to
signal simultaneity. In the early 1910s, eyeline-
match editing and the breakdown of a scene into
details became more common. Progress was not
easy or even, but somewhere between 1915 (The
Italian, The Cheat and The Birth of a Nation) and
1917 (A Girl’s Folly), the ‘classical” cinema’s visual
system fell into place. By 1922, in lang’s Dr. Ma-
buse der Spieler, the system was displayed with a
new economy and finesse. The arrival of syn-
chronized sound capped the development of the
IMR as an illusionistic style.

This . process, Burch claims, had some long-
range causes. Recasting Bazin's conception of ‘total
cinema’ along class lines, he suggests that the bour-
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geoisie dreamed of ‘the Recreation of Redlity ... a
perfect illusion of the perceptual world'3>. Instead of
a ‘mummy complex’, he calls this the ‘Frankenstein’
ideal, a specifically ninefeenth-century notion of van-
quishing death through creating life mechanically.
Even more broadly, he hints that the drive toward
such illusionism is part of the Western psyche, and
that its logic can only be elucidated by psychoanal-
ysis 0.

He offers a more concrete and shortterm
explanation of the IMR’s development as well. The
expansion and refinement of the IMR is tied to the
growing power of the middle class within the cine-
matic institution. In Britain, the bourgeoisie’s control
over working-class leisure made it likely that middle-
class entrepreneurs, often involved in lantern-show
amusements, would become directors. In the US, the
desire to cater to a middleclass market, first through
vaudeville and then through the nickelodeons, hast
ened the rapid rise of the IMR at Biograph and
Vitagraph. In France, the middle and upper strata
avoided the cinema until around World War |, and
so it maintained a tableau style longer, although this
was somewhat ‘linearized’ by such middle<lass tal-
ents as Feuillade and Jasset. Appealing to the com-
position of audiences, the origins of producers and
directors, and the representational traditions which
were deployed, Burch goes beyond Sadoul's rather
sketchy Marxist analysis and makes class a central
causal factor.

Against the IMR Burch sets a range of alterna-
tives. Jopcnese cinema instantiates a rather different
representational system®”. lts traditional arts were
not pledged to illusionism. Rather, poetry, theatre,

‘and graphic art of the Heian era {794-118¢)

flaunted the materiality of the medium and the “play
of the signifier’, addressing a spectator who would
not be absorbed into an imaginary world. When
cinema came to Japan, it was immediately taken as
a presentational art: the katsuben (benshi), a perma-
nent fixture of silent screenings, provided a ‘reading’
of the image which blocked fotal immersion in the
spectacle. The films themselves assimilated the IMR's
codes only partially. Thus the films of the ‘Golden
Age’ of 193045 often ignore the rules of Western
découpage or, as in the works of Ozu and Mizogu-
chi, absorb Western conventions only to sabotage
them. For instance, Ozu is said to break down
diegetic space ‘by systematically violating the rules
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Figs. 5 & 6.
Seishun no yume imaizuko

(Where Now Are the

Dreams of Youth?,
Shochiku/Kamata, 1932),
directed by Yasujiro Ozu.

of eyeline-matching (the keystone of shotreverse-
shot] and raising pictorial flatness to a principle of
mise en scene'® (see Figs. 5 & 6.) As Japan be-
came colonized by the West after World War I,
most filmmakers adopted the IMR; only Kurosawa
and a younger avantgarde generation self-con-
i Sciously contested it.

In the Soviet Union, during the 1920s and
early 1930s, some directors sought to harness the
IMR to Soviet genres. Through various systems of
disjunctive editing, guided by a materialist concep-
fion of representation and history, Pudovkin, Eisen-
stein, and Vertov all attacked the conception of a
unified story world and the rules of correct matching.
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They thereby tacitly subverted the IMR. In the West,
the IMR has been opposed by a series of alternative
works: la Passion de Jeanne d’Arc (1928), L'Argent
(1929), and other classics of the silent cinema;
certain early sound films (M [1931], Vampyr
[1932]); the postwar modemist cinema (works by
Dreyer, Tati, Godard, Straub/Huillet, Akerman, et
al.}); and the experimental cinema (Brakhage, Snow,
et al). Although Burch's writings do not trace this
modernist tradition itself, he presumes that the anom-
alous works of the 1950s and 1960s which would
be a problem for the Dialectical tradition could be
assimilated in the long-range trend of ‘deconstruc-
tion'.

One important alternative style preceded the
constitution of the IMR. The Primitive Mode of Repre-
sentation (PMR) reigned until 1914, from the works
of Mélies and Zecca to Afgrunden (1910} and
Fantémas (1913-14). As an international style, it
never became as refined as the IMR, but it did
achieve a certain stability.

The PMR rested upon an ‘autarchy’ of the shot.
Space was comparatively flat, with backgrounds
often consisting of theatrical backdrops. The scenes
remained ‘external’ to the spectator, since charac-
ters” interior states were rarely available, except
through behaviour. Often the distant framing and
crowded activity of the tableau required an active
scanning; without cutting to emphasize narrative
action, the whole frame became a playing area,
and key bits of business would not necessarily be
centred. A lecturer might be present in the theatre to
explain the action, but then his voice further dis-
tanced the spectacle, making it impossible for the
viewer to bet¢ome imaginatively absorbed. When
editing was used, it might well be non-standard for
the IMR, as when in the rediscovered version of The
Llife of an American Fireman (1903), Porter repeats
the same scene in two shots taken from different
angles.

“While Burch resists calling the PMR a ‘populist’
or 'proletarian’ mode, he does trace some of its
presentational strategies to circus, music-hall, fairs,
and other working-class entertainment. And although
he insists that he does not intend to see the avant-
garde of any period as a return of the Primitive
repressed, he does point out that some modernist
films revert to strategies characteristic of the PMR.
The Cabinet of Dr. Cdligari ('the first great modernist
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film">°) mixes a Primitive flatness with more illusionist
movement in depth. The ‘dialectical’ form comments
on the IMR by juxtaposing it with the pictorial system
it sought to replace.

Burch finds stylistic change and stability in the
PMR, the IMR, the Japanese cinema, and the Soviet
cinema to be ultimately caused by class- and culture-
based factors. But he seldom suggests any such
explanations for the ‘deconstructive’ works of mod-
erism. He may be assuming that the avantgarde
tradition itself, bent on the critique of orthodoxy and
a search for incessant novelty, furnishes a broad
impulse for change. According to Burch, once the
IMR was established in the late 1910s, ‘successive
modernist movements set about extending ... their
‘de-constructive’ critiques of those representational
norms to the realm of film'e0.

Although | have called Bazin's schema dialecti-
cal, Burch is also at pains to siress the contradictions
and regressions, the partial and transitory syntheses,
to which stylistic history is subject. For instance, the
PMR shot is not always or simply flat, as the deep
perspectives of early actualités demonstrate. So
Burch recasts the Lumiére/Méliés dichotomy as an
opposition between surface and depth, as if the
PMR contained within itself the future tension be-
tween the PMR and the IMR®!. According to Burch,
the Film d’Art failed because it undertook the task of
rendering middleclass theatrical representation in
the Primitive style. Griffith and his followers knew
better: in developing the ‘non-theatrical’, specifically
cinematic codes of the IMR, they actually achieved
the involvement and identification characteristic of
bourgeois theatre. .

The search for tensions and contradictions also
characterizes Burch’s analyses of individual works.
Again and again a particular film sets two tech-
niques or representational systems into conflict. Por-
ter's Life of an American Fireman is said to exploit
new cutting methods while clinging to the Primitive
tableau, even at the cost of the nonlinear editing of
the rescue. Pudovkin’s Mother (1926) exemplifies a
different contradiction: in seeking to make a scene
maximally ‘readable’, Pudovkin fragments it into
many discrete close-ups; but this very fragmentation
breaks down a sense of a consistent, encompassing
story space. A passion for legibility leads to disorien-
tation®2. The tfendency fo find key films exhibiting a
conlflictual interaction of parameters carries forward
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the ‘organic dialectics’ of film form which Burch set
out in Praxis du cinéma.

Burch’s work bears the traces of many contem-
porary forces, and not only the semiology and the
Tel quel aesthetic which he acknowledges. Just as
we can see Bazin's recasting of the Basic Story as
derived from contemporary efforts to accommodate
the breakthrough films of the 1940s, so we can treat
Burch’s Oppositional variant as seeking to infroduce
into cinema insights derived from postwar modermn-
ism in other arts. The growing influence of art criti-
cism on thinking about avantgarde film made it
more likely that film scholars would find the real
ism/modemism duality applicable to cinema. For
instance, Burch's insistence that an interplay of flat
ness and depth constitutes a key feature of modem-
ism probably owes something to the critical tfradition
arising from Clement Greenberg'’s influential essoy
‘Modernist Painting’®3.

Within film cu]fure the possibility of an Opposi-
tion-based history may have become apparent with
the emergence of a self-conscious sense of the his-
tory of avantgarde film®*. Once scholars realized
that cinema might well have been quite different,
they were able to look at ordinary movies as strange
and contingent things. From the standpoint of the
experimental cinema, mainstream style could seem
arbitrary, and some filmmakers of the 1960s sug-
gested as much®3,

Despite his explicit desire to overturn traditional
history, Burch does not repudiate the Basic Story’s
canonical works and auteurs. He accepts much of
the Standard Version's periodization and many
judgements about causality and influence®®. His Op-
positional account also echoes Bazin, sometimes
quite deliberately. Burch replies fo Bazin's argument
about 1940s deep-focus being significantly different
from “primitive’ depth, maintaining that Feuillade,
Gasnier, and others created an ‘extreme primitive
depth” which was rediscovered by Renoir, Welles
and Wyler®”. More obliquely, some of Burch’s key
concerns were put on the agenda by Bazin. There is
the ‘myth of total cinema’; the depth/flatness issue;
the comparative method treating classical découp-
age as a norm; the importance of the viewer's
scanning the shot (for Bazin, in the work of deep-
focus directors: for Burch, in the Primitive tableau):
the tendency to see a film's style as a systematic
mixture of alternative technical choices (compare

Bazin's interest in Citizen Kane's 'dialectic of the
plot'); and even perhaps the idea of linearization®®.
Burch’s version of the Oppositional model has
gained in breadth and nuance by incorporating
earlier insights.

The Standard Version gained its authority in the
1920s and early 1930s, when intellectuals were
trying to argue that cinema deserved aesthetic con-
sideration®?. Bazin’s Dialectical variant emerged in
the 1940s and 1950s, when the French intelligent-
sia was strongly under the sway of Hegelian modes
of thinking”®. The Oppositional programme came to
prominence in the 1970s and 1980s, a period
during which left-wing political theory inclined
writers toward ideas of ‘countercinema’ and a tend-
ency to propose taxonomies of films’ ideological
effects”!. It is tempting to try to pull these schemes
back to their origins and see each as necessarily
limited by its moment. But to trace out an event's
causes and context is not necessarily to reduce it fo
them. The successive refinements and recastings of
the Basic Story have richly amplified and nuanced
our understanding of the history of film style.

Prospects for progress
My survey of research programmes might seem to
prove the old adage that while history may not repeat
itself, historians repeat each other. But my aim has
been more positive. The account | have sketched
reminds us that no hisforian of style starts from scratch.
In a process that resembles the activity of artistic
change itself, each writer, no matter how sceptical
or self-consciously revolutionary, builds upon in-
herited schemata”?. The stories that each tells depend
crucially on the sfories that have been told before.
And these stories have affected our conception
of film history in myriad ways. It seems apparent, for
example, that lewis Jacobs’ The Rise of the Ameri-
can Film {1939), though devoted solely to US
cinema, develops the Standard Version, particularly
as mapped out in Bardéche and Brasillach”3. It is
also likely that a key initiative in US film culture, the
establishment of the Museum of Modern Art Circulat-
ing Film Program in the 1930s, is indebted to
Bardeéche and Brasillach’s variant of the Standard
Version”4. In turn, the ‘MoMA canon’ had a substan-
tial effect on how film history was written in the US
Similarly, researchers such as Tom Gunning have
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refined and amplified some of Burch’s points con-
cerning Primitive cinema”>.

The recastings offered by Bazin and Burch can
be seen as festing the canon and chronology of the
Basic Story. But the virtues of the three research
programmes | have been outlining go beyond the
accuracy of empirical claims. Our increasingly
richer conceptions of film style itself owes a good
deal to these competing research traditions. To read
Moussinac or Bardéche and Brasillach today is to
be reminded how gross were the stylistic categories
available to them. Bazin, however, marks a new
phase in our understanding of the resources of style.
No previous historian had exposed the details of
film technique with his patient care; his scrutiny of
shots and editing is rivaled only by Eisenstein’s
writings on his own films. A general awareness of
the conventions of orthodox découpage was grow-
ing in the mid-1940s7°, but Bazin's focus on the
deviations from tradition enabled him to identify the
‘classical’ norms with great exactitude. Burch, a
practicing filmmaker, was able to go still farther in
this direction, nuancing our descriptions of editing,
offscreen space, and other technical parameters.
These historians have left us a rich vocabulary for
noting and analysing the fine grain of film style.

Against any suspicion that these ‘grand nar-

ratives” embody an impossible ideal, we can set the:

methodological principle that writing history can
involve a progressive approximation to compara-
tively reliable knowledge. The ambitious sweep of
the Standard Version, the Dialectical variant, and
the Oppositional variant has provided points of
departure for in-depth research. Such bold, often
conjectural style-schemes “prove very useful in uni-
fying data and noticing patterns. All three research
programmes have allowed historians of film style to
achieve better approximations: asking sharper ques-
fions, posing more plausible answers. If this does not
count as progress, it is hard to imagine what would.

| am not arguing that my four B's cannot be
faulted; elsewhere | have criticized two of them””.
Nor would | insist that any one research project
could not profitably learn from all three programmes.
For instance, a minimal conception of accumulated
technical resources seems indispensible for any styl-
istic history, even one of a dialectical or opposi-
tional bent. It may well be that inquiry into a local
question could benefit from combining insights of
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two or more programmes. Or we might consider
each of the three programmes as focusing exclu-
sively on only one aspect of the historical process.
Perhaps some strefches of stylistic history are most
fruitfully handled from an Oppositional perspective,
while others are better suited for the Dialectical
account. Here we are close to Noél Carroll’s sug-
gestion that in any art, stylistic history can focus on
processes of replication, amplification or repudia-
tion”8.

Whatever their shortcomings, these pro-
grammes have allowed us to improve our knowl-
edge. If the study of film style is undergoing
something of a renaissance today, chiefly in the
realm of early cinema studies, it may well be be-
cause it has a welldeveloped research tradition in
which precise problems stand out clearly. Young
scholars stand a chance of making a confribution
when a tradition gives them something firm to im-
prove on, or to supercede.

This tradition has shown, moreover, that the
prospect of an international history of film style is no
more utopian than those grand style-schemes which
have guided research in the history of music and the
visual arts; and in these domains such schemes have
proven very ferfile. In outline as well as in detail,
studies of the interational Baroque or Neoclassi-
cism are probably as well-supported as any gener-
alizations we have within contemporary humanistic
inquiry.

And of course not every conjecture about the
history of film style has been falsified. Through the
play of assertion, contestation and revision, we have
created a consensus about the most promising hypo-
theses for analysing and explaining how film style
has developed around the world. This consensus,
always open to confutation and correction, has
benefited from those historians willing to think about
change and stability on a grand scale.

I am grateful to Ben Brewster, Noél Carroll, Lea Jacobs,
Vance Kepley and Kristin Thompson for suggestions and
criticisms of earlier versions of this essay.

Notes

1. For purposes of this esssay, | distinguish between a
research fradition, which constitutes a broadly
defined field of inquiry, an approximate agreement
about the central problems of that field, and shared
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methods of research. Thus the historical study of film
style is defined by ifs object (change and stability in
film technique over time), a core set of problems
(about chronology, causality, influence, affinity and
the like), and shared methods (of stylistic analysis). A
research tradition can harbour many different, even
conflicting, theories, or what | call research pro-
grammes. | borrow the term ‘research tradition’ from
Larry Llaudan, Progress and lts Problems: Towards a
Theory of Scientific Growth (Berkeley: University of
Cdlifornia Press, 1977), Chapter 3. | use the ferm
‘research programme’ rather than ‘theory’ to capture
the sense that film historians, while certainly deplo-
ying conceptual structures, characteristically make
empirical research central to their efforts.

Within research programmes, particular projects (or
sub-programmes) can also be distinguished. For
example, a scholar might focus on identifying at
exactly what point crosscutting was introduced (as in
Barry Salt's ‘The Physician of the Castle’ Sight &
Sound 54, 4 {Autumn 1985]: 284-284, an argu-
ment for the likelihood that the infercutting in this

Pathé film influenced Griffith).

Early examples are Francesco Pasinetti, Storia del
cinema dalle origini a oggi (Rome: Bianco e Nero,
1939) and Ove Brusendorff, Filmen: Dens navne og
histoire 3 vols. (Copenhagen: Universal-Forlaget,
1939-1940).

Victorin Jasset, "Etude sur le mise-enscéne en ciné
matographie (191 1), reprinted in Marcel Lapierre,
ed., Anthologie du cinéma (Paris: Lla Nouvelle Edi-
tion, 1946), 83-98. | am indebted to Ben Brewster
for reminding me of this piece.

Some examples are Carl Vincent, Histoire de I'art
cinématographique (Brussels: Trident, 1939); Pietro
Bianchi and Franco Berutto, Storia del cinema
(Milan: Garzanti, 1957): Lino Lionello Ghirardini,
Storia generale del cinema (1895-1959) (Milan:
Marzorati, 1959): Ulrich Gregor and Enno Patalas,
Geschichte des Films (Gutersloh: Sigbert Mohn,
1962); and Octavio de Faria, Pequena introducad
a historia do cinema (Sao Paulo: Martins, 1964).

An entertaining booklength example is Film-Phoios
wie noch nie (Cologne: Kénig, 1929), in which texts
and photographs identify not only major stars but
maijor directors.

René Jeanne, 'Evolution artistique du cinémato-
graphique’, in Jean-Georges Auriol et al., le
Cinéma: Des origines & nos jours |Paris: Editions du
Cygne, 1932, 169-248.

Erwin Panofsky, ‘Style and Medium in the Moving
Pictures’, in Daniel Talbot, ed., Film: Anthology
[Berkeley: University of California Press, 1966), 24.

Naissance du cinéma (Paris: Povolosky, 1925,

15.

16.
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called by Sadoul ‘the first historical study of cinema
for the 1914-1924 years’, was soon followed by
Moussinac’s 1927 study of the Soviet cinema and
his 1929 discussion of films which had appeared
since the first volume. See le Cinéma soviétique
(Paris: Gallimard, 1928) and Panoramique du
cinéma (Paris: Sans Pareil, 1929). These volumes,
along with Naissance du cinéma, are collected in
[’Age ingrat du cinéma (Paris: Sagittaire, 1946).
The citation from Sadoul comes from his introduction
to the 1967 edition of this collection (Paris: Editeurs
francais réunis), 12.

Moussinac, Naissance du cinéma, in ibid., 32.

Maurice Bardeche Robert Brasillach, Histoire du
cinéma (Paris: Denoél and Steele, 1935), 312.

Ibid., 235.
Ibid., 311.

Significant examples would be Georges Charensol,
Panorama du cinéma (1930), and Paul Rotha, The
Film Till Now (1930).

Maurice Bardéche and Robert Brasillach, Histoire du
cinéma: Edition définitive illusirée de soixante et une
photographies horstexte (Paris: Denoél, 1943),
174. Although this sentence does not appear in the
1935 edition, it is in keeping with the position
articulated there. | cite it to suggest that the idea of
aesthetic autonomy could still be central to the Stand-
ard Version in the early 1940s.

Clair wrote an introduction to the Histoire in Brasil-
lach’s collected works. He points out that the authors
find the last years of the silent film and the first years
of sound to be an era unparalleled in diversity and
artistic invention. See ‘Brasillach et le cinéma’, in
Oeuvres complétes de Robert Brasillach, annotated
by Maurice Bardéche, Vol, X [Paris: Club de I'Hon-
néte Homme, 1964), xi—xvi.

The authors claim in memoirs to have relied upon
screenings in ciné<lubs and repertory theatres, inter-
views (notably with Méliés), special screenings ar-
ranged by Gaumont, and magazines such as Cinéa-
Ciné pour tous. For discussions of their research
process, see Robert Brasillach, Notre avantguerre
(19471): in Oeuvres complétes de Robert Brasillach,
annotated by Maurice Bardéche, Vol. VI (Paris: Club
de I'honnéte homme, 1955), 145-150: and
Maurice Bardéche, preface to Histoire du cinéma in
Oeuvres complétes, Vol. X, 3-9; Bardéche claims
that virtually all of the Histoire is Brasillach’s work
(7-8). In Brasillach ... le maudit (Paris: Denoél,
1989), Pierre Pellissier reports that Charensol’s com-
peting 1935 updating of Panoramique du cinéma
bore a wrapper declaring: ‘By a critic who has seen
all the films he talks about’ (p. 159).
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17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

Histoire du cinéma, 312.

So far as | know, the Histoire has been translated
only into English, by Iris Barry under the title The
History of Mofion Pictures (New York: Norton,
1938). Barry excised a few portions of the French
edition and wrote a postscript.

Brasillach, a novelist and literary critic, was a fascist
sympathizer since the early 1930s. In 1941 he was
nearly made Commissaire of the cinema, a post
which would have given him control of the French
film industry under the Occupation. He was executed
for collaboration in 1945. A useful infroduction to
his career is William R. Tucker, The Fascist Ego: A
Political Biography of Robert Brasillach (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1975). Bardéche mar-
ried Brasillach’s sister and devoted a large portion
of his energies after the war to sustaining a cult
around his brotherin-law. He completed the 1948
edition of the Histoire and subsequently updated fit.
The 1943 edition of the Histoire contains several
anti-Semitic remarks, as well as approving citations
of Goebbels on national culture and an epilogue
discussing fascism’s role in rejuvenating an ener
vated bourgeois society (pp. 40 1-404). Most of this
material is deleted from the 1948 edition, though
some anti-Semitic asides remain. For a discussion of
the fascist aspects of the first two editions of the
Histoire, as well as an intriguing 1982 interview with
Bardeche, see Alice Yaeger Kaplan, Reproductions

of Banality: Fascism, Literature, and French Intellec-

tual life [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1986), pp. 142-188.

See Georges Sadoul, Histoire d'un art: le Cinéma
des origines a nos jours (Paris: Flammarion, 1949),
6. The periodization which Sadoul outlines here and
elaborates in subsequent editions is somewhat at
variance with the periods as delineated in the pub-
lished volumes of the Histoire générale du cinéma
(Paris: Deré], 1946-75), but the congruences are
clear enough. Bardéche and Brasillach identify
‘Film's First Steps’ as the period 1895-1908; Sa-
doul’s Histoire générale finds the 'pioneering’ period
to lie in the years 1897-1909. Bardéche and
Brasillach mark off o ‘prewar’ period of 1908-14,
very close to Sadoul’s (1909-14). Both sources
agree that the war years 1914~18 constiiute yet
another period. Both also agree that 1919-29
constitutes the phase of the “silent art’ with Bardeche
and Brasillach further breaking the decade into two
phases.

Sadoul’s one-volume history was translated into
Spanish, Czech, Italian, Yugoslavian, German and
Portuguese.

Several writers follow Bardéche/Brasillach and So-
doul in breaking periods at about 1908 and 1918.
The Spanish historian Carlos Fernandez Cuenca, for
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22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.

example, ends the first volume of his Historia del cine
{Madrid: Afrodisio Aguardo, 1948) with a consider-
ation of ‘The struggle for [Cinematic] Expression
{(1900-1908)". The 1918 period division is also
common, since the War is often believed to have
marked American ascension in foreign markets and
the beginning of distinctive national schools in
France and Germany. See for example, René Jeanne
and Charles Ford, Histoire illustré du cinéma Vol. 1:
le Cinéma muet {Paris: Marabout, 1966).

Georges Sadoul, Histoire générale du cinéma Vol.
Il {Le Cinéma devient un art: 1909-1920), part 2
['la Premiere Guerre Mondiale’), Paris: Denoél,
1952), 451-454.

Sadoul, Histoire d'vn art, 111.

Jean Mitry's Histoire du cinéma Vols. 1-3 (Paris:
Editions universitaires,- 1968-73) varies scarcely at
all from the periodization offered by his predeces-
sors. He even follows Bardeéche.and Brasillach in
marking the postwar period info two phases, 1919—
23 and 1923-29.

André Bazin, ‘Let's Rediscover Cinemal’ in French
Cinema of the Occupation and Resistance: The Birth
of a Critical Esthetic, trans. Stanley Hochman (New
York: Ungar, 1981), 26.

André Bazin, ‘For a Redlistic Aesthetic’, in French
Cinema of the Occupation and Resistance, 36.

Ibid., 369.
Bazin, ‘Let's Rediscover Cinemal’ 27.

The essays comprising 'The Evolution of the Llan-
guage of Cinema’ (available in English in André
Bazin, What is Cinema?, ed. Hugh Gray [Berkeley:
University of California Press, 19671, pp. 23-40)
are ‘Pour en finir avec la profondeur de champ’,
Cahiers du cinéma No. 1 [April 1951): 17-23;
‘Montage’, in Twenty Years of Cinema in Venice
{Rome: Edizioni dell’Ateneo, 1952}, pp. 359-377;
and ’Le Découpage et son évolution’, L’Age nouveau
No. 23 (July 1955): 54-61. | shall make reference
to these essays when they contain remarks not in-
cluded in the later synthesis.

Bozin, ‘Evolution of the Language of Cinema’, 24.

Although some accounts of Bazin's theory counter-
pose ‘editing’ and mise-en-scéne as exclusive alter-
natives, he actually follows his contemporaries in
distinguishing two sorts of editing: the abstract ‘mon-
tage’ characteristic of the silent era and the découp
age characteristic of the sound film. For writers of this
period, montage often implied a constructive assem-
bly of a meaningful totality out of discrete fragments,
as in the ‘monfage of attractions’ whereby Eisenstein
generated an idea through the juxtaposition of spa-
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32.
33.
34.

35.
36.

37.
38.

39.
40.

tially and intellectually disparate phenomena. By
contrast, découpage implies ‘scene dissection’, a
breakdown of a prior spatiofemporal whole into
closer views. A sketchy but influential discussion
along these lines is André Malraux's 1940 essay,
Esquisse d’une psychologie du cinéma (rept.
Cannes: XXXe Anniversaire du Festival International
du Film, 1976). The French rendering of a Pudovkin
essay, 'le montage et le son’, le Magasin du
spectacle No. 1 (April 1946): pp. 8-20) seems to
make use of the distinction. Simultaneously, of
course, montage remained a ferm for cinematic
editing in general, as when Sadoul writes that in
Grandma's Reading Glass 'the alteration of close-up
and long shots in the same scene is the principle of
découpage. Smith thereby created the first true edi-
ting [montage]’ (Histoire d'un art, p. 40).
Significantly, in his intfroduction to Praxis du cinéma
(Paris: Gadllimard, 1969), Noé&l Burch pushes the
idea of découpage somewhat closer to that of
montage: ‘From a formal point of view, a film is a
succession of slices of time and slices of space ...
Two partial découpages lin space and time) are
joined in a single découpage’ (pp. 12-13).

Bazin, ‘Montage’, 376.
Bazin, ‘Evolution of the Language of Cinema’, 35.

Sadoul’'s 1946 review called Citizen Kane ‘an
encyclopaedia of old techniques’ and criticized
Welles for excessive reliance on expressionistic si-
lentfilm devices (‘Hypertrophie du cerveau’, les lef
tres francaise [5 July 1946]: Q). Throughout the late
1940s and the 1950s, in the face of Bazin's
counterrarguments, Sadoul clung to his belief that
Renoir's depth of field was a ‘return to an old
technique’, while Welles’ films ‘revert for the most
part to old fashions or devices' (Historie d’un art,
270, 327). Sadoul was fond of pointing out that
Lumiére’s Arrivée d’un Train {1895) contains a great

deal of depth of field (Ibid., 20}.
Bazin, ‘le découpage et son évolution’: 58.

André Bazin, Orson Welles: A Critical View, trans.
Jonathan Rosenbaum {New York: Harper and Row,
1978), 81-82. This is a translation of the 1972
French edition (Paris: Cerf), which is a revised ver-
sion of the original 1950 edition (Paris: Chavane).

Bazin, ‘Montage’, 373.

André Bazin, ‘William Wyler ou le janséniste de la
mise en scéne’, in Bazin, Qu’esice que le cinéma?,
Vol. 1: Ontologie et langage (Paris: Cerf, 1969),
163.

Bazin, ‘William Wyler’, 166-169.
Bazin, Orson Welles, 72-73.

47.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.
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André Bazin, Jean Renoir, trans. W.W. Halsey I
and William H. Simon {New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1973), 89.

Before Bardéche and Brasillach, writers had been
quite willing to inject chauvinism info their accounts
of film history; witness, for example, the eagemess
of Jean-Georges Auriol to dot Jeanne's account of
film history (‘'l’Evolution artistique’) with reminders that
breakthroughs credited to other nations were actually
made earlier by French directors (e.g. p. 210). The
customary division info national cinemas led many
writers fo postulate national culture and character as
key sources for film art. Bardéche and Brasillach
follow this line in their 1935 version and make it
even more central in the Occupation revision. For a
discussion of their conception of national culture, see
Kaplan, Reproductions of Banality, 144-158.

See Alexandre Astruc, Du stylo & la caméra ... et de
la caméra au stylo (Paris: Archipel, 1992), 255-
349.

‘l'’Evolution du cinéma américain’. Combat (19 July
1946); rpt. ibid., 291.

Dudley Andrew discusses Bazin's debt to Leenhardt
in André Bazin (New York: Oxford University Press,
1978), 30-33.

Roger leenhardt, ‘La prise de vues’, in Chroniques
de cinéma (Paris: L'Etoile, 1986), 55. The original
essay is from 1936.

Kane's stylistic and narrative innovations were an-
nounced most prominently in Sartre’s essay, ‘Citizen
Kane', 'Ecran frangais No. 5 (3 August 1945):
2-3, 15. Sartre saw the film in the United States,
and his essay was published nearly a year before
the film was available in Paris. After Kane's Paris
release in July 1946, la Revue du Cinéma energeti-
cally promoted Welles, printing extensive reviews of
Kane and Ambersons, along with script extracts and
portions from Roy Fowler's book on Welles’ career.
(See la Revue du Cinéma No. 1 [October 1946)]
and No. 3 [December 1946].) An article by Toland,
illustrated by deep-ocus stills from Kane and The Litfle
Foxes, was published as ‘L'Opérateur de prise de
vues’ in Rewue du Cinéma No. 4 (January 1947):
16-24, before Bazin's own article on Kane ap
peared (‘la Technique de Citizen Kane', les temps
modernes 2, 17 [1947]: 943-949). Here Bazin
argues with Sartre’s comments on the film's narration
while also developing a discussion of the film's
original uses of depth. All of French film culture knew
of Welles's innovations, but only Bazin drew such
farreaching conclusions from them.

Bardéche and Brasillach Histoire du cinéma (1935
ed.), 394.
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In the 1948 edition of Histoire du cinéma, Bardéche
and Brasillach discuss depth of field and the long
take as major discoveries of 1940s cinema; the text
nonetheless claims that Welles’ innovations had little
influence on production, which retained the shooting
methods standardized during the 1930s (Histoire du
cinéma [Paris: André Martel, 1948], 437-438).

See my ‘Miseen-Scéne Criticism and Widescreen
Aesthetics’. The Velvet Light Trap No. 21 {Summer
1985): 118-25.

Burch describes his interest in ‘alternatives to the
Hollywood model’ as arising from an interest in
seeing them as ‘possible models for radical film-prac-
tices in the capitalist West' {In and Out of Synch: The
Awakening of a Ciné-Dreamer (Aldershot, England:
Scolar, 19917, vii-viii).

Noél Burch, Theory of Film Practice, trans. Helen R.
Lane (New York: Praeger, 1973), xix.

Noél Burch and Jorge Dana, ‘Propositions’, Afterim-
age No. 5 (Spring 1974): 42.

Noél Burch, ‘Towards and Experimental Pedagogy’,
in In and Out of Synch, 98.

Noé! Burch, life to Those Shadows, trans. and ed.
Ben Brewster (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990}, 6.

Ibid., 267, 273.

The summary which follows is drawn principally from
Burch's To the Distant Observer: Form and Meaning
in the Japanese Cinema (Berkeley: University of
Cdlifornia Press, 1979).

Burch, Towards an Experimental Pedagogy’, 97.
Burch, life to Those Shadows, 183.

Noé&l Burch, ‘Primitivism and AvantGardes: A Dia-
lectical Approach’, in In and Out of Synch, 160.

Ibid., 173.

Burch, ‘Film’s Institutional Mode of Representation
and the Soviet Response’, in In and Out of Synch,
122-127.

See Arts Yearbook 4 (1961): 101-108.

Likely influences are the writings of Annette Michel
son, particularly ‘Film and the Radical Aspiration’,
Film Culture No. 42 (Fall 1966): 34-42, 136 (an
essay dedicated to Burch), and of P. Adams Sitney,
notably Visionary Film: The American AvantGarde
1943-1978, 2d ed. (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1979; orig. ed. 1974). See Burch, In and
Out of Synch, 186.

The most famous example is Stan Brakhage writing
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68.

69.

70.
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72.

73.

on ordinary cinema: ‘Imagine an eye unruled by
man-made laws of perspective, an eye unprejudiced
by compositional logic, an eye which does not
respond fo the name of everything but which must
know each object encountered in life through an
adventure of perception’ {Stan Brakhage, Metaphors
on Vision, ed. P. Adams Sitney [New York: Film
Culture, 1963] n. p.) Similarly, it seems likely that
some of the interest in the ‘experimental’ qualities of
primitive cinema is indebted to Ken jacobs' Tom Tom
the Piper’s Son (1969), a ‘Structural’ reworking of a
1905 Biograph film.

Interestingly, the French title of Life to Those Shadows
is la lucarne de linfini: Naissance du langage
cinématographique (Paris: Nathan, 1991). The sub-
title, perhaps ironically, recapitulates both the “birth
of cinema’ metaphor and the idea of ‘film language’
found in the Standard Version.

Burch, life to Those Shadows, 173. See also ‘Film's
Institutional Mode of Representation’, 120; and
Burch and Dana, ‘Propositions’: 52.

In 1947 Bazin describes classical découpage in
language close to Burch’s: ‘The plot [récit] thus
analysed is recomposed on the screen according to
a visual melodic line which joins all the twists of the
action ... O minotaur, here is Ariadne’s thread:
découpage’ ('la Technique du Citizen Kane': 945).

For a discussion of the ways in which this affected
film theory, see Noél Carroll, Philosophical Problems
of Classical Film Theory (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1988), p. 20-30. Itis not surprising
that film historians modeled their work on orthodox
art history and music history of their period. In many
respects, for instance, Bardéche and Brasillach's
book is similar to the ‘appreciative’ art history of Elie
Faure.

For a discussion, see Vincent Descombes, Modern
French Philosopky trans. L. ScottFox and J.M. Hard-
ing [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1980), Chapters 1 and 2.

Such a taxonomy is offered in Burch and Dana's
‘Propositions’: 46-48. The most influential taxonomy
of this sort is Jean-louis Comalli and Jean Narboni's
‘Cinema/Ideology/Criticism (1} [ 19697, in Screen
Reader 1: Cinema/Ideology/Politics {London:
SEFT, 1977}, 2- 11,

The process of schema and revision in the history of
the visual arts has been discussed at length in E.H.
Gombrich, Artand lllusion: A Studly in the Psychology
of Pictorial Perspective (Princeton: Princeton Univer-

sity Press, 1961).

For Jacobs, film art begins not with an American but
with Méliés, the first director to indicate film's ‘crea
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tive potentialities” and to use the medium 'as a means
of personal expression’ (The Rise of the American
Film: A Critical History [New York: Harcourt, Brace,
1939], 22). After the creative innovations of Porter
and Griffith, the film achieved a new status: by
1919, ‘motion pictures had acquired all the charac-
teristics of an art’ (p. 225). For the next decade of
the silent cinema, European national schools intro-
duced technical innovations, such as the moving
camera and montage, which the American film was
obliged to confront. During the early years of talkies,
a few directors exploited the creative possibilities of
sound, but by the end of the 1930s, only a few

~ directors appear to display individuality.

Iris Barry, curator of the Museum’s Motion Picture
Collection, translated the Histoire. A 1939 exhibi-
tion and film series, part of the Museum’s tenth
anniversary celebration, owes a good deal to the
periodization of the Standard Version, via Bardéche
and Brasillach and lewis Jacobs, whose The Rise of
the American Film was published in the same year.
See Iris Barry, ‘A Review of Film History in a Cycle
of 70 Films’, Art in Qur Time: An Exhibition to
Celebrate the Tenth Anniversary of the Museum of
Modern Art and the Opening of lts New Building
Held at the Time of the New York World's Fair [New
York: Museum of Modern Art, 1939), 335-348.

In D.W. Griffith and the Origins of American Nar-
rative Film: The Early Years ai Biograph (Urbana:
University of lllinois Press, 1991}, Tom Gunning
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argues that far from escaping from ‘theatricality’,
Griffith's stylistic innovations achieved a closer ap-
proximation to the theatrical ideal than could be
achieved in the Film d’art (pp. 35-40). Similarly,
Gunning freats Griffith as a ‘Janus-headed' figure (p.
293), not only facing toward the classical cinema
but also back fo ‘primitive’ procedures, as Burch
claims Porter does. For Gunning, the Griffith films are
'rich contradictory objects’ (p. 296). Burch and
Gunning acknowledge each other’s assistance.

There is a surprisingly detailed discussion of classical
découpage in Renato May, Il linguaggio del film
[Milan: Poligono, 1947), 67-133. See dlso the
writings of Alexandre Astruc discussed above.

On Bazin, see The Films of Carl-Theodor Dreyer.
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1981),
©8-103.and passim, and ‘Mizoguchi and the Evol
ution of Film language’, in Stephen Heath and
Patricia Mellencamp, eds., Cinema and language
(Los Angeles: American Film Institute, 1983), 107-
117. On Burch, see my review of To the Distant
Observer, Wide Angle 3,4 (1980): 70-73, and
Ozu and and the Poetics of Cinema (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1988), passim.

See Noél Carroll, ‘Film History and Film Theory: An
Outline for an Institutional History of Film', Film
Reader No. 4 {1979): 81-96.



