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m Form togetherwith The Film Sense, by the mternatlonally rego
} regarded as classic statements of fitlmmaking.
een 1928 and 1945 that
demonstrate key points in the development of Eisenstein’s film theory and in
particular his analysis of the sound-film medium. Among the essays are several
discussions of the Kabuki theatre, "Methods of Montage,” “A Dialectic Ap-
preach to Film Form,"” “The Filmic Fourth Dimension,' “Film Language,” and
“Dickens, Griffith, and the Film Today."” Also included is a statement on the
sound-film by Eisenstein, Pudovkin, and Alexandrov; “Notes from a Director's
Laboratory,” written during work on Ivan the Terrible; and all the diagrams and
photographs of the original edition.

“By turns savagely polemical and whimsically humorous . . . Eisenstein's last
book, like all his writings, is on fire with imagination . . . Jay Leyda, well-known
authority on Eisenstein’s work, has done an excellently thorough job of editing
and translating.” —Saturday Review

Sergei Mikhailovich Eisenstein, who was born in Riga in 1898, first achieved
world fame with his silent fitm Potemkin in 1925. Although he completed only
six films before his death in 1948, he is considered one of the most influential
filmmakers and film theoreticians of our time.
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THROUGH THEATER TO CINEMA

IT IS interesting to retrace the different paths of today’s
cinema workers to their creative beginnings, which together
compose the multi-colored background ohhc%: cinema.

In the carly 19205 we all came to th{gwiet cinemnias some-

thing not yet existent. We came upon—no- ready-buile city;
there were no squares, no streers laid out; not even litdde
crooked lanes and blind alleys, such as we may find in the
cinemetropolis of our day. We came ike bedouins or gold-
seckers to a place with unimaginably great possibilides, only
a small section of which has even now been developed.

We pitched our tents and dragged into camp our experi-
ences in varied fields. Private actvities, accidental past pro-
fessions, unguessed crafts, unsuspected erudidons—all were
pooled and went into the building of semething that had, as
yet, no written traditions, no exact stylistic requirements, nor
even formulated demands.

Without going too far into the theoretical debris of the
specifics of cinema, I want here to discuss two of its features.
These are fearures of other ares as well, buc the film is par-
tcularly accounuble to them. Primo: photo-fragments of na-
ture are recorded; secundo: these fragments are combined in
various ways, Thus, the shot (or frame), and thus, montage.

Photography is a system of reproduction to fix real events
and elements of acruality. These reproductdons, or photo-
reflections, may be combined in various ways. Both as reflec-
tions and in the manner of their combination, they permit any
degree of distordon—either technically unavoidable or delib-
erately calculated. The resules fluctuate from exact naturalistic
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+ FILM FORM

combinations of visual, interrelated experiences to complete
alterations, arrangements unforeseen by nature, and even to
abstrace formalism, with remnants of realiry,

The apparent arbitrariness of matter, in its relation ta the
status quo of nature, is much less arbicrary than it seems, The
final order is inevitably determined, consciously or uncon-
sciously, by the social premises of the maker of the film-
composition. His class-determined tendency is the basis of
wl'fat seems to be an arbitrary cinematographic relation to the
object placed, or found, before the camera.

We should like to find in this two-fold process (the frag-
ment and its relationships) a hint as to the specifics of cinema,
but we cannot deny that this process is to be found in other
art mediums, whether close to cinema or not (and which art
15 not close to cinema?), Nevertheless, it is possible to insist
t.hat these features are specific to the film, because film-specifics
lic not in the process itself but in the degree to which these
fearures are intensified.

The musician uses a scale of sounds; the painter, a scale of
tones; the writer, a row of sounds and words—-and these are
all taken to an equal degree from nature. But the immutable
frngmcn‘t of actual reality in these cases is narrower and more
neueral in meaning, and therefore more flexible in combination,
s0 tha.t when they are put together they lose all visible signs
of being combined, appearing as one organic unit. A chord,
or even three successive notes, seems to be 2n organic unit.

Why should the combination of three picces of film in mon-

tage be considered as a threefg collision, as impulses of
e¢ _successive images?

A blue tone is mixed with 2 red tone, and the resule is
thought of as violet, and not as a “double exposure” of red
and biue, rI‘hc same unity of word fragments makes all sorts
of cxpressive variations possible. How easily three shades of
meaning can be distinguished in language—for example: “a
wgndow without light," “a dark window,” and “an unlic
window.”
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Now try to express these various nuances in the composi-
tion of the frame. Is it at all possible?

If it is, then what complicated context will be needed in
order to string the film-pieces onto the film-thread so that che
black shape on the wall will begin to show either as a “dark”
or as an “unlit” window? How much wit and ingenuity will
be expended in order to reach an effect that words achieve
so simply?

The frame is much less independently workable than the
word or the sound. Therefore the murual work of frame and
montage is really an enlargement in scale of a process micro-
scopically inherent in all arts. However, in the flm this
process is raised to such a degree thac it seems ro acquire
a3 new qualicy.

The shot, considered as material for the purpose of com-
posidon, is more resistant than granite. This resistance is
specific to it. The shot’s tendency toward complete facrual
immutability is rooted in its nacure. This resistance has largely
determined the richness and variety of montage forms and
styles—for montage becomes the mightiest means for a really
important creative remolding of nature.

Thus the cinema is able, more than any other art, to disclose.
the process that goes on microscopically in all other arts.

The minimum “distortable” fragmenc of nature is the shor;
ingenuity in its combinations is montage.

Analysis of chis problem received the closest artention dur-

ing the second half-decade of SMQ(W\_\_L@I)M
attention often carried to excess. Any infinitesimal alteration
of a fact or event before the camera grew, beyond all lawful
limit, into whole theories of documentalism. The lawful neces-
sity of combining these fragments of realicy grew into mon-
tage conceptions which presumed to supplant all other ele-
ments of film-expression.

Within normal limits these features enter, as elements, into
any style of cinematography. Bur they are not oppused to
nor can they replace other problems—for instance, the prob-
lem of story.
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6 FILM FORM

To return to the double process indicated at the beginning
of these notes: if this process is characteristic of cinema, find-
g its fullest expression during the second stage of Soviet
cinema, it will be rewarding to investigate the creative biog-
raphies of film-workers of that period, seeing how these fea-
tures emerged, how they developed in pre-cinema work. All
the roads of thac period led rowards one Rome. I shall try
to describe the path that carried me to cinema principles.

Usually my film career is said to have begun with my pro-
ducdon of Ostrovsky's play, Enough Simplicity in Every
Sage, at the Proletcult Theatre (Moscow, March 1923). This
is both true and untrue. It is not true if it is based solely on
the fact thar this production contained a short comic film
made especially for it (not separate, but included in the mon-
tage plan of the spectacle). It is more nearly true if it is based
on the character of the production, for even then the elements
of the specifics mentioned above could be detected.

) We have agreed that the first sign of a cinema tendency
1s one showing events with the least distortion, aiming at the
factual reality of the fragments.

_A search in this direction shows my film tendencies begin-
ning chree years earlier, in the productdon of The Mexican
-(from Jack Londen's story). Here, my participation brought
into the theater “events” themselves—a purely cinematographic
clement, as distinguished from “reactions to events”—which is
a purely theatrical element.

This is the plor: A Mlexican revolutionary group needs
money for its activities. A boy, a Mexican, offers to find the
money. He trains for boxing, and contracts to let the cham-
pion beat him for a fraction of the prize. Instead he beats up
the champion, winning the entire prize. Now that I am
b‘etter acquainted with the specifics of the Mexican revolu-
wonary struggle, not to mention the technique of boxing, 1
would not think of interpreting this material as we did in
1920, let alone using so unconvincing a plot.
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The play’s climax is the prize-fight. In accordance with the
most hallowed Arc Theatre traditions, this was to take place
backstage (like the bull-fight in Carmen), while the acrors
on stage were to show excitement in the fight only they can
see, as well as ro portray the various emodons of the persons
concerned in the outcome.

My first move (trespassing upon the director’s job, since 1
was there in the official capacity of designer only) was to pro-
pose that the fight be brought into view, Moreover I sug-
gested that the scene be staged in the center of the auditorium
to re-create the same circumstances under which 2 real boxing
match takes place. Thus we dared the concreteness of facrual
events. The fight was to be carefully planned in advance but
was to be utterly realistic.

The playing of our young worker-actors in the fight scene
differed radically from their acting elsewhere in the produc-
tion. In every other scene, one emotion gave rise to a further
emotion (they were working in the Seanislavsky system),
which in turn was used as a means to affect the audience; but
in the fight scene che audience was excited direcdy.

‘While the other scenes influenced the audience through in-
tonation, gestures, and mimicry, our scene employed realistic,
even textural means—real fighting, bodies crashing to the ring
floor, panting, the shine of sweat on torsos, and finally, the
unforgettable smacking of gloves against taut skin and strained
muscles. 1llusionary scenery gave way to a realistic ring
(though not in the center of the hall, thanks to that plague
of every theatrical enterprise, the fireman) and extras closed
the circle around the ring.

Thus my realization that I had struck new ore, an actual-
materialistic element in cheater. In_The Sage, this element

appeared on a new and clearer level, The eccentricity of che
productien €xpose same line, through fantastc contrast.

The tendency developed not only from illusionary acung

movement, bur from the physical fact of acrobatics. A gesture
expands into gymnastics, rage is expressed through a somer-
sault, exaltation through a salto-mortale, lyricism on “the mast

AR S R LR A b v bl mp L f ok n



8 FILM FORM

of death.” The grotesque of this style permitted leaps from one
type of expression to another, as well as unexpected inter-
twinings of the two expressions, In a later production, Listen,
Mc.asco'w (summer 1923), these two separate lines of “real
doing” and “pictorial imagination” went through a synthesis
expressed in a specific technique of acting.

These two principles appeared again in Tretakov's Gas
Musks (1923-24), with sl sharper irreconcilability, broken so
noticeably that had this been 2 film it would have remained, as
we say, “on the shelf.”

What was the matwer? The conflict between material-
practdcal and ﬁcdtious-descript:ive principles was somehow
patched up in the melodrama, bur here they broke up and
we failed completely. The cart dropped to pieces, and its
driver dropped into the cinema.

This all happened because one day the director had the
marvelous idea of producing this play about a gas factory—
in a real gas factory.

As we realized later, the real interiors of the facrory had
nothing to do with our theatrical fiction. At the same time
the plastic charm of reality in the factory became so strong
that the element of acruality rose with fresh strength—took
things into its own hands—and finally had to leave an art
where it could not command,

Thereby bringing us to the brink of cinema,

Bur this is not the end of our adventures with theater work,
Having come to the screen, this other tendency flourished,
and became known as “typage.” This “typage” is just as
typical a fearure of this cinema period as “montage.” And
be it known that I do not want to limic the concept of “typage”
or “montage” to my own works.

I want to point out that “rypage” must be understood as
broader than merely a face without make-up, or a substitution
of “naturally expressive”” types for actors. In my opinion,
“typage” included a specific approach to the events embraced
by the content of the film. Herc again was the method of
least interference with the natural course and combinations of

THROUGH THEATER TO CINEMA ]

events. In concept, from beginning to end, October is pure
“typage-”

A typage tendency may be rooted in theater; growing out
of the theater into film, it presents possibilities for excellenc
stylistic growth, in a broad sense—as an indicator of definite
affinities to real life through the camera.®

And now lct us examine the second feacure of film-specifics,
the principles of montage. Wﬂﬂm&
in my work before joining the cinema?

‘In the midst of the flood of eccentricity in The Sage, includ-
ing a short film comedy, we can find the ﬁmtm

“expressed montage.

The action moves through an elaborate tissue of intrigue.
Mamayev sends his nephew, Glumov, to his wife as guardian.
Glumov takes liberties beyond his uncle’s instructions and
his aunt takes the courwhip seriously. At the same dme
Glumov begins to negotiate for 2 marriage with Mamayev's
niece, Turussina, but conceals these intentions from the aunt,
Mamayeva, Courting the aunt, Glumov deceives the uncle;
flattering the uncle, Glumov arranges with him the deception
of the aunt.,

Glumov, on a comic plane, echoes the situations, the over-
whelming passions, the thunder of finance, that his French
prototype, Balzac’s Rastignac, experiences. Rastignac’s rype
in Russia was stll in the cradle. Money-making was still a
sort of child’s game between uncles and nephews, aunts and
their gallants. It remains in the family, and remains trivial.
Hence, the comedy. But the intrigue and entanglements are
already present, playing on two fronts ac the same ame—wich

* Eisenstein has said that one mighr define typage as a modern devel-
opment of the Conanedia dell'arte—with its seven stock figures mulei-

plied into infinity. The relationship ligs ot in numbers, but in audi-
ence tioning. Upon entrance of Pantalone or the Captain, his

mask tells the audience immediately whar to expect of tus figure.
Meodern film typage is based on the need for presenting each new
figure in our first glimpse of him so sharply and completely that further
use of this figure may be as a known element. Thus new, immediate
conveadons are created. An amplification of this approach is given in
the author's comments on Lavarter, on page 127.—EprToR,
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both hands—with dual characters . . . and we showed all this
with an intercwined montage of two different scenes (of
Mamayev giving his instructions, and of Glumov putting them
into executon). The surprising intersections of the two dia-
logues sharpen the characters and the play, quicken the tempo,
and muldply the comic possibilides.

For the production of The Sage the stage was shaped like
a circus arena, edged with a red barrier, and three-quarters sur-
rounded by the audience. The other quarter was hung with

a striped curtain, in front of which stood a small raised plac- .

form, several steps high, The scene with Mamayev (Shtraukh)

took place downstage while the Mamayeva (Yanukova) frag-.
ments occurred on the placform. Instead of changing scenes, .
Glumov (Yezikanov) ran from one scene to the other and -

back—taking a fragment of dialogue from one scene, inter-
rupting it with a fragment from the other scene~the dialogue
thus colliding, creating new meanings and sometimes word-
plays. Glumov's leaps acted as caesurae berween the dialogue
fragments.

And the “curdng” increased in tempo. What was most
interesting was that the extreme sharpness of the eccentricity
was not torn from the context of this part of the play; it
never became comical just for comedy’s sake, but stuck to its
theme, sharpened by its scenic embodiment.

Another distince film feature at work here was the new
meaning acquired by common phrases in a new environment.

Everyone who has had in his hands a piece of film to be
edited knows by experience how neutral it remains, even
though a part of a planned sequence, until it is joined with
another piece, when it suddenly acquires and conveys a
sharper and quite different meaning than that planned for it
at the time of filming,

m was the foundation of that wise and wicked art of re-
edJr..ing the work of others, the most profound examples of
which can be found during the dawn of our cinematography,

THROUGH THEATER TO CINEMA I

when all the master film-editors—Esther Schub,* the Vas-
siliyev brothers, Benjamin Boitler, and Birrois—were engaged
in Teworking ingeniously the films imported after the revolu-
tion.

I cannot resist the pleasure of citing here one montage
tour de force of this sort, executed by Boiter. One film bought
from Germany was Danron, with Emil Jannings. As released
on our screens, this scene was shown: Camille Desmoulins is
condemned to the guillotine. Greatly agitated, Danton rushes
to Robespierre, who turns aside and slowly wipes away a
tear. The sub-title said, approximately, “In the name of free-
dom I had to sacrifice a friend. . . ." Fine.

But who could have guessed that in the German original,
Danton, represented as an idler, a petticoat-chaser, a splendid
chap and the only posidve figure in the midst of evil charac-
ters, that this Danton ran to the evil Robespierre and . . .
spat in his face? And that it was this spit that Robespicrre
wiped from his face with a handkerchief? And that the tide
indicated Robespierre’s hatred of Danton, a hate that in the
end of the film motivates the condemnation of Jannings-Dan-
ton to the guillotine?!

Two tay cuts reversed the entire significance of this scene!

Where did my montage experiment in these scenes of The
Sage come from?

There was already an “aroma” of montage in the new
“left” cinema, particularly among the documentlists. Our
replacement of Glumov's diary in Ostrovsky’s rext with a
short “film-diary"” was itself a parody on the first experiments
with newsreels.

* Schub, long a familiar name to world-documentalists, is known
abroad only by the film exhibited in America as Camions and Traciors.
The first nme Eisenstein ever joined together two pieces of “real flm"
was while assisting Esther Schub in the re-editing of Lang’s Dr, Mabuse.
This was shortly after the production of The Sage. The Vassiliyevs'
Clhapayev cstablishes their place in cinema history.—EniToR.
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I think that first and foremost we must give the credit to
the basic principles of the circus and the music-hall—for which
I had had a passionate love since childhood. Under the influ-
ence of the French comedians, and of Chaplin (of whom we
had only heard), and the first news of the fox-tret and jazz,
this early love thrived.

The music-hall element was obviously needed at the time
for the emergence of a “montage” form of thought. Harle-
quin's parti-colored costume grew and spread, firsc over the
structure of the program, and finally into the method of the
whole production.

But the background extended more deeply into tradition.
Strangely enough, it was Flaubert who gave us one of the
finest examples of cross-montage of dialogues, used with the
same intention of expressive sharpening of idea. This is the
scene in Madame Bovary where Emma and Rodolphe grow
more intimate. Two lines of speech are interlaced: the speech

of the orator in the square below, and the conversation of the
future lovers:

Monsicur Derozerays got up, beginning another speech . ..
praisc of the Government took up less space in it; religion and
agriculture more, He showed in it the relations of these two, and
how they had always conuributed to civilizadon. Rodolphe with
Madame Bovary was talking dreams, presentiments, magnetism.
Going back to the cradle of society, the orator painted those fierce
times when men lived on acorns in the heart of woods. Then they
had left off the skins of beasts, had puc on cloth, dlled the soil,
planted the vine. Was this a good, and in this discovery was there
not more of injury than of gain? Monsieur Derozerays set himself
this problem. From magnetism little by litde Rodolphe had come
to affinitics, and while the president was ciring Cincinnarus and
his plough, Diocletian planting his cabbages, and the Emperors of
China inaugurating the year by the sowing of seed, the young
man was explaining to the young woman thar these irresistible
artractions find their cause in some previous state of experience.

“Thus we,”" he said, “why did we come to know one another?
What chance willed it? It was because across the infinite, like

s g P g iem i 8 arieme T T R ——
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two sweams thac flow but to unite, our special bents of mind had
driven us towards each other.”

And he seized her hand; she did not withdraw ic

“For good farming generally!” cried the president.

“Just now, for cxample, whea 1 went to your house."

“To Monsieur Bizat of Quincampoix.”

“Did 1 know I should accompany you?"

“Seventy francs.”

“A hundred times 1 wished to go; and 1 followed you—I re-
mained.”

“Manures!”

“And 1 shall remain to-night, to-morrow, all other days, all
my life!"*

And so on, with the “pieces” developing increasing tension.

As we can see, this is an interweaving of two lines, themad-
cally identical, equally trivial. The matter is sublimated to a
monumental wiviality, whose climax is reached through a con-
tinvation of this cross-cucting and word-play, with the sig-
nificance always dependent on the juxtaposition of the two
lines.

Literature is full of such examples. This method is used
with increasing popularity by Flaubert’s artistic heirs.

Our pranks in regard o Ostrovsky remained on an “avant
garde” level of an indubitable nakedness. But this seed of
montage tendencies grew quickly and splendidly in Patatra,
which remained a project through lack of an adequate hall
and technical possibilities. The producton was planned with
“chase tempos,” quick changes of action, scene intersecrions,
and simultaneous playing of several scenes on a stage that
surrounded an auditorium of revolving seats. Another even
earlier project attempted to embrace the entire theater build-
ing in its composition. This was broken up during rehearsals
and later produced by other hands as a purely theatrical con-
ception. It was the Plemév play, Precipice, which Smishlayev
and | worked on, following The Mexican, until we disagreed
on principles and dissolved our partnership. (When [ returned

15ec Sources, pp. 168-271.
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to Proletculr a year later, to do The Sage, it was as a director,
although I continued to design my own productions.)

Precipice conrains a scene where an inventor, thrilled by his
new invention, runs, like Archimedes, about the city (or per-
haps he was being chased by pangstess—I don’t remember
exactly). The task was to solve the dynamics of city streets,
as well as to show the helplessness of an individual at the
mercy of the “big city.” (Our mistaken imaginings about Eu-
rope naturally led us to the false concept of “urbanism.”)

An amusing combination occurred to me, not only to use
running scenery=-pieces of buildings and details (Meyerhold
had not yect worked our, for his Trust D. E., the neotral
polished shields, nmrs mobiles, to unify several places of ac-
ton)—but also, possibly under the demands of shifting scen-
ery, to connect these moving decorations with people. The
actars on roller skates carried not only themselves about the
stage, but also their “picce of city.” Our solution of the prob-
lem—the incersection of man and milieu—was undoubtedly
influenced by the principles of the cubists. But the “urban-
istic” paintings of Picasso were of less importance here than
the need to express the dynamics of the city—glimpses of
fagades, hands, legs, pillars, heads, domes. All of this can be
found in Gogol's work, bur we did not notice that until
Andrei Belyi enlightencd us about the special cubism of
Gogol.? 1 still remember the four fegs of two bankers, Sup-
porting the fagade of the stock-exchange, with two top-hats
crowning the whole, There was also a policeman, sliced and
quartered with traffic. Costumes blazing with perspectives of
twirling lights, with only great rovged lips visible above.
These all remained on paper—and now that even the paper
has gone, we may become quite pathetically lyrical in our
reminiscences.

These close-ups cut into views of a city become another
link in our analysis, 2 film element that tried to fir itself into
the stubbarn stage. Here are also elements of double and mul-
tiple exposure—"superimposing” images of man onto images
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of buildings—all an arrempr to interrelate man and his miliew
in a single complicated display. (The fact that the film Strike
was full of this sort of complexity proves the “infantile malady
of leftism” existing in these first steps of cinema.)

Out of mechanical fusion, from plastc synthesis, the at-
tempt evolves into themadc synthesis. In Strike, there is more
than a transformation into the technique of the camera. The
composition and strucrure of the film as a whole achieves
the effect and sensation of uninterrupted unity berween the
collective and the milieu that creates the collectve. And
the organic unity of sailors, bartleships, and sea that is shown
in plastic and thematic cross-secdon in Potemkin is not by
trickery or double-exposure or mechanical intersection, but
by the general structure of the compositon. Buc in the theater,
the impossibility of the mrse-en-scéne unfolding throughout
the auditorium, fusing stage and audience in a developing pat-
temn, was the reason for the concentrated absorption of the
nise-en-scéne problems wichin the scenic action.

The almost geometrically conventional wiise-en-scéne of
The Sage and its formal sequel, Listen, Moscow, becomes one
of the basic elements of expression. The montage intersection
eventually became too empharically exact. The composition
singled out groups, shifted the spectator’s attention from one
point to another, presented close-ups, a hand holding a lerter,
the play of eyebrows, a glance. The technique of genuine
mise-en-scéne composition was being mastered—and approach-
ing its limits. It was already threatened with becoming the
knight's move in chess, the shift of purely plastic contours
in the already non-theatrical outlines of dewiled drawings.

Sculprural details seen through the frame of the cadre, or
shot, transitions from shot to shot, appeared to be the logical
way out for the threatened hypertrophy of the miise-en-scéne.
Theoredcally it established our dependence on wiise-en-scéne
and montage. Pedagogically, it determined, for the future,
the approaches to montage and cinema, arrived at through the
mastering of theatrical construction and through the art of
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wmise-en-scéne.® Thus was born the concept of mise-en-cadre.
As the mrse-en-scéne is an interrelation of people in action,
so the wiise-en-cadre is the pictorial compositon of murually
dependent cadres (shots) in a montage sequence.

In Gas Masks we see all the elements of film tendencies
meeting. The turbines, the factory background, negated the
last remnants of make-up and theatrical costumes, and all ele-
ments appeared as independently fused. Theater accessories
in the midst of real factory plastics appeared ridiculous. The
element of “play” was incompatible with the acrid smell of
gas. The pitiful platform kept getng lost among the real
platforms of labor actvity. In short, the production was a
failure. And we found ourselves in the cinema.

Our first film opus, Strike [1924-25], reflected, as in a
mirror, in reverse, our production of Gas Masks. Bug the film
floundered about in the flotsam of a rank theatricality that
had become alien to it

At the same time, the break with the theater in principle
was so sharp that in my “revolt against the theater” I did
away with a very vital element of theater—the story.

At that time this seemed natural. We brought collecrive and
mass action onto the screen, in contrast to individualism and
the “triangle” drama of the bourgeois cinema. Discarding the
individualist conception of the bourgeois hero, our films of
this period made an abrupt deviation—insisting on an under-
standing of the mass as hero,

No screen had ever before reflected an image of collective
action. Now the conception of “collecdvity” was to be pic-
tured. But our enthusiasm produced a one-sided representa-
tion of the masses and the collective; one-sided because col-
lectivism means the maximum development of the individual
within the collective, a conception irreconcilably opposed to
bourgeois individualism. Our first mass films missed this
deeper meaning.

*As indicated in “A Course in Treatment,” the first two years of
Eisenstein's course for directors at the Scate Cinema Institute emphasize
a thorough study of sheater principles.—EniTon.
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Still, I am sure that for its period this deviation was n.
only narural but necessary. It was imporsant that the screen
be first penetrated by the general image, the collective united
and propelied by one wish. “lndividunlitx within the collec-
tive,” the deeper meaning, demanded of cinema today, would
have found entrance almost impossible if the way had not
been cleared by the general concept.

In 1924 I wrote, with intense zeal: “*Down with the story
and the plot!” Today, the story, which then seemed to be
almost “an attack of individualism” upon our revolutionary
cinema, rerurns in a fresh form, to its proper place. In this
turn towards the story lies the historical importance of the
third half-decade of Sovier cinematography (1930-1935).

And here, as we begin our fourth five-year period of cinema,
when abstract discussions of the epigones of the “story” film
and the embryocnes of the “plotess” film are calming down,
it is time to take an inventory of our credits and debirs.

I consider that besides mastering the elements of filmic dic-
tion, the technique of the frame, and the theory of montage,
we have another credit to list—the value of profound ties with
the traditions and methodology of lirerature. Not in vain, dur-
ing this period, was the new concept of film-language born,
film-language not as the language of the film-critic, but a5 an
expression of cinema thinking, when the cinema was called
upon to embody the philosophy and ideology of the victorious
proletariat.

Strerching out its hand to the new quality of licerature—the
dramatics of subject—the cinema cannot forget the tremen-
dous expericace of its eaclier periods. But the way is not back
to them, buc forward to the synthesis of all che best that has
been done by our silent cinematography, towards a synthesis
of these with the demands of today, along the lines of story
and Marxist-Leninist ideological analysis. The phase of monu-
mental synthesis in the images of the people of the cpoch of
socialism—the phase of socialist realism.

[1934]
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to Proletculr a year later, to do The Sage, it was as a director,
although I continued to design my own productions.)

Precipice contains a scene where an inventor, thrilled by his
new invention, runs, like Archimedes, about the city (or per-
haps he was being chased by gangsters—I don't remember
exactly). The task was to solve the dynamics of city streets,
as well ay to show the helplessness of an individual ac the
mercy of the “big city.” (Our mistaken imaginings about Eu-
rope naturally led us to the false concept of “urbanism.”)

An amusing combination occurred to me, not only to use
running scenery—~pieces of buildings and details (Meyerhold
had not ycr worked our, for his Trust D. E., the neucral
polished shields, mmrs mobiles, to unify several places of ac-
tion)—bur also, possibly under the demands of shifting scen-
ery, to connect these moving decorations with people. The
actors on roller skates carried not only themselves about the
stage, but also their “piece of city.” Our solution of the prob-
lem—~the intersection of man and milieu—was undoubted]
influenced by the principles of the cubists. Bur the “urban-
istic” paintings of Picasso were of less importance here than
the nced 1o express the dynamics of the city—glimpses of
fagades, hands, legs, pillars, heads, domes. All of this can be
found in Gogol's work, but we did not notice thac undl
Andrei Belyi enlightened us about the special cubism of
Gogol.? T still remember the four legs of two bankers, sup-
porting the fagade of the stock-exchange, with two top-hats
crowning the whole. There was also a policeman, sliced and
quartered with traffic. Costumes blazing with perspectives of
ewirling lights, with only grear rouged lips visible above,
These all renuined on paper—and now that even the paper
has gone, we may become quite pathetically lyrical in our
rerniniscences.

These close-ups cut into views of a city become arother
link in our analysis, a film element that tried to fit itself into
t!le stubborn stage. Here are also elements of double and mul-
uple exposure—“‘superimposing” images of man onto images
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of buildings—all an acrempt to interrelate man and his miliew
in a single complicated display. (The fact that the film Strike
was full of this sort of complexity proves the “infanrile malady

of leftism"” existing in these first steps of cinema.) :

Out of mechanical fusion, from plastic synthesis, the at-
tempt evolves into thematic synthesis. In Strike, there is more _
than a transformation into the technique of the camera. The
composition and structure of the film as a whole achieves
the effect and sensation of uninterrupred unity berween the
collective and the milieu that creates the collective. And.
the organic unity of sailors, bartleships, and sea that js shown
in plastic and thematic cross-secton in Potemkin is not by’
trickery or double-exposure or mechanical intersection, burt
by the general structure of the compesition. But in the chearer,
the impossibility of the #use-en-scéne unfolding throughout
the auditorium, fusing stage and audience in a developing pat-
tern, was the reason for the concentrated absorption of the
mise-en-scéne problems within the scenic action.

The almost geometrically conventional mise-en-scéne of
The Sage and its formal sequel, Listen, AMoscow, becomes one
of the basic elements of expression. The montage intersecdon
eventually became too emphatically exact. The compasition
singled out groups, shifted the spectator’s artention from one
point to another, presented close-ups, a hand holding a lerter,
the play of eyebrows, a gla‘pce. The technique of genuine .
mrise-en-scéne compasition_ wis being mastered—and approach- -
ing its limits. It was already ‘threatened -with bceoming che
knight’s move in chess, the shift of purely plastic conrours
in the already non-thearrical oudines of detailed drawings.

Sculprural details seen thsough the frame of the cadre, or
shot, transidons from shor to shot, appeared to be the logical
way out for the threatened hypertrophy of the nise-en-scéne.
Theoretically it established our dependence on wzse-en-scéne
and montage. Pedagogically, it determined, for the furure,
the approaches to montage and cinema, arrived ac through the
mastering of theatrical construction and through the art of
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miise-en-scéne.® Thus was born the concept of mise-en-cadre.
As the wnse-en-scéne is an interrelation of people in action,
so the mise-en-cadre is the pictorial composition of mutually
dependent cadres (shots) in a montage sequence.

In Gas Masks we see all the elements of film tendencies
meeting. The turbines, the factory background, negated the
last remnants of make-up and theatrical costumes, and all cle-
ments appeared as independently fused. Theater accessories
in the midst of real factory plastics appeared ridiculous. The
element of *play” was incompatible with the acrid smell of
gas. The piaful pliform kept getting lost among the real
platforms of labor activity. In shorr, the production was a
failure. And we found ourselves in the cinema.

Our first film opus, Strike [1924-25), reflected, as in a
mirror, in reverse, our production of Gas Masks. But the film
floundered about in the flotsam of a rank theatricality that
had become alien to it.

At the same tine, the break with the theater in principle
was so sharp thac in my “revolc against the theater” 1 did
away with a very vital clement of theater—the story.

At that time this secemed nacural. We broughe collective and
mass action onto the screen, in contrast to individualism and
the “triangle” drama of the bourgeois cinema. Discarding the
individualist conception of the bourgeois hero, our films of
this period made an abrupt deviation—insisting on an under-
standing of the mass as hero.

No screen had ever before reflected an image of collective
action. Now the conception of “collecdvity” was to be pic-
tured. But our enthusiasm produced a one-sided representa-
tion of the masses and the collective; one-sided because col-
lectivism means the maximum development of the individual
within the collective, a concepdon irreconcilably opposed to
bourgeois individualism. Qur first mass films missed cthis
deeper meaning.

*As indicatcd in “A Course in Treamment,” the fist two years of
Eisenstein's course for directors at the State Cinema Instirute emphasize
a thorough study of rbeaser principles.—enrron.
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Seill, I am sure that for its period this deviation was not
only natural but necessary. It was important that the screen
be first penerrated by the general image, the collecdve united
and propelled by one wish. “Individualicy within the collec-
tive,” the deeper meaning, demanded of cinema today, would
have found entrance almost impossible if the way had not
been cleared by the general concept. .

In 1924 [ wrote, with intense zeal: “Dowa with the story
and the ploc!” Today, the story, which then seemed to be:
almost “an attack of individialism™ upon our ‘revohitionary
cinema, rerurns in a fresh form, to its proper place. In this
turn towards the story lies the historical importance of the
third half-decade of Soviee cinematography (1930-1935).

And here, as we begin our fourth five-year period of cinema,
when abstract discussions of the epigones of the “story” film
and the embryones of the “plotless” film are calming down,
it is time to take an inventory of our credits and debits.

I consider that besides mastering the elements of filmic dic-
tion, the technique of the frame, and the theory of montage,
we have another credic to list—the value of profound ties with
the craditions and methodology of literarure, Not in vain, dur-
ing this period, was the new concept of film-language born,
film-language not as the language of the film-critic, but as an
exprasion of cinema thinking, when the cinema was called
upon to embody the philosophy and ideology of the victorious

roletariat.

Stretching out is hand to the new quality of lirerarure—the :
dramatics of subject—the cinema cannot forgetr the cremen-
dous experience of irs earlier periods. Bur the way is nov back
to them, but forward to the synthesis of all the best that has
been done by our silent cinematography, towards a synthesis
of these with the demands of today, along the lines of story
and Marxist-Leninist ideological analysis. The phase of monu-
mental synthesis in the images of the people of the epoch of
socialism—the phase of socialist realism. :

[1934]
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