“Youre at Renault? . . . Ah, it's well known in Africa, the
Renaull Company! You don't see anything else ... 1,000
kilos, Dauphings

And all of a sudden Angélo, before even replying,
bireaks into a smile and says:
"Oh yeah? You've heard of the Renault Company? . . "

i's inimitable!

S0 from the point of view gf editing, my idea is the
following: with some rare exceptions it is almost im-
possible to upset the filming order. The people
evolved n such a way that, if we want to become at-
tached to them, it is necessary to show them as a
function of their evalution. In fact the whole film was
conceived that way. That's how | see the fiim. And
that's why | center it on the summer: it begins in
spring and ends in autumn. It's the evolution of a cer-
-amn number of people throughout events which could
have peen essential but which were not. We thought
in the spring that the summer of 1960 would be es-
sential for France. It wasn't, but even with this sort of
disappointment, this evolution is nonetheless, to my
mind, the subject of the film.

So the editing that | am doing at present, which
can, of course, be changed, is much more a chrono-
logical editing as a function of the filming than editing
as a function of the subject or ¢f the different subjecls
sealt with n the filming.

Em: | think that we must try to maintain in the editing a
plurality The great cifficuity is that there are in fact
many themes. What { would like is to concentrate this
collective halo around the characters. In other words,
I would not, in the end, like to see everything reduced
to purely individual stories, but rather there should be
a dimension, nol so much of the crowd, but of the
global problem of life in Paris, of civilization, and so
forth,

What | would like is that at every moment we feel
that the characiers are neither "film heroes” as in or-
dinary cinema nor symbals as in a didactic film. but
hurman beings who emerge from their collective life.
What | would iike is not to situate individuafities as we
see them in normal films—in classical, fictional narra-
tive films—where there are characters and some story
happens to those characters. | would like to talk
apout the individual characters in order to go on to a
more general problem and then come back from the
general problem to the individual.

This means doing a sort of cinéma-vérité which
would overcome the fundamental opposition between
fictional and documentary cinema. In fictional cinema,
the private problems of individuals are dealt with:
love, passion, anger, hatred: in documentary film unti!
now only subjects external to the individual are dealt
with aobjects, machines, countrysides, social themes.

__._4___'_‘——-——.._
Jean and | agree at least on one
make a fiim (hat is totally authent;
umentary but with the same concepts as fictional fitm
that is, the cantents of subjective life, of people’s e;.'
istence. In the end, this is what fascinales me,
Anather thing that fascinates me on the theme of
cinéma-verité is not just reviving the ideas of Dziga

POINT: that we rmust
€. 8s true as a doc-

"Vertov or things of that genre, hut—and this is what is

really new, from the lechnical paint of view. i what
Jean has said—it is that cinéma-vérité can be an ay-

" thentic talking cinema. 1t is perhaps the first time that

we will really end up with a sketch of talking cinema.
The words burst forth at the very moment when
things are seen-——which does not oceur with
postsynchronization.

Jr:In the empty Halles, when Marceling is talking
about her deportation, she speaks in rhythm with her
step, she is influenced by lhe selting, and the way
she is speaking is absolutely inimitable. With pastsyn-
chranization and the best artist in the world, you
would never be able to achieve that unrelenting
rhythm of someone walking in a place like that.

£M: In addition. il is a film where there are no fist
fights, no revolver shots, not even any kisses. or
hardly any. The action, in the end, is the word. Action
is conveyed by dialogues, disputes, conversations.
What interests me is not a documentary which shows
appearances, but an active intervention to cut across
appedrances and extract from them their hidden or
dormant truths

JR: Another extraordinary thing which you've forgotten,
and that's understandable, is the poetic discovery

of things through the film. For example: a worker,
Angeélo, leaves the Renault factory, takes the bus 1o
go home, and gets off at Petit-Clamart. To get to his
house he has 1o ¢climb up a stairway, an unbelievable
stairway. and this ascent—aifter all it's only a worker
on his way home--becomes a sort of poetic drama.

em: Qur common base is that neither one of us con-
ceives of this film as merely sociological or merely
ethnographic or merely aesthetic. but really like a to-
tal and diftuse thing which is at the same time a
document, an experience lived by each person, and
a research of their contact.

R cans
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Rouch proposes 1o me an alternate method of
working: he'll start on his own to make a preliminary
selection of six to eight hours, head to tail, before he
leaves for Africa in three weeks. Then he leaves me
to edit during his three-week absence. And s0 on.
from confrontation to confrontation, we will reach an
agreement.



The Rouch-Dauman agreement on the editor-in-
chief having not been achicved. we will work with
Nina Baratier, who has been taking care of the fitm
since August, assisled by Frangoise Colin. Thus be-
gins the first phase of editing.

Rouch comes up with a stringout of about seven
hours. At the screening | see that many sequences
which I consider essential have been eliminated and
that others which seem uninteresting have been cho-
sen. | feel as though everything is caving in. |, in turn,
then take the editing, reestablish some of the elim-
inated sequences, and eliminate some of those which
Rouch had retained, to end up with about four hours
of screen time. Now Rouch is dissatisfied. :

He takes over the editing, makes a four-hour ver-
sion starting with the introduction of the characters,
and follows the chronology of the film in their wake.
The introductions are disappointing. | resume editing,
and in a couple of days have a schema which starts
with the "Are you happy?"s, foliows the theme of
work, poiitical problems (Algeria, the Cdngo), per-
sonal life, to end up with a conclusion in which, in a
few flash images. each of the characters expresses
his revolt. The last image: Angeélo fighting alone with a
tree. The screening is disappointing. On the way we
have made concessions to each other: Rauch re-
established some momeants which were Important for
me, 1 did not cut some moments that he is fond of.

Finally we reach an agreement on a compromise of
principles. Compromise: the fitm will not be a MOoSAIC-
type montage as | wanted it, made up of OppPosIng
sequences, sustained by the guiding theme “How do
you live?”, nor will it be a biographico-chronological
montage ke Rouch wanted. It will be something
mixed, between the two. We agree on the fundamen-
tal sequences which |, for my part, would like o in-
ciude almost in their entirety, without condensing
them. | propose a compromise schema, abandoning
the final moniage on "resistance” and the ultimate
symbol of Angéle fighting with the tree, and adopting
the three-part chronclogicat order: before vacation,
the vacation, after vacation.

But by now the debate between Rouch and me is
no longer taking place in private. Argos Films inter-
venes, somedlmes mistrusting Rouch and wanting to
oversee his work (which he refuses), at other times
being enthusiastic over Rouch, According to these al-
ternating attitudes, Rouch is either a clumsy bricoleur
or an inspired improviser. Dauman gives me no credit
for my capacities as neophyle editor but thinks at
times that my contribution is efficient and at other
limes that | am an abstract thearetician who is mas-
sacring the film. Dauman is sometimes Rouchist,
semetimas Morinist, quite often groans to see our
comhbined incapacities, and is constantly railing
against Nina Baratier. In the beginning Nina Baratier
sides sormetimes with Rouch and sometimes with me

when it comes 1o gliminating scenes she doesn't 1
or keeping ones she likes: in 4 second phase she
thinks that Rouch and she deserve otal confidenc

The successive versions were shown 1o difterent
people, among whom Azar and Roger Leenhardt
would play a significant role. Argos wants Azar to
the editor of the film, but Rouch, already at odds
me, wants o have a free hand. Azar formulates es
sentially the following remarks:

(1) What is extraordinary and unique for him gre
moments when the faces in close-up express some
emotion. The moment when happiness erupts on
Marilou's face is one of the four moments in cinem:
which have most impressed him in his life. He also
thinks that the high points of the film consist of Jea
Pierre's monologue and Marceline on August 15.
Gabillon is moving. He doesn't like Angeélo much; h
finds him ta be a ham.

(2) Next to these sections. everything which is "¢
ema” is not only secondary but risks killing the bes
parts. In any case, the section tollowing the vacatic
segment is of no interest. The film sheuld end on a
strong beat, at the end of vacation. At the end of a
dramatic progression, we should finish with Marcel:
on August 15 and Marilou happy.

Leenhardt's remarks are different. The fiim must &
inteiligible: from the start the subject should be ¢lez
the problem plainly stated. In this sense he favors 1!
introduction which Rouch is propesing, the beginnir
of our first dialogue with Marceline, where we revea
our purpose. There must also (and here Azar is gair
in the same direction) be a dialogue at the end of {r
film which canveys the authors’ conclusions,

The experimental screenings also bring out the ta
that our few critical spectators believe much more
strongly in the truth of those scenes in which Rouch
and I appear in front of the camera, participating in
the dialogue with aur characters. They feel that the
scenes in which we do not appear, like the jetty at
Saint Tropez, are "acted.”

These remarks have some influence on us. We wi
maintain our presence in the picture, which we had
earfier had a tendency to eliminate {excepl when
Rouch was considering making me the “hero” of the

film, oft in search of the slusive grail). Rouch will re-

tain his introduction (the first dialogue with Marceline
but immediately afterward wili comea the “Are you
happy?" sequence. The conclusion will be our dia-
logue at the Musée de I'Homma {itis not until later
that this will be replaced Dy a new dialogue filmed
subsequently), Rouch will come around slowly to the
idea of cutting the after-vacation, which satisfies me
inasmuch as this gives more room for the trial runs,
which will take a central pasition, As for me, | will
slowly accept the reduction of the social-worker part

and the suppression of any normative theme in the
conclusion. We reaarh an necomen e - -




As Rouch has to leave for Africa for a while, and as
Dauman demands an editor, Rouch chooses Ravel.
For fifteen or twenty days Ravel works alone with Nina
Baratier, following the plan which we have estab-
lished together, but having a fair amount of freedom
of composition. | will not intervene during this period
except 1o insist on the need to make a guick edition
in the “Are you happy?" sequence. Ravel therefore
edits the first half hour of the film in the present order
of succession (with the exception of the Landry-
Angelo dialogue, Angelo's dismissal, and a few other
modifications). Rouch and | will be satisfied.

Rouch comes back from Africa. He intervenss di-
rectly on the editing viewer and immediately orients
Ravel on the montage of the vacation sequences, The
editing speeds up, a copy must be ready for the
Cannes festival, | defend my stand on the parts which
| judge essential, like the Algeria discussion, the dis-
cussion on the Congo and racism. Algeria poses
some particular difficulties: how to render the tumul-
tuousness of this discussion and above all its dra-
matic character when we must cut the passages
which might be dangerous for our young partici-
pants? How to avoid having the censors cut the
scene completely? We also have many discussions
about the vacation sequence. but | ieave the bullfight
to Rouch (I would have kept one minute or cut it en-
lrely) and the little dialogue between Catherine and
Landry abeut Saint Tropez. The scene of Marceline
and Jean-Pierre on the jetty is edited in the conven-
tional cinema style; it no doubt would have been bet-
ter to show one long uninterrupted segment. Little by
little the postvacation sequences are eliminated or are
ared before the vacation. We go on to the mixing,
and a copy is printed which is screened at Cannes

This copy will not yet be the definitive version. The
group discussion in the Studio Publicis is not yet in-
cluded, and there are still a few postvacation epi-
sodes, like Angelo's dismissal, Marilou's visit with her
friend Jeanne, at home with her boyfriend, Marceline
and Jean-Pierre waking up

The Publicis discussion had been abandoned
along the way. | was not particularly attached to i,
Rouch having said that it was uneditable. But after
Cannes, after a screening at the Musée de I'Homme
and at UNESCQO, we feel that the end of this film is
weak.

For me the weakness begins at the moment when
we get lo Algeria; for Rouch it is only the end which
needs work. He proposes to logk at the screening of
the Publicis discussion again, and we are finally in to-
tal agreement on this point. It is absolutely necessary.
At the same time we eliminate the last postvacation
element, A new discussion divides us on Marilou
Happy. which | think has been sabotaged in the edit-
ing, and we reestablish in oart what | ask for

However, we cannot retain the Marilou-Jeanne scene,
which probably brings nothing to the film tut does
show Marilou relaxed and cheerful. All we have left is
to film a new conclusion, an improvised dialogue at
the Musée de 'Homme after the screening of the
Publicis discussion and taking into account (implicitly)
the reactions of the first viewers. We are in the begin-
ning of June 1961, one year after beginning “How do
you live?” The fiilm will definitely be called Chronique
d'un ete even though the litle does not reflect the
subject. But Argos has decided it. "How do you live?
is oo TV, it seems. | leave for Chile on June 20.
Finally we film a supplementary scene, a last gialogue
between Rouch and me at the Musée de I'Homme.
On this occasion we used a wireless microphone and
therefore did not need to carry the shoulderbag tape
recorder as we walked. We were lold that this concly-
sion scene was necessary. The day before filming it
we re-viewed the final sequence of the group discus-
sion at the Studio Publicis. Rouch and Ravel finish
ediling the Studio Publicis part, the final discussion,
and, with a few more modifications, they put the de-
finitive version of the film in orger."?

Post-Chronique

“Chronicle of a Summer™ is finished. i1 is already slip-
ping away from us. Lately we are free to add a pOst-
script, for example, to take the unused film to make
one or two supplementary films which could be
shown in ciné-clubs. Or maybe we could establish a
long version {four hours), again for the ciné-ciubs or
for private showings. Maybe we will do it, but the film
i3 slipping away from us, that is to say, we must ac-
ceptit as is.

As for me, | am divided between two contradictory
feelings. On the one hand, | feel dissatisfaction in
view of what | had ideally hoped for: on the other
hand, I feel deep contentment at having lived this ex-
perience, adhering to the compromise which such an

17. 1 see that Edgar has slightly exaggerated the oppostions we
faced in his chranicle of Chronigue. “Co-authoring™ is nat simple
teamwork where the two partners agree. Il is & more vinlent game
where disagreement is the only rule. and the solution lies in the res-
olubon of this disagreement. It is alsa necessary for the arbiter (or
the producer) to have an opan enough mind to [ollow the game
while sanctioning its only faults. Afas, & tim producer. caugnt be-
tween patronizing intclerable arists and financial imperatives. can-
not De impartial



accomplishment présupposes, Without Rouch. the
film would have been impossible tar me, not only be-
Cause it was Rouch's name which convinced the pro-
ducer to try the adventure, but also and above all
because his presence was indispensable for me. and
there again not onty from the technical point of view,
but also from the personal paint of view. Though intel-
lectually | can distinguish what differentiates us, i
cannot practically dissociate thig curious pair we
formed, like Jerry Lewis-Dean Martin, Erckman-
Chatrian, or Roux-Combaluzier.

We mus! also express our gratitude to Anatole
Dauman. Thanks to Argos Film, Rouch and | were
able to carry out decisive experiments in our respec-
tive researches. It is thus impossible to dissociate the
"Argonauts' from cinéma-veriig,

This film, which is slipping away fram us, now ap-
pears before critics and viewers. it presents us once
again with prablems, indeed with new probiems.
These are not aesthetic problems but questions more
directly refateq 1o life. Because, unlike other films, the
spaeciator is not so much judging a work as judging
other human heings, namely, Angélo, Marceling,
Marilou, Jean-Pierre, me, Rouch. They judge us as
human beings. but in addition they attach this moral
or affective judgment to their aesthetic judgment. For
example, if a spectator doesn't like one of us, he will
find that person Stupid, insincere, a ham; he'll re-
proach the character for being at the same time a
bad actor and an unlikable individual. This confusion
of levels at first upsets us but reassures us at the
same time, because it expresses the weakness and
the virtue of this fitm. It shows s thal, no matter what,
though we have been doing cinema, we have also
done something efse; we have overflowed the bounds
of cinema-spectacle, of cinema-theater, while at the
same time sounding the depths of its possibdities: we
are also a part of this confused and jumbled thing
called life

This film is a hybrid, and this hybridness is ag
much the cause of its infirmity as of its interrogative
virtue,

The first contradiction hotds in the changeover from
real time to cinermatographic time. Of course the real
fime is not the total time, since we were not filming all
the time. in uther words. there was already a sart of
selection in the filming; but the editing obliges us 1o
make a selection, a more difficyit composition, more
traitorous. We choose the times which we find the
most significant or the most pawerful; of course, this
theatricalizes life. On top of that, the close-up accen-
tuates dramatization In fact there s more tensicn in
seeing close-ups of Mariloy, Marceline, or Jean-Pierre
than in being present in the scene itself, because the
close-up of the faca concentrates, captures, fasci-
nates. But abiove all we realize that though the editing
can improve everylhing that does not develop

through the length of the film, it also weakens ang

perverts the very substance of what happened in r
time (the jeity at Saint Tropez, Mariloy unhappy, or
Marceline on August 15 for example). Additionally
lhe eompromise that Rouch and I made on the ch:
aclers works to their detriment. The viewer will not

know them well enough and yet will arrive at a glot
judgment on their personalities; they are sufficient!
{i.e., too} individualized to avoid such judgment. Tr
Jean-Pierre, Marilou, Marceline, Angélo, Gapillon w
be perceived globally by means of mere fragments
themselves.

These judgments. as in life, will be hasly, superfi
cial, rash. | am amazed that what should inspire
esteem for Jean-Pierre or Marilou, namely, their ag-
mission of egaism or egocentrism (“egoism" for Je.
Piarre; ") reduce everything to my own terms” for
Marilou) will paradoxically produce 3 pejorative jud
ment of them. it seems we have underestimated th:
hypocritical reaction, and as aresult t tell myself th.
the real comedy. the real hamming, the spectacle.
takes place among the pelly bourgeois who play ar
virtue, decency, health, and who pretend to give le:
sons in truth.

But I must not 1st myself follow that miserabie
downslide of the human ming which always transter
blame to others. Errars in judgment of which the ch.
acters in the film are victims, are provoked because
we both aver- ang underindividualized our characte
because certain tensions whose origins are unclear
emerge in the course of the film: because there is 2
whole submerged dimension which will remam un-
known to the public. Without intending to we have
Created a projective test. We have only provided a
few pieces of a puzzle that is missing most of its
parts. Thus each viewer reconstructs a whole as a
function of his own projections and identifications.

As a result, while this film was ntended to involve
the viewer, it involves him in an unforeseen manner
believed that the viewers would be involved if they
asked themselves the question “How do you live?" :
fact the reactions are more diverse, and this diversit
IS not just the diversity of aesthetic judgments: it is &
diversity in atttudes toward others, toward truth, to-
ward what one has the right to say. and what one
should not say

This diversity marks our failure as well as our suc-
cess. Failure. because we gid not come away with
the sympathy of the majority, because, thinking we
were clarifying human problems, we provoked misur
derstandings, even obscuring reactions. Success. be
cause to a certain degree Rouch and | gave these
Characters the chance to speak and because. to a
cenain degree, we gave the public a liberty of appre
ciation which is unusualin cinema. We did not merel-

play the divine rgle of authors who speak through the
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the sentiments they should feel, their norms of good
and bad tis also because there is this relative free-
dom, and not enly because we filmed under the ieast
cinemalike conditions possible, that we have ap-
proached the cinema of fife. But in approaching thus
we have also approached all the confusion of life.

We have also maodified the relationship between ac-
tar and spectator, which is like the relationship be-
tween an unseen God and a passive communicant.
We have emerged from mystery, we have shown our-
selves, present, fallible. men among others, and we
have provoked the viewer o judge as a human being.

Whether or not we wanted it so, this film is a hybrid,
ajumble. and all the errors of judgment have in com-
mon the desire o attach a label to this enterprise and
0 confront it with this label. The label "sociology”: is
mis a film which (a) wants to be sociological, (b} is
sociological? Those for whom sociology signifies a
survey of public opiniocn on a cross-section sample of
the population, that is to say, those who know nothing
about sociology. say: we are being tricked, this isn't a
sociological film, the authors are dishonest. But we
have in no way presented this fim under the label
ethnographic or sociological 1 alsg do not see wily
film critic Louis Marcorelles denounces my “faise so-
“iological prestiges " | never introduce myself as a
s0ciologist, neither in the film nor in real life, and |
have no prestige among sociologists. We have not
once, to my knowledge, pronounced the word “so-
ciology™ in this film. Our banner has been “cinéma-
verite” and I'll get to that. Our enterprise is more dif-
fuse. more troadiy human.

Let's say in order to simplify things that we're talk-
ing about an enterprise that is both ethnographic and
axistenlial: ethnographic in the sense that we try to in-
vestigare thal which seems to go without saying, that
s, daily lite: existential in that we knew t(hat each per-
son could be emotionally involved in this research.
Any filmmaker could have posed the question “How
Jo you live?”, but we wanted this interrogation to be
minimally sociological This minimum is not just an
opinion poll, which nat only achieves only superficial
results when dealing with profound problems. but
also 1s tatally inadequate for our enterprise. This mini-
mum s first of all a preliminary reflection an the so-
ciology of work and daily life. Next it is an attitude
~hich 1s engraved in one of the fundamental lines of
fuman sciences since Marx, Max Weber and Freud.
Ta simplify: for Marx it is crisis which s revealing, not
normal states. For Max Weber, a situation is under-
st00d not by starting at a middle ground, but with ex-
treme types (which Weber constructed thecretically
by the method of utopic realization and which he
named "deal types”). For Freud., the abnormal re-
veals the normal as one exacerbales that which exists
In the latent or camoullaged state of the other.

It a good part ¢f the film's viewers refuse. reject, or
expel from themselves what they consider a “patho-
logical” case which is in no way representative or sig-
nificant, this does not indicate an error in our method,
but rather the difficulties involved in consciousness of
certain fundamental givens ot being human. The real
question is not whether Marilou, Angélo, Marceline,
and Jean-Pierre are rare or exceptional cases, but
whether or not they raise profound and general prob-
lems, such as job alienation, the difficulty of living,
loneliness, the search for faith. The question (s to
know whether the film poses fundamental questions,
subjective and objective, which concern life in our
society.

Psychoanalysis, therapy, modesty, risk: | have writ-
ten that in certain conditions the eye of the camera is
psychoanalytical; it looks into the soul. Critics have
reproached us for doing false psychoanalysis, that is,
of knowing nothing about psychoanalysis, Here we
are dealing with a myth of psychoanalysis, just as
there is a myth of saciology. Psychoanalysis is a
profession and a doctrine with multiple tendencies, all
strongly structured. Dur venture is foreign to psycho-
analysis understoad in its professional and structured
sense but does go in the direction of the ideas which
psychoanalysis has helped to bring into focus.
Otherwise, we have gambled on the possibility of us-
Ing cinema as a means of communication, and the
therapeutic idea of qur plan is that all communication
can be liberation. Of course | was aware, and am
even more aware since the fiim has been screened,
of all the difficulities of communication. the boomerang
risks of malevolent interpretations or of scomnful indif-
ference, | know that those | wanled recognized were
sometimes disregarded. | know that if { were to do it
again, | would do it differently, but | also know that |
would do it. And | reaffirm this principle: things which
are hidden, held back. silenced, must be spoken:
J.J. Rousseau is worth more than Father Dupanloup:
Lady Chatterly’s Lover is worth more than the censure
which prohibited it. We sutfer more from silencing the
essential than from speaking.

The need to communicate is one of the greatest
needs which ferments in our society; the individual is
atomized in what Rigsman has called “the fonely
crowd.” In this film there is an examination of stray,
clumsy communication, which our censors have
Called exhibitionism or shamelessness. But where is
the shame? Certainly not in those who make them-
sefves the crude and ostentatious spokesmen of
shame; shame does not have such impudence.

But finally one question is asked: Do we have the
right to drag people into such an enterprise? | will an-
swer that it is first a matter of characterizing this en-
terprise, that is to say, the risks it involves. [s it an
enterprise of vivisection or poisoned psychoanalysis?

Oris it anthe contran 5 marma of am immmartanan



Does it involve the same sort of risks as taking pas-
SeNgers in a car on vacation roads aor leading an ex-
pedition into a virgin forest? How can they judge the
harmtul consequences, those who know neithar
Mariiou, Angélo, nor the others? Having thought it all
out, I'd say that the greatest risk depends on those
who criticize Angélo, Marilou, ete.; that is to say, their
inability to love them. Of course we exposed Angélo,
Marilou, Marceline, and Jean-Pierre to this risk be.
cause we overestimated the possibilities of friendship.
But even in the case of Marilou and of Jean-Pierre,
unknown friends are born to them.

In the end, anyone who lives with a woman, has
children, recruits adherents to his party, whoever liveg
and undertakes anything makes others take rigks.
Each of us risks the destiny of others in the name of
their interests and their morals. The ultimate problem
Is that of each of our own morals.

Bourgeois or revolutionary film? This film is infrapol-
ttical and infrareligious. There is a whole zone left
unexpiored by the film. if we had been belisvers we
would not have neglected belief. On the political level
the question is different. We did not want, for exam-
ple, 1o present the worker problem at the level of po-
iitical or union affiliations or of salary ¢laims, because
conditions of industrial work should be guestioned at
a deeper, more radical level. Taking into account this
infrapaliticism, we were the enly ones in filmmaking to
question the war in Algeria and to thus attack the
central political problem of the hour.

It was possible to judge this fim variously reaction-
ary or revolutionary, bourgeois or leftist. | don't want
to get dragged into defining right now what | under-
stand by reactionary, bourgeois, left: nor to polemi-
cize with those who find the film reactionary. | would
say only that the meaning of the film is clear if one
conceives of it as contesting both the reigning values
of bourgeais society and Stalinist or pseudoprogres-
sive slereotypes.

Optirnism? Pessirmism?

itis true that Rouch was naturally carried toward
what is cheerful and light and that he was the
spokesman of “life is beautiful,” while | was naturally
carried toward what is sad or sorrowful The reason
tor my guest 0 approach the difficulties of living is
not just that happy peopie have no story to tell, but
also because there are fundamental probiems which
are lragic, ponderous, and which must be consid-
ered. But to confront these problems is not to de-
spair. What disheartens me, on the cantrary, is that
everyone wha is not subjected to the piecework with-
Qut responsibiiity or initiative, that is, typical of the fa-
borer or the civil servant, readily takes it for granted.

What disheartens me are those people resigned to
the arificial, shabhby, frivolous life which Is given 1o
them well defined. What disheartens me are those
who make themselves comfortable in a world where
Marceline, Marilou, Jean-Pierre, and Angelo are not
happy.

That these may be “my" praoblems, that my prob-
lems should have taken form in this film (at least in .
elementary fashion), does not mean that they cease
to exist independently of me. That | may have diffic.
ties in life, that { may not really be able to adapt, thi
does not necessarily mean that | cannot step outsid.
of myself; it may also sensitize me to the problems ¢
others. In any case I drew two “optimistic” lessons
from this experience. First, an increased faith in ado
lescent virtues: denial, struggie, and seeking. In othe
words, Angélo, Jean-Pierre, Marilou, and Marceling
have inspired me to resist the bourgeois life. The se:
ond is the conviction that every time it is possible to
speak 1o someone about essential things, conscious
ness is awakened, man awakens. Everyong, the mar
in the street, the unknown, hides within himself a
poet, a philosopher, a child. In other words. | believe
more than ever that we must relentlessly deal with th
person, denying something in the person, revealing
something in the person.

Cinéma-Vérité?

Finally we come to the problem of cinéma-vérite.
How do we dare speak of a truth that has been cho-
sen, edited, provoked, oriented, deformed? Where is

the truth? Here again the confusion comes from those

who take the term cinéma-vérité as an affirmation, a
guarantee sticker, and not as a research.
Cinéma-vérité: this means that we wanted to elim-
Inate fiction and get closer to life. This means that we
wanted to situate ourselves in a hneage dominated
Flaherty and Dziga Vertov. Of course this term cin-
ema-vérité is daring, pretentious; of course there is a
profound truth in works of fiction as well as in myths.
At the end of the film the difficulties of truth, which
had not been a probiem in the beginning. became
dpparent to me. In other worgs, | thought that we
would start from a basis of truth and that an even
greater truth would develop. Now | realize that if we
achieved anything, it was to present the problem of
the truth. We wanted to get away from comedy, from
spectacles, to enter into direct contact with life. But
lite itself is also a comedy, a spectacie. Better {or
worse) yet: each person can anly express himself
through a mask, and the mask, as in Greek tragedy,
both disguises and reveals, becomes the speaker. In
the course of the dialogues each ane was able 1o be
more real than in daily life but at the same lime more

false.




This means that there is no given truth that can
simply be deftly plucked, without withering it (this is,
at the most, spontaneity). Truth cannot escape con-
tradictions, since there are truths of the unconscious
and truths of the conscious mind; these two truths
contradict each other. But just as every victory carries
its own defeat, so every failure can bring its own de-
feat. !f the viewer who rejects the film asks himself
“Where is the truth?", then the failure of "How do you
live?" is clear, but maybe we have brought out a con-
cern for the truth. No doubt this film is an examination
whose emphasis has been misplaced. The fundamen-
tal question that we wanted to pose was about the
human condition in a given social setting and at a
given moment in history. It was a "How do you live?"
which we addressed to the viewer. Today the ques-
tion comes from the viewer who asks “Where is the
truth?” If for a minority of viewers the second question
does not follow the first, then we have both supplied
something and received something. Something which
should be pursued and thoroughly investigated. To

live without renouncing scmething is difficult. Truth is
long-suffering.



