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"When we think about art and how it is thought atjou] we refer both to the practice of art and
the deliberations of criticism.”

—Charles Harrison & Paul Wood
“[H]abits of liking and disliking are lodged in thmind.”

—Bernard Berenson

“The motion picture is unique [...] it is the one mad of expression where America has
influenced the rest of the world”

—ris Barry

“[1]f you want to practice something thain't a mass art, heaven knows there are plenty of other
ways of expressing yourself.”

—Jean Renoir
“If it's all in the script, why shoot the film?”
—Nicholas Ray
“Author + Subject = Work”
—Andre Bazin



Table of Contents

Preface and Acknowledgements

Introduction

Defining Art in Relation to Criticism

The Popular As a Common Ground— And an Outlinetodl

Career Overview — Andrew Sarris

Career Overview — Pauline Kael

American Film Criticism From its Beginnings to th850s —
And a Note on Present Challenges

Notes on Axiological Criticism, With Sarris and Kas Examples

Movies: The Desperate Art

Auteurism — French and American

Notes on the Auteur Theory 1962

"Circles and Squares: Joys and Sarris" — Kael'siiab

p. 6.

p. 8.

p. 14.

p. 19.

p. 29.

p. 32.

35p.

p. 41.

p. 72.

8.

p. 87.

p. 93.



Raising Kane: Kael As Film Historian p. 112.
Sarris As Film Historian: Directors and DirectidPart One :The Rankings. p. 125.
Directors and Directions Part Two: Toward a Theafrfilm History p. 135.
Final Thoughts p. 153.
Conlusion — What Has Been Done? 16H.
Bibliography p. 168.



Preface and Acknowledgements

A while back, my undertaking to write this thessemed permanently stalled. | am grateful to my
supervisor Sgren Birkvad, who essentially gave Ineesame advice that Andrew Sarris had been
given by his editor while he was writing his lastol: “One can never finish. One can only stop.”
The twin subject of Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kaad been in the back of mind long before | put
pen to paper. In my late teens, | saved up to bugsrdisc-player. (It is a nostalgic reminder of
my advanced years that | came of age cinematidallgn era before DVD, VOD and High
Definition.) My friends and | would devour the fifnof the New Hollywoodilmmakers and
discuss performances, sequences, camera placeamdrtiemes. | guess in some ways | owe this
thesis to Ole Jacob Rosten, Jarle @verland anddT@la Wiigen, with whom | have shared so
many movies and discussed so many stylistic epipearto use a phrase Sarris is fond of.

I can still remember vividly the elation lltfehe first time | sawMean Streetsjn a
widescreen Laserdisc transfer. | did not realizatithe time, but my friends and | were actually
applying Sarris’s critical methods to the films Ka€elored and fought for. Not only that, we were
responding to what she saw as the particular gesataf movies. As a freshman, | discovered not
only the writings of Sarris and Kael, but also felllove with the old Hollywood movies to which
Sarris has dedicated his career. The rest, agiegsgoes, is history.

Many people have shaped this thesis in pradfoways. | would like to thank Kristin
Sandvik for going above and beyond the call of datget the source material | needed, or in some
cases, simphthought| needed. | also extend my heartfelt thanks tor G&verdal and Kari
Bjoglgerud Hansen, without whom | could have neveitten a text of this magnitude and
complexity in what is for me a second language.nkireg your therapist strikes me as a uniquely
American thing to do, but since this is a thesisuAmerican film criticism, it seems appropriate.
So, thank you, Hilde Johanne Aafoss. Our discussudreverything in my life during the past few
years (including this thesis) have been an ingpmat factor in simply getting the thing done. @n
similar note, | also thank my brother Roald Fosk®ntechnical assistance when it seemed my
computer was about to give in. Ane Faugstad AabsRavid M. Smith have served me well as
proof-readers.
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My friend and fellow student Havard Berstad h@ad the manuscript throughout and has
been unstinting with his perceptive comments. usthgo on record to thank Pauline Ann Hoath at
the University of Bergen for her insights on popaard the cultural climate in the 1960s.

Most of all, | would like to thank Stefan Snaevakithough his direct involvement in this project
has been less than nominal, his intellectual keenaad unwavering generosity have influenced it
in more ways than | can remember, much less mention have all made this work possible. Its

faults are of course entirely my own doing.
Inge Fossen, April 2009, Uppsala



Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kael: Analogies and Contrasts in
the Duel for the Soul of American Film Criticism

Introduction

In his book, The Function of Criticism(1984), Terry Eagleton makes the following
statement, which | find rather depressing becaubstantially true:

[Clriticism today lacks all substantive social ftina. It is either part of the public relations bch of the
literary industry, or a matter wholly internal teetacademies. [...] The contradiction in which cistic finally

runs aground is one between inchoate amateurisrsauidlly marginal professionalish.

It would not be unfair to say that this polarisatiaf criticism has become increasingly pronounced
in writing about film—even more so than in writimdpout literature. On the one hand, there are
those instantly quotable, nearly subliterate exeliom blurbs (th&VOWbeing the extreme, but far
from unheard-of case) by more or less nondesceperl interest reviewers diffused through the
various and ever-expanding channels of mass média serve merely to prop up massive ad
campaigng. At the other extreme are the various brancheskdlarly criticism, laden with highly
specialized jargon and totally unconcerned withessof artistic merit.

The latter has been the case in most of what iallysiabelledfilm theorysince the mid-
sixties. At present, a somewhat similar trend ikin@itself strongly felt in the field of academic
film history, which is becoming less concerned with detailing gienesis of masterpieces, seminal
turning points of the medium and otleamonrelated questions, shifting instead to more haliatid
empirical approach—no doubt to bring film histotgser in line with other branches of hyphenate

history like social and cultural history, which askeler and more prestigious disciplines. | believe

! Terry Eagleton (1984)he Function of Criticism: From The Spectator tasRStructuralisniondon: Verso

Books. p.7ff
2 The internet and the spread of blogging may bsthe ultimate step towards making film criticism
democratic in the banal sense of being a “fre@fdigenre for the millions who have access. Theselopment also
raises disconcerting questions of editorial resiilitg, which, admittedly, are more pressing et areas of
journalism.
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the very broad distinctions outlined above to he,tlee whole, a quite adequate summary of the
present situation.

Sceptical and historically-minded readers may dbjecny thinly-veiled implication that
film theory and film history are concomitant withtism, or even special branches of criticism at
large. | stand by this implication, which cannot dagirely original, since it is also present in the
quotation from Terry Eagleton presented in the omgparagraph of this thesis.

Regarding film history, it is my firm convioth that the only truly relevant difference
between aesthetic film history and film criticissithat the historiaby definitionhas to deal with
the tension between change and stasis over timereab the mere critic maptentially disregard
the temporal aspect. Still, this a minority viewdafor practical purposes | shall modify it
somewhat. It is expedient for analytical purposeslistinguish between critical film historyy and
empirical or contextual film history, and | shalb so in this thesis. | shall give a much fuller
account of the relationship between film historyd afim criticism in my examination of our
protagonists’ sharply divergent efforts as filmtbigans.

Returning to Eagleton's lament and takingtifaze value, | wish to compare two film
critics, Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kael, whose bsdif work are neither socially marginal nor
amateurish. On the contrary, | believe these twbdwocially substantial as well as aesthetically
significant. While Susan Sontag should probablydmarded aprima inter paresamong American
critics and cultural commentators in the second oaR0" century, Sarris and Kael belong in her
company, at least, as distinctive critical essayemtd accomplished belletrists. Unlike Sontag,
however, they must be counted as “dedicated nosbabeut it film critics.® They broke into print
at a very pregnant moment in the mid-fifties, aatkcor so before the rising tide irrevocably broke
the dam of resistance against film scholarshipnmefica.

In that cultural climate, film critics andwiewers working the journalistic beat in general
interest magazines and specialized, almost undengréilm magazines could, if they were smart
enough and bullish enough and witty enough, bedosteumental in defining film as an academic
field that exploded in the culturally volatile ses—and matter to moviegoers at the same time.

Sarris put it like this when he looked back ongheies from the vantage point of 1973:

Francis Davies (200Afterglow: A Last Conversation with Pauline Kagew York: DaCapo Press. p.62.

9
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While my debate with Pauline Kael Film Quarterlyattracted a great deal of attention as a squaldilecen
two schools of thought, it served also to proped tbscure polemicists from the little magazine beatkers

into the mainstream of the critical establishnfent.

It is worth belabouring at this juncture that Andr8arris and Pauline Kael are journalists first and
foremost. Notwithstanding the considerable amoudnimportant interpretive news reporting, the
perceptive reader may counter by stressing thajotlmaalistic ideal is embodied in our collective
psyche as the newshounds who simply follow andrtepe breaking news, without any literary or
rhetorical pretensions. | hereby submit that Saand Kael, by virtue of their work as film critics,
primarily belong to cultural journalism.

According to Norwegian media scholar Martin &idthe fabled newshound is the
journalistic ideal type: a reporter who does na¢ bénself as someone actively engaged in the
construction of narratives and the production ebidgy’ If one requires an example of this ideal,
the nominally emancipated comic book character Lase strikes me as its purest distillation
imaginable in fiction, though we encounter themne(tbal ones) several times a day on CNiNs
my contention that theonsciousonstruction of narratives and the production ebidgy is exactly
what the cultural journalist or critic, as oppodedthe news reporter, is engaged in. When Sarris
returned from a life-changing spell in Paris, heumeed, by his own admission, with “a foreign
ideology™:

As | remember that fateful year in Paris, delirigysrolonged conversations at sidewalk cafes asiflault my
ears with what in Paris passed for profundity améNew York for peculiarity. | have never really oxered
from the Parisian heresy (in New York eyes) conicgrithe sacred importance of the cinema. Hencturmed

to New York not merely a cultist but a cultist witforeign ideology.

Pauline Kael's criticism, reflecting her complektaties about the tension between trash and art, is
of course no less ideological for being indigengusimerican and for revolving around a
countercultural understanding éfrt and Pop. | ought to move swiftly to dispel any lingering
suspicions that the mere mention of the wideblogyentails a dour Marxist exposé of American

film criticism’s false consciousness. Far fromlitieel the need to point this out, since Western

4

Andrew Sarris (1978)olitics and CinemalNew York: University of Columbia Press p. 188.
5

Martin Eide (1991Nyhetens Interesse-Nyhetsjournalistikk Mellom TegKontekstOslo:
Universitetsforlaget. p. 10.

Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955/18&3v York. Simon & Schuster. p.
13.

10
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Marxists of different stripes (but of the same cwjohave all but monopolized this term in
academic discourse. Therefore, | shall, with sdresitation, propose the replacement of Eide’s
rather tainted worddeology—which has a downright sinister ring due to the dgtamic events of
the 20" century that were perpetrated in its name—uwith rtiege neutral, or even positive word
ideas What does this mean? It simply means that csiticiunderstood as cultural journalism, is as
dependent on a personal voice and opinions anectigfhs as on newsworthy events.

Two eminent historians who have written egteely on the American press, Michael and
Edwin Emery, define journalism in the foreword béir seminal bookThe Press and America: An
Interpretive History of the Mass Median a concise way that seems especially poigndrnw
connected to the work of Sarris and Kael and thleaired place in the stream of the history of film
criticism. “Journalism history is the story of humig’s long struggle to communicate, to discover
and interpret news and to offer intelligent opininrthe marketplace of idea$Since the end of the
nineteenth century, when films first appeared, [ttest releases in cinemas worldwide have been
considered newsworthy, and the reviews we encourdatinely, in the popular press and
specialized film magazines alike, typically layinlato news-value of some sort or anotfieFilm
critics, who, as opposed to mere reporters, woftflel their “opinions in the marketplace of ideas”,
did not however really proliferate until the 195flsvards—even if the battle to elevate film as such
from novelty entertainment to art had been fougimd(in a restricted sense, won) in the twenties
while the movies still were silent. It is, howevEair to say that Sarris and Kael would move gaite
bit beyond their predecessors by popularizing ttéon of movies as art.

It could be argued with conviction that whatynrbe designated the Sarris-Kael feud over the
auteur theoryis the only substantial polemical debate abount Gihrried out by journalistic critics in
America. Cultural historian Raymond J. Haberskhas called their much publicised feud “the duel
for the soul of American film criticism®®

Like Addison DeWitt, a critiowho declared himself central to the theatre in pglose
Mankiewicz’ All About Eve(1950), Sarris and Kael wielded their power asetaskers in a way

that affected the course of (American) film and hegthink and talk about it.

! Michael Emery & Edwin Emery (1988Jhe Press and America: An Interpretive Historytef Mass Media.
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Pulsish &' Edition. p.v.

Exemplified, for instance, by Kael's capsule eavs in the pages of the “On the Town” section mNlew
Yorkerthroughout her tenure at the magazine. These aapaudre collected in book form and publishe8@31
N|ghts at the MovieBoston: Owl Books.

.Raymond J. Haberski Jt's Only a Movie: Films and Critics in Americaufure. Kentucky: Kentucky
University Press. p. 124.

10 Ibid. p. 122-143.

11
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Sarris still stands as the auteur crggr excellencen America and is often credited with
adopting the Frencha Politique des Auteurand translating it for an Anglophone public by
coining the much-used and abused terateur theory! His counterpart Pauline Kael was a
fiercely combative and roving intellectual propdll® fame by attacking other critics and scholars.
She was also a great populist in the AmericanticadiWhile Sarris pioneered the use of European
concepts to discuss American genre films and E@mo@ad Asian art films on an equal aesthetic
footing, Kael preferred to make use of a quintesayn American pragmatism to deflate
pretension.

In the sixties, Sarris and Kael both defenttedvitality of American films, at a time when
foreign films (i.e. European and Japanese) werbdgily regarded, relatively speaking, as more
intellectuallychicthan they are today.

Like no other critic, Kael pointed out and fdidey brought home the point that the
immediately gratifying sensuousness of the popaladt the trashy (to use one of her favourite
critical terms) in movies is integral to their dedic appeal and their claim to art status. She
conveyed this beautifully in her writing. The comyities and strengths and flaws of her position lie
in giving film as a popular art its aesthetic duel &nsisting on its particular intrinsic value, \ehat
the same time countering the tendency to treaitht solemnity.

Her collectiorKiss Kiss Bang Bangame with an explanatory note which has come teeser
as an emblematic summation of her thinking, andvalall her feelings about film: “The words
‘Kiss Kiss Bang Bang,” which | saw on an Italian vie poster, are perhaps the briefest statement
imaginable of the basic appeal of the movies. Hpigeal is what attracts us, and ultimately what
makes us despair when we realize how seldom mavéesiore than this-®

At the height of her clout from the late sixti@sd throughout the rest of her career, Kael
embodied that most problematic and most Americanrafes: the influence and prestige that stems
from popular success.

That | find these two critics worth discussing sldoly now be obvious, but at the risk of
jumping to premature conclusions, | shall expregpmejudice even more bluntly: Pauline Kael and
Andrew Sarris to me loom large as the most impaoffim critics in America. No doubt they loom
large because they were and are considered clagsig, with the auteur theory and its application

1 Strictly speaking, this is incorrect. John Caeghdints out that the terAuteur Theorywas first used by

French critic Luc Moullet as early as 1959 iG@ahiersarticle on Sam Fuller. John Caughie (ed.) (200811p
Theories of AuthorshipLondon: Routledge. p. 62. Sarris should, howelvercredited for giving the term widespread
currency.

12 Pauline Kael (1970[1968Kiss Kiss Bang Banfondon: Calder & Boyars. Preface. Unpaginated.

12
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their bone of contention. In academia and the ppptess alike, much has been made of their
status as antagonists. Almost all the secondasatiire on Sarris’s and Kael's criticism is slanted
strongly in favour of one or the other, which issy that the battle lines betwe8arrisiansand
Paulettesare still keenly felt. An indication, perhaps,tbé always very human and sometimes very
ugly need to take sides when exposed to brilliadt@ometimes inflammatory polemic.

All fields of inquiry thrive on heuristic clhotomies to some extent, but these can be
overstated. Systematic comparison of any kind messes that there are relevant similarities as
well as relevant differences. While it perhaps ssemmewhat high-minded and inappropriate to
invoke the authority of political scientists in laesis about belletristic film criticism, | still naot
resist referring to the comparative sociologistdt®ladogan and Dominique Pelassy, who point out
that any systematic comparison consists of uncogeand studying relative analogies and
contrasts?

The driving force behind this thesis is to lgeyond the conventional and still-persistent
pigeonholing that often barely scratches the serf#cSarris’'s and Kael's rich and often frustrating
bodies of criticism. For example, in a current Bédcher's manual, one finds the most bombastic
declaration imaginable, with talk of a Pauline Kasslo hated everythingarris stood fot? | do not
mean to imply that the antagonism between themndidexist, but it is doubtlessly at once more
tempting and more correct to see Sarris as thes$eaeSpencer Tracy to Kael's spunky and sexually
assertive Katharine Hepburn. This movie analogy veag clear in Sarris’s own mind when he first

met his arch-nemesis:

As | sped on the F train to my rendezvous withidgst fantasized about the sceneifoman of the Yeam
which Spencer Tracy and Katherine Hepburn play feumling journalists who meet for the first timetireir
editor's office. Tracy enters just as Hepburnrigightening the seam of her stocking. The legghédeg of this

meet-cute scene vanished from my mind the momsavi Pauline Kaef

Physically, the diminutive Pauline Kael was no neostar, and the sallow-featured Andrew Sarris
has never been anything like a leading man. Butithaardly the point. If one superimposes what

they have put down in writing, we get close to $ip@it of the jostling of opinions ovesomething

13 Mattei Dogan & Dominique Pelassy (1999w to Compare Nations: Strategies in Comparatioéties.

New Jersey: Chatham House Publishers p. 5ff. SeEdittbn

14 David Wharton and Jeremy Grant (200%®aching Auteur Studyondon. BFI Education. p.33. Italics added.
15 Andrew Sarris “Sarris vs. Kael, the Queen BeEilph Criticism.”, Village Voice.1980 Vol. 2-8 July. p. 1, 30-
31, 70.

13
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that mattersin way that seems very close in spirit, if notfarm, to the best Spencer/Hepburn
outings.

Most of us will probably readily admit that thééalogy may fuel mythology rather than
facilitate any clear assessment of their criticibuor, at least it shows the extent to which they enad
film criticism seem sexy and glamorous, at almosicy the same time film studies became
academically respectable. They were by no meamg afoestablishing new ways wfiting about
film by finding new ways ofseeingfilm, but they were preemineft. As critics, they were
interested in what constitutes film art and hows trelates to other aspects of culture. This has
shaped my key thesis, which is that Andrew Samid Rauline Kael represent different ways of
approaching film aesthetically that are culturalind historically conditioned. Through their
criticism, Sarris and Kael disclose basic undegyassumptions on thgeneric concepof art by
writing about thespecific concepof film as an art form.

However, their volumes of collected criticisme also aesthetic artefacts, and thus belong in
the firmament of aesthetic literature by virtue lwéing what Wilbur S. Howell has termed
nonfictional imaginative pros€. Which is to say that Sarris’s and Kael's criticidike the best

criticism in any field, was created for the sakerpression as well as for the sake of impresSion.

Defining Art in Relation to Criticism

Art is a notoriously difficult concept to define, ewémost of us have some notion of what
it entails. To define art disjunctively can be danate easily. This is what we do when we say that
painting, sculpture and architecture are the thigssc visual arts that constitute the core of verat
historians study. Using this method, we can defilme as the seventh art, as art critic Ricciotto
Canudo did back in the 19285The most important thing in this context, howeverto know how
the termart and the corresponding teramtist have been understood in practical circumstances as
historically infused ideas. | will, however, alrgaal this point, make one very brief comment about

auteurism, which we shall return to and explorenfreeveral perspectives. Grossly simplified, we

16 In terms of longevity if not cultural relevanceid fair to say that Sarris and Kael were outldte their still-

active near-contemporary, the British critic RoWtood. Wood was originally a New Critic auteuridiawreinvented
himself as a radical in the 1970s.

1 Wilbur S. Howell (1975poetics, Rhetoric and Logic: Studies in the Basgrplines of Criticismlthaca:
Cornell University Press p. 18.

18 Ibid. pp. 218-219.

19 Ricciotto Canudo quoted in Jack C. Ellis & VirgirWright Wexman (2001A History of Film.Boston: Allyn
& Bacon. p. 115. 8 Edition.
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might say that the director dke film artist and authorial agent arose out of a gireg need to
legitimize commercially released entertainment $ilas works of art. The art of movies became
evident before its artists were appraised. If tinigstaof a collective mass medium based on
mechanical recording and playback did not presensdif as self-evident, or even evident, then he
(almost invariably male) simply had to mventedin order to bediscoveredThis concludes what |
have to say about disjunctive definitions of art

Functional definitions of art, however, amother matter altogether. In this thesis, | shall
refrain from arguing any particular definition thaistulates necessary and sufficient conditions for
my own concept of art, since | firmly believe, diésghe strenuous efforts of a score of thinkers
since Leo Tolstoy first insisted on the pressingchfor a definition ifWhat Is Art3° (1896), that no
such fully satisfactory definition exists. At thisk of sounding snide, it is a more fruitful rodte
aesthetics to dissolve the problem of functiondiniteons of art once and for all, rather than psrs
with futile attempts to solve it. Lest the readank that | am completely oblivious to problems in
aesthetics during the last half-century, | shouhtion one definition which has been regarded has
having great explanatory force in recent decades,iristitutional definition of art, most notably
developed and continually refined by George RcKihe institutional definition defines art as a
more or less informal network of social practicelseve agents within the art-network nominate
candidates for aesthetic appreciatibrAs a definition, however, properly speaking, itsHaeen
exposed as faulty. Monroe Beardsley has arguecfidig against it in his article, “An Aesthetic
Definition of Art” (1983). According to Beardslethe institutional theory of art inverts the logical
order:

To define any form of activity in terms of the cept of institution, rather than the other way abseems to
me to invert the logical order: how can we conceifeeligious, political and artistic and other tihgtions

except in the terms of the forms of activity tHaty sponsor and regulariZé?

| want to reaffirm, in the strongest possible terthat | do not see the philosophical need to @efin
art functionally. | do not wish to dispute thatt may be used in a classificatory sense in most, or
perhaps all instances.

20 Leo Tolstoy(2001 [1896]Yhat Is Art”2New York: Replica Books. Translated by Aylmer Maud

A See for example George Dickie (1974} and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analyslthaca: Cornell
University Press.

2 Monroe Beardsley (1983) “An Aesthetic DefinitiohArt.-”, Peter Lamarque and Stein Haugom Olse30&)
(ed.)Aesthetics and the Philosophy of Art: The Analytadition. New York: Blackwell Publishers. pp. 53-59.

15
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However, | share philosopher Sung-Bong Parie€s/ that the common denominator in all
definitions of art is that at its core, it is seena term ofalue-orientatior?> (This is in fact also true
of art in a pre-modern or rather pre-classical sense,relak difference, albeit of the greatest
importance, being one of degree.) Even George Bi¢lwho, as | mentioned, originated the
institutional theory of art, which aims to be a cig#tive theory) admits thaart serves as an
evaluative weapon-word.

We should, I think, simply acknowledge thdtabove all is anormative premisdg-ollowing
up on that, | take what | assume to be a commosespasition: that the cultural activity of creating
and consuming art is seen as culturally valuable self-evidently desirable, even if individual
artworks may be aesthetically deficient, or eveih da art And here we have a clue as to the
relationship between art and criticism, a relatiopghat is by its very nature reciprocal. Literary
theorist Elder Olson has outlined the relationshgiween criticism and art as its subject in
exhaustively detailed terms:

Whatever art itself may be assabject it is clear that criticism has employed certaspects of it as subject
matters. Thus one aspect of an art is its produnzither, its instrumentality, active or passivhjoh produced
the product; another, the product as relative ¢erd@ned by that instrumentality, whether this lastviewed
as actual or potential. Another is the relatioranfart to a certain subject or means, as a conseguand
hence as a sign, of these; still another aspebeiproduction of a certain effect, either of atyiwr passivity,
upon those who are its spectators or auditors;lastty there is art viewed as instrumental to &fééct. We
may sum up all this by saying that criticism hammed art variously as a product; as an activitgassivity of
the artist; as certain faculties or as a certaiaratter of the artist; as a certain activity orspasy of the
audience; as certain faculties or as a certainachar of the audience; as an instrument; or agra sither of
certain characteristics of the artist and his autbeor of something else involved in art, e.gmtsans, subject

etc?®

Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kael may be placed camtbdy within such a general matrix, with film
as their chosen artistic subject. This is perhapstmeadily apparent in the case of Sarris, who
became famous (and in Kael's opinion, should haeeoime infamous) for focusing very

specifically on the Hollywood director as the figtive author and as the constant yet evolving

factor in a body of films that constitute apuvre.Kael's underlying perspective was more modern

= Sung-Bong Park (199#n Aesthetics of the Popular Arts: An Approachh® Popular Arts from the Aesthetic

Point of ViewUppsala. PhD. Diss. Uppsala University. p. 14.

2 George Dickie (2001Art and Value Malden Mass.: Blackwell Publishers p. 21.

» Elder Olson “An Outline of Poetic Theory”, R.S:a@e (ed.) (1957Critics and Criticism: Essays in Method
By a Group of Chicago Critic®®hoenix Books. University of Chicago Press. Abraigelition pp. 3-24.
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than classical, more clearly and specifically gieohin the theory and practice of modern art, even
as she lamented many of the developmentsfhc2atury visual, literary and dramatic art.

As our digital society is evolving at a breakheace, it has long since become apparent that
celluloid projected in public places where peomawerge to share somehow miraculously private
experiences defined the'2@entury in a way that will not, strictly speakirdgefine the 2% In that
sense, this comparative study of Sarris’s and Kaxlticism is an attempt at interpretive intelleadt
history, or perhaps more precisely, interpretivellactual biography.

The paradox of the movies as art and massumediay have seemed less fuzzy back in the
days when yotnadto see films by going to the cinema. Sarris is atwedthis almost unfathomable

if not quite indefinable trait of the medium:

[A] curious paradox emerges out of our supposelaresd experiences with movies. Obviously a pamsof
recognizes that any given movie may have been bgenillions and millions of people, and yet, in sem
ineffable way it belongs to each of us individualpt even really to each of us, but to the me,mmealone in
each of ug®

Sarris’s and Kael's views on art and criticisra,veell as their deliberations on the aesthetic
situation somewhat unique to the medium of filng aot necessarily logically and empirically free
from contradictions or thought out in an especiallgid form. As Monroe C. Beardsley points out,
journalistic and scholarly criticism alike usualijur the line between two distinct levels of meanin
when talking about art: “When writers speak of[at} they often do not make it clear to themselves
if they are proposing a way of using the word ara generalization about the thing [called] &ft.”

| am not entirely convinced, however, that Bekaygls analytical separation is all that
relevant. Teddy Brunius has gotten closer to tharthef matter when he says that the tearh
performs two functions simultaneously:appointsand confers valug® This being the case, the
distinction between using the woadt and generalizing about art dissolves into a sicglecept;
we are left with ways of using the temn.

It would be fair to say that Kael and Samisethe termart in roughly the same way,
namely, in an evaluative sense to describe filmshensame level as other art objects that tend to

26
p.14.
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Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related Stdbjdew York: Simon & Schuster

Monroe Beardsley (198Resthetics: Problems in the Philosophy of Criticiimdianapolis:Hackett
Publishing Inc. p. 64.
2 Teddy Brunius (1970lementér Estetik: En Inledning Til Studierf@&ockholm: Utbildningsférlaget Liber
AB. p. 81.
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provoke aesthetic responses. In my view, it ishwirteverlasting credit that they never locked
themselves into rigid or monolithic preconceptiat®ut what cinematic art should be; rather, they
could appreciate and find art within a wide randdfilmic expressions, while at the same time

defending basic underlying preferences that arehamy but arbitrary. If Sarris tends towards a
definition of art as the expression of a single aphbrical author's vision, Kael, in slightly more

modern terms, once definedcas a formalized expression of experiefice.

Kael's intellectual grounding and tastes wve conflicting but by no means mutually
exclusive strands of thought manifested in artdnystiuring the short spell that marks the second
half of the 28 century: high modernism, represented by abstraptessionism and its very
dominant ideologue Clement Greenberg on the ond,hard pop art on the other. | do not claim
that she was a connoisseur of pop art and absixgcessionism, but she shared some of the basic
aesthetic assumptions of both trends.

Discussing pop art, Kael once summed up Avtyrhol's alleged legacy with a gloomily
foreboding rhetorical question that | think frightel her—because of what were perhaps pangs of
recognition and a guilt she would never quite adfiithat's the matter with shallo#?

Art, for Kael the modernist, is an accolade whose amis junk or trash or kitscH.In her
writing, Kael's energies and confusions are usualytred on keeping this distinction meaningful,
if not exactly clear and simple. As she pointed oubvies are so rarely great art that if we cannot
appreciate gredtash, we have very little reason to be interested imiffe

It has been argued by film scholar Edward Murragt thael never offered a definition of
either trash or art, thus making her applicatiothese key terms semantically meaningféss.

This very strict and pedantic critique could peshdye levelled against Kael if her work was in
formal, academic philosophy rather than journaistiticism. In any event, | believe s define
art in the above quotation. Whether or not sheadigtdefined trash is perhaps more debatable.

At any rate, Murray's critique will not dorfour purposes, and | shall attempt to define
Kael's usage of these terms very closely in ouegdrchapter on axiological criticism, where her
practical criticism will be discussed. We might,any case, claim without too much controversy

that her usage of the term (even more so than trecept of art) is determined by modernist

2 Pauline Kael ( 2002]196%)Lost It at the Movies: The Essential Kael Coliest '54-'65: London: Calder &

Boyars p. 278.

% Pauline Kael (1992]197&eeling: Film Writings 1972-197%ondon: Marion Boyars. p. 237.

Craig Seligman (20048ontag and Kael: Opposites Attract Méew York: Counterpoint. p 170.
Pauline Kael (1970%0ing SteadyBoston: Little, Brown & Company p. 113.

Edward Murray (1975Nine American Film Critics: Studies in Theory an@d&ice.New York: Frederick
Ungar Publishing Company p. 131.
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theories of art and culture. This is one of the geints that, hopefully, this thesis will help ¢fgr
For now, however, it will suffice to say that thene unresolved tensions, which we might relate to
brow-levels and divided loyalties in her thinking.

Sarris has no such qualms. In fact, he specéraer defending the appreciation of old
movies from what he felt were the pernicious frities of pop, camp and trivid.He was not too
enamoured of pop art and its implications, but beognized the relevance of Warhol and
Lichtenstein as something that tapped into modée ih a way the immediately preceding,
hermetic, self-centred and masturbatory aesthetgedb on high-toned ideas of singular genius,
represented in the works of the action paintexsndt:

The fallacy of all-wise antiquity is replaced btfallacy of all-meaningful modernity. The nostalgearning
for hand-woven linen handkerchiefs is ridiculedarder to worship the efficiency and expendabilifyao
Kleenex. This is part of the mystique of pop ant éhere is a great deal to be said for its fradognition of
technological change. You may not like Campbetiispscans, but it is futile to pretend you still lpizerbs in

Arcady where the new housing development is loc&ted

If popular culture could be the subject mattertayh art, who is to say popular culture itself &t n
artistic and does not afford genuine aestheticsples? Moreover, it is the aesthetic of the popular
that seems not only most honest, but also mosbnssge to current needs and tastes. Here, Kael
and Sarris are in agreement.

Unlike Kael, Sarris has made no moral issue othefintellectual split this entails. In sharp
contrast to Kael, Sarris may have consciously aestlessly revised his opinions, but his
commitment has been to the excellence of individilras and directorial careers without worrying
unduly about questions of brow-levels, and as aseguence his writing is less unstable, less

hypnotically volatile, and less neuraotic.

The Popular as a Common Ground—and an OutlinesoBthdy

Many of Kael's and Sarris’s generalizations abdot &s an arspecifically, their realization that
film is primarily a popular artare at times strikingly similar. “Popular” can meawo things. First,

it can mean tangible success in terms of box-offe@®ipts. Inevitably, mass art aims at satisfying

3 Andrew Sarris (1996[1969]))he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8. New York:
DaCapo Press. p.16.

® Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related Stsbjdew York: Simon & Schuster.
p. 69.
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large audiences and vast consumer groups. As suads art correlates to the rise of mass media:
“It is the development of mass communication tebdbgies that has augured, in the era of mass art,
i.e., an era dominateéat least statisticall-by artworks incarnated in multiple instances and
disseminated widely across space and tified% far as movies were concerned, this was seen as
the great democratic advantage of that particukdiom at the beginning of the previous century:
“Shipped in tins, the movies could go anywhereha world, taking a synthesis of almost all the
known art forms to rich and poor. In terms of thenter of people they could reach, movies were
so inexpensive that they could be hailed as thatgiemocratic art form**

While true and important, this is not what ¥éan mind. What | mean, quite independently
of questions of quantity and technological mediatis an understanding of popular art, of which
the movies are among the most pervasive, as mady wertainqualities of experienceeertain
elementary fixtures. | believe that Sung-Bong Rafike-tone scale of the popular is sufficiently
well-rounded to be universally acceptable, andzibiné a guess that Sarris and Kael would concur:

In my view there are above all five main charastériqualities of the popular when we experieneepbpular
arts. They are: The comic—the world of nonsensar, of laughter, pie-casting and crazy people; tiodie
the world of kissing, passion, raping and stripgsteg, love-making and black underwear, suspendatssak
stockings; the sensational, the world of fear,aierhorror, violence, disaster and agony; the ftitathe
world of enchantment, reveries, magic and miraafel the sentimental, the world of sweet solitudébig,

tear-jerking, nostalgia and melanchdy.

The elements outlined by Bong-Park could be a summthe basic plot elements in a Griffith
epic or a Chaplin two-reeler as well as anythingid®eand Welles have put their names—o
unassailable gods in Sarris’s pantheon of cineithaMareover, it is important to note that Bong-
Park sees the popular as intimately embedded incanditioned by a narrative form or structure.
Peter Greenaway, a maker of coldly clinical arh§| has claimed that the cinema is far too rich and
capable a medium to be left to the storytellehs a feature film director, however, Greenaway has
not found a way to do without narrativ@or, for that matter, have inventive mainstreantdsists

like Terry Gilliam or Tim Burton. It could be furéih argued that Quentin Tarantino has taken some

of these popular elements to their logical, yetuathsextremes by synthesising every socially

% Noél Carroll (1998A Philosophy of Mass ArtOxford: Clarendon Press. p. 3.

3 Pauline Kael (1970%0ing SteadyBoston: Little, Brown & Company. p. 3.

8 Sung-Bong Park (199#n Aesthetics of the Popular Arts: An Approacth® Popular Arts from an Aestheti
Point of View Uppsala PhD. Diss. Uppsala University. p. 114.

3 Peter Greenaway quoted in John Alexander (1881y the Script: Dramatic Structure in Narrativi&lm.

Surrey: Inter-Media Publications. p.94.
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irresponsible (albeit wickedly exciting) exploitati film under the sun and giving these amassed
sugar-rush highlights a shot of adrenaline. It sgamfact, to be an overly conscious strategyand
ravishing one-note performance on his part.

When quizzed oRulp Fiction(1994), the writer-director opined, “It's doingsething exciting for
cinema. | have this really eggheaded theory thatikie the ultimate postmodern movie, because it
takes fifty years of film and pop culture historydesynthesizes it into something net?.”

In popular art, the elements of the five-twale outlined above are always used in
combination; the erotic element by itself, for arste, would simply be pornography rather than
popular art. Some media seem to be uniquely stategtle popular themes and forms, and film is
arguably one of them precisely because it grewabytopular traditions and because of the
features inherent feature of the medium. Movieshasensory appeal beyond the combination of
density and precision that characterize words be printed page. In 1968, film scholar Gordon
Gow had the following to say about the film mediamd the older artistic form from which it has

traditionally drawn most of its inspiration:

It might be argued that many films [..] have dediv@eir plots and ideas from novels. But the imaged sounds of
cinema are another language: A transformation @ugint: the ideas impinge in a different manner, @nade strongly.

For no matter how deep a spell the written word west, none but the recluse can surrender comypfétel

Gow's quote leads us quite naturally and diretctlg key difference between popular art and high

art. In a traditional understanding of the termsignal difference between the elite and the popular

40 Quentin Tarantino, quoted in Jami Bernard (1996ntin Tarantino: The Man and His Movié&ew York:

Harper Perennial. p. 240.

I have no inclination to debate Tarantino's asgionp abouPulp Fiction. | shall, in fact, refrain from using
the term postmodern and its conjugations in my rilgsens of Sarris’'s and Kael's criticism in thieesis. | also,
perhaps controversially, wish to make the casepbptart was not actually a postmodern movemerd.rany writers
use the term postmodernism as a catch-all phrassue lazy blanket statements on the current dondirequently in
either dystopian or utopian terms with very liftiebetween. These writers tend to treat its suppaséipode,
modernism, as a monolithic and ideologically stafglecept, a notion of which art history clearlyptsves.
Significantly, for the first exhibition of pop athe artists were grouped togetheNesv Realistslf anything, it is was
the pop artists who recognized the cultural antirtelogical reality of the modern world, whereas déhstract
expressionists had taken refuge from modern reialign introverted and essentially private romasiicthat
celebrated the irreproducible uniqueness of extieathimpulses and the mystique of the (male) geniu

That a piece of popular art is self-reflexive sloet automatically qualify it as postmodern. A&ty
necessary condition for postmodernism, in both popand high art, is a conception of modernism style like any
other rather than as an obligation or solutiorotonial and moral challenges. In the visual artacitially makes very
little sense to speak of postmodernism (if atladiiore the 1970s. The seminal work that gave thne kegitimacy,
along with its aesthetic, was probably one bookvelail others: Robert Venturi et al. (19128arning from Las Vegas:
The Forgotten Symbolism of Architectual Form. Cadd®,Mass: MIT Press. | am indebted to art historian liEmi
Karlsmo at Uppsala University for this clarificatio

Gordon Gow (1968%uspense in the Cinemandon: A Zwemmer Ltd. p. 13.
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is is in the spectator's actual approach to thexkvi@hat | have in mind is that both cultural fam
privilege certain, quite specific ways of lookingthich are diametrically opposed in a high
art/popular (low) art dichotomy. Central to ided$igh art are the Kantian notions of disinterested
contemplation and the aesthetic attitude. Poputaroa the other hand, caters to popular tastes,
which are altogether anti-Kantian in such a wayt tha can (in a classical understanding of the

issue) speak of the term popular art as an oxymeamnexample of either/or binary opposites:

[Plopular taste is altogether anti-Kantian. [.t]privileges subject matter over form, participatiover
disinterestedness, utilitarian and moral critenrargpurely aesthetic ones, and entertainment avef.a] The
pleasures of finéArt are allegedly pure, refined, serious, complex,pdaed reflective, whereas those of

entertainment are impure, vulgar, facile, shallowerely sensory and physiologically indu¢éd.

We have already detailed how this idea became almpossible to defend during the 1960s, and
Sarris’s and Kael's criticism (along with that afsén Sontag), albeit in somewhat different ways,
are as crucial to this development as BeatlemamiatizeBrillo-Boxes(1964) which saw popular

culture invade art and vice versa. Norwegian fithaar Anne Gjelsvik is partly correct about the

film culture of that era when she claims:

The distinction between high and low culture isegyotiated by, among others, the critics, and tnateur criticism is
the best example of entertainment movies and Buaulbeing elevated within an institution we may ta institution

of art®®

Gjelsvik is correct in pointing towards aa@atextualisation and re-interpretation of popular
movies with regards to auteur criticism, but, Ikany other scholars, she is mistaken in her belief
in the institutional definition of art. | believderrold Levinson is right when he argues thag “th
institutional definition of art comes uncomfortaldipse to conflating art arsklf-conscious artart
and socially situatedart, art anddeclaredart. [...] In no case must one invoke the shadowy

infrastructure of the art-world to make what onekewinto arf* Most of the American films

42 Bernard Gendron, “Pop Aesthetics: The Very Iddastein Gripsrud (edTlhe Aesthetics of Popular Art.

Kristiansand: Hgyskoleforlaget A/S. pp. 15-32.

s Anne Gjelsvik (2001) Mgrkets @yneilmkritikk, Vurdering og AnalyséOslo: Universitetsforlaget. p.101. My
Translation

a4 Jerrold Levinson (1979) Defining Art HistoricallyBeter Lamarque & Stein Haugom Olsen (200d3thetics
and the Philosophy of Art: the Analytic Traditidlalden Mass: Blackwell Publishers.pp. 35-46. ihewn is actually
criticising not Dickie's theory but Arthur C. Darg slightly earlier and very similar definition thfe Artworld. Danto
does not see the artworld as an institution withigermal participants nominating aesthetic objemtsbehalf of same
institution, but rather as current ideas that tatgl audience share. Danto's artworld consistw@tlements; an
atmosphere of theory, and a knowledge of art histarthur C. Danto (1664) "The Artworld", Peteainarque &
Stein Haugom Olsen (200Agsthetics and the Philosophy of Art: The Analytadition. Malden Mass: Blackwell
Publishers. pp. 27-34.
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rescued from cultural limbo by way of re-interpteta by auteur critics were certainly not, in any
usefully strict sense, self-conscious art.

In fact, it could be argued that the firslf @®nsciously artistic American studio film of the
sound era, wa€itizien Kaneg(Orson Welles, 1941.) (Kael made the biggest wafder career for
insisting thatCitizen Kane is firmly grounded irpopular art) Another, much later test case for the
auteur theory, the thematically rich but stylistigavholly functional and totally transparent work
Rio Bravo(Howard Hawks, 1958) was certainly not intendedan artistically self-conscious
way In fact, the film was not even deemed worthy\dew when it wadirst released Sight &
Soundwhich was still staunchly non-auteurist at thereti*°

Gjelsvik also raises an interesting general dgoeshbout the nature of the concept of
aesthetiquality or worth; a question we must grapple with if want to understand the changing
status of film beginning in the last half of theetwtieth century.

Is quality, aesthetic or otherwise, inherent, or is it imp@tés the aesthetic experience itself simply
a question of an attitude adopted to any objectteviea, as philosopher and psychologist Edward
Bullough believed? To put it in a more directly relevant way, didetauteurists invent the
aesthetically positive qualities in old Hollywoodowies that gave them status as artworks, or did
they only discover something already there? Thisiat a straightforward question, but | shall
provide an answer of sorts. After some deliberati@elsvik reaches no final conclusion in the
guestion whether or not quality or inherent towgk or imputed to it. Imputed can be substituted
with the marginally stronger ternsuperadded.

There is no question that the surrogate authoaddofiollywood filmswere constructed by
the auteur critics in order to evaluate commertilals as art. But it does not follow from this
assumption that because the new status of comamhdilths as artworks was the result of

renegotiation by the critics (Gjelsvik's term)ttiiae qualitieswithin the work that legitimize their

Levinson's critique, however, is equally valid imgaboth theories,
Howard Hawks's excellent biographer, Todd MciBarhas summed up the unmistakeable but elusiVe sty
of Howard Hawks thus:

[T]he Hawks style is, at a glance, invisible. fiiss' visuals are less distinctive than any of thajor
directors, his works less identifiable than thatmafst masters. Ironically, Hawks was one of thetratydized of all
filmmakers, but the style had more to do with risudehaviour, dialogue delivery and abstractirggabtion from the
real world than with distinctive camera anglestiadipatterns, a regular stock company or anytkisg that would
breed familiarity in the viewer. In other words ttglization was disguised by a deceptive direcnkbg humor, by the
openness of the characters and the livelinessegbltyers.

Todd McCarthy (1997Howard Hawks: The Grey Fox of Hollywaddew York: Grove Press.pp. 3-4.

46 David Thomson (2003)he New Biographical Dictionary of FilnNew York: Alfred A. Knopf. pp. 379-381.
4 Edward Bullough (1957%Esthetics: Lectures and Essays by Edward Bullokgited With an Introduction by
Elizabeth M. Wilkinson. London: Bowes & Bowes Psbiérs Ltd.
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claims to art status are altogether superaddetebygritic, An interpretation will change over time
but this does not typically mean that the work @em In most cases the work as referential object
(the film, novel or painting etc.) remains identjdarespective of the passage of time or cultural
differences. To deny this is to give in to the mpeation of extreme constructivism. Jerrold

Levinson explains:

It is not artworks that, in the crucial sense, denover time, it is ratheus We think more, experience more, create
more — as a result we are able to find more inramoak than we could previously. But these works athat they are,
and remain from the art-content point-of-view, wttay always were. It is not their content thatrayes over time, but
only our access to the full extent of that contémtyirtue of our and the world's subsequent evotutThe latent and
unnoticed must not be confused with the newly aeguand superadded; later history rbaiyng outwhatwasin earlier

art, but it does not progressively bring about thate isnowmore in it??

This is not to belittle interpretation but merety acknowledge the critic's object of study. The
recontextualization of popular films afforded byethuteur theory did not so much change the
object of study as expand the field of art.

The auteur theory dealt mainly withnerican film from the outset, but it was a janu
face, adaptable also to a new kind of film thatnetiee most conservative highbrow could not easily
dismiss as simply entertainment. Just as a spdteeagn art films began to be the subject of an
openly invited Kantian mode of viewing among relaly large audiences, the virtues of American
entertainment movies in the near past were thugylrediscovered for their energy and beauty.

In all areas of art and culture since thdyesixties the post-Kantian (or more preciselyam
American context, post-Greenberdidraesthetic has moved through several stages fenideal
to the corporeal’ Attendant to this development has been the sesavallution in the Western
world. A few years before pop art arose indeperigexttThe Royal College of Art in London and
in the New York art world, ushering in a decadeso€ial, political and cultural dissent, auteurism

8 Jerrold Levinson (199MWlusic, Art and Metaphysics: Essays in Philosophiastheticslthaca: Cornell

University Press pp. 180-181.

9 Clement Greenberg (1909-1994) made his name asdhéd's most influential art critic in the fortiesd
fifties by championing Jackson Pollock and othestiadet expressionists. His most famous work is a@nfyuthe article
“Avant-Garde and Kitsch”, which first appearedHartisan Review1939).Reprinted in Francis Frascina (ed.) (2000
[1985]) Pollock and After: The Critical Debateondon & New York: Routledge. pp. 48-59 Secondtiadi Here
Greenberg postulates the fault-lines between gerhigh art (avant-garde), folk art, and kitsch. &teerg saw kitsch
as morally and aesthetically corrupt and corruptidis usage of the term included both products a$srculture and
debased art of the kind which is no longer aestallyi relevant. Both kinds of kitsch cannibalizelarulgarize a fully
formed aesthetic tradition that has run its couksesch is thus ersatz art in Greenberg's termigylo

0 Sara Danius (1998The Senses of Modernism: Technology, Perceptionviattkbrnist Aestheticélppsala.
PhD. Diss. Uppsala University. p.211
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in France had, as we have seen, showed the wagrdevan aesthetic of popular culture in the
fifties.

We might say that pop art was, among mahgrathings, an at least partly successful attempt
to claim some of the popular qualities of cartocarsd movies (particularly the domestic
melodrama) for high art. However, we might alsohpg@s argue with some justification that the
eqguation of cinema in and of itself became more agfedland chaotic with the rise of art films and
what we might designate tii@m Generationavant-garde in the sixties, the decade SarriKaed
came of age as critics. However, | ask you to amrshow many films, American and foreign (or
for that matter, works of modern high art from Bgato Hirst) have combined at least two or more
of the popular qualities listed in Bong-Park's gs@? But in the movies, more so than most artistic
media, these qualities are important. Althoughedleme examples in the cinema that disprove the
assumption that they are essential, | must contfesis | prefer reading about them rather than
actually spend time watching them. According teKée combination of popular elements is the
reason why audiences love them, as well as whghveelldlove them—not, as it was assumed in
some academic quarters in the sixties, becaudeeofttansparent ontological purity, but because
film was a bastard, cross-fertilized super=art.

Sarris too discounted the purity in form andteot, even if he phrased it in more directly
cine-aesthetic termsMise-en-scénas an attitude tends to accept the cinema asaitdsenjoy it
for what it is—a sensuous conglomeration of alldker arts.®* A specialized vocabulary for film
studies is something that set Kael's teeth on dalgeyhat about authorship in film, a long-standing
tradition in the other arts?

| pose this question because the relationship etvarris and Kael must be analysed to a
great extent around a cluster of ideas relatedhtentatic authorship. In American critical discoyrse
Sarris may be held largely responsible for erecéingear-contemporary pantheon of film directors
which still holds sway. The auteur-theory from them became impossible to ignore for anyone

interested in film. As David A. Cook points out:

o1 Pauline Kael (1970%0ing SteadyBoston: Little, Brown & Company p. 4.
%2 Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tghjdew York:. Simon &
Schuster. p. 86.
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By the time this influential volumeThe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%4 had
appeared, even critics like Pauline Kael, who weitélly hostile to the idea of the auteur theolmad begun

to accept its fundamental premise, if only by iseecorollary>

This is the conventional wisdom. Cook is thinkingrdén about Kael's controversial attempt at film
history, “Raising Kane,” which resurrected the rigpion of Joseph Mankiewicz, the forgotten man
in the genesis o€itizen Kane and in so doing, stressed the collaborative eatdirfeature film-
making as the expense of Welles's conception optesocious debut as a one-man show. Like
Sarris, however, Kael did believe in authorshimdssic premise of art, something which is plain
to see even in “Circles and Squares: Joys andsSawithout question the most brilliant piece of
anti-auteurist polemic ever written.

While the auteur theorg the focal point of Sarris and Kael's antagonisshadll try to place
their work within the greater context of film catsm as a whole, conceptually and historically.
There are two major reasons for this. Firstly, AavdrSarris is primarily an intuitive and
impressionistic critic, and his work, though a ftiog of the auteur theory, cannot be fully explaine
by a reference to any single theoretical doctriiMy response to my role as a critic has generally
been intuitive, and nothing is to be gained frorstitationalizing my intuitions* The second
crucial reason is perhaps more obvious. Pauling Wag an extraordinary critic, and so deserves to
be defined positively on her own terms, rather thagatively as a simple antipode to auteurism in
general and Satrris in particular.

That close readings of primary texts are paramhgoes without saying. As such, | have
chosen to concentrate almost exclusively on reviamg essays published in comprehensive text
anthologies available as books. In this senseatlaglemic legwork of collecting data has largely
been done for me. | am fully aware that this leanesvulnerable to charges of shoddy scholarship,
but in this case hermeneutic interpretation takesgqmence over empirical methodology.

My approach to this subject is at once narrod @ide. In addition to close readings and
comparison of judiciously selected texts, it is @&ty necessary to provide the appropriate
theoretical and historical framings that fix theieanings.

As the reader already will have noticed, my backgtbin art history and aesthetics will no
doubt influence the nature of this thesis and givee somewhat different character than if it were

3 David A. Cook “Auteur Cinema and the ‘Film-Genéwat in 1970s Hollywood” in Jon Lewis (ed.)(1998)

The New American CinemAurham And London:Duke University Press. pp. 11-35.
4 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of A Culti€9n The Cinema 1955/1968ew York: Simon & Schuster. p.
14.
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written by someone with a background in Englishiterature, as is more customary in film studies.
Nevertheless, art history and aesthetics are veejulitools for opening up perspectives on two
critics who had very definite views on criticismwasll as the intersection of art and popular celtur

It should also be noted that the style adoptedHis thesis is consciously essayistic. My
justification for this is identical to that providdy Paul Coates in the preface to his brilliahtat
quite accessible bookjlm at the Intersection of High and Mass Cult(i®94):

After all, is not the essay the fruit of an expldderimitively pre-methodological impressionism? eOmay
wonder, however, to what degree an object—in thgea@ work of art—may be comprehended by an oliserve
who lacks the sort of sympathy for it that the gstiaplays:’

This approach mirrors and is perfectly congenidghwhe way Sarris and Kael approach film
in its many manifestations. Fred L. Bergmann dégsrihe essay as follows:

To write an essay is to record a reaction to atefpmetation of experience. The essay may merelgrdethat
reaction or interpretation; it may explain it; iegnargue against it; it may attempt to persuaderstto accept
a like reaction or interpretation. In any evene #ssay communicatgs.

In the course of this thesis, to fully exploit thesay as a literary form is my ambition more
than my aim.

Despite the leeway | have given myself bgrdp opting for an essayistic impressionism, it
would be perverse in a thesis such as this natdloide a firmer and more rigid outline of purpose
and intent. | have already identified Sarris ancelKarimarily as journalistic critics or cultural
commentators that also helped define film scholprshs such, a comparison of their bodies of
criticism may be tentatively partitioned in threwxéls. Firstly, there are the general criticabgss
Secondly, we must stress their conscious effortedke sense of the past—i.e. their efforts as film
historians. Thirdly, there is what may be termeddclevel reviewing. Without in any way giving
reviews short shrift, we might say that the revieas a specific consumer function. It is a public
service, and as such is the most purely journalgstbgenre in film criticism.

In terms of level of abstraction, it ranks below tritical essay, which deals with concrete filmsi

wider perspective, and the theoretical essay, whegks to draw general conclusions applicable to

s Paul Coates (1994)ilm at The Intersection Between High and Mass @altCambridge, Mass: Cambridge

University Press. p. Xiii.
6 Fred L. Bergmann (1975197®)ssaysDubuque, lowa: Wm. C. Brown Publishers p. xxi. @&t Edition.
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all films.>” This does not mean that | in my own thesis haeetiged an absolute partition between
critical essays and reviews. Most of the time, gtiohs from reviews will serve to illustrate,
buttress and deepen our understanding of the ysmalte general propositions and ideas found in
the critics’ longer essays. However, a partitiostil in place, even if not absolute. Limited spac
has forced me to make this thesis in some waysiclilg selective.

My focus is thus on selected essays ratlaar taviews. This has its drawbacks. Particularly
when dealing with concrete textual material whidpiees to being belle-lettres, such partitions
serve mainly an analytical function. If the longssays could be seen as something laboured over in
seclusion, like an architect designing some montahstructure, and their reviews were simply the
practical application of these blueprints, my jobuld be easy. But such is not the case. Sarrigls an
Kael's works are more often than not written orrpalistic rather than scholarly deadlines, and (at
least in the sixties and seventies) put forwardaiclimate of feverishly polemical frenzy. To
compare reviews side-by-side in order to deterndivergence and convergence of opinion on
individual films would be a highly interesting empal exercise, but it is not the project | shall
attempt here.

The suggestion of the loose tripartite divisioralé outlined, however, is worth noting. The
main aim is to elucidate the nature of Sarris’s &ael's criticism on a more abstract level than
single reviews can offer.

Context is the most overused word in acadelmiafor all their uniqueness and singularity,
Sarris and Kael grew out of an American traditiorfilm criticism which will be addressed in the
form of a brief chapter on American film criticisitom its beginnings up to the mid-fifties. | shall
make no attempt to evaluate their contemporaries, affer a weighted opinion on current
American criticism. What | offer at the end of tltisapter, however, are some general remarks on
the challenges—and opportunities—any contemponatig of movies (film is all but a thing of the
past) must face—and exploit.

A long chapter on the general nature of filntidem, with Sarris and Kael as examples,
will be a major issue in this thesis. Then therthésconcrete discussion of primary texts. As alyea
indicated, this includes analyses of Sarris’'s araklls critical essays, and perhaps even more
importantly, their consciously historical narragvabout film. Their plainly historical writings Wil
be presented last—Kael's first, then Sarris's—l@efarfew concluding remarks that render final

57 The film theorist's outlook may be essentialisticd ontological, as in classical film theory, ontaxtual and

sustained by what is generally callgdtical theory—be it Marxism, psychoanalysis, semiotics or gerstiedies.
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judgements and a general summary of final thoutfaiisrounds out this thesis as an essay. Finally |
will briefly point to what has what has done taiitlinate our subjects.

A note on my selection of primary texts is inl@r. The centrepiece of this study is of course
the controversy that ensued from the original “Note the Auteur Theory in 1962” and Kael's
emphatic rebuttal, “Circles and Squares”. Therdasyever, a need for background. As a gateway
to the genesis of the auteur theory, | have induablow-by-blow description of Kael's brillianttou
not widely read sociological piece, “Movies, thesperate Art” (1956). The piece was collected in
an anthology edited by Daniel Talbot in the sixtiest it has never been included in any of Kael's
mass-market publications, and has not garneredae® attention as the later but equally brilliant
“Trash, Art, and the Movies” (which, due to spaiceitiations, will be only briefly mentioned in this
thesis). So much for critical essays. The selectibrplain, film-historical narratives is easier
because relatively self-evident. The only majorliextty historical work ever attempted by Kael is
“Raising Kane” (1971), which, as already notedaisontroversial debunking of Orson Welles's
mythic status as a solitary genius.

Apart from his monographs on Von Sternberg Bart, Sarris has contributed two major
works of cinematic macro-historDirectors and Directions: The American Cinema 1928
(1969) andyou Ain't Heard Nothing Yet: The American TalkinignAin History and Memory 1927-
1949(1998.) Of these, the former is clearly more infiti@l and thus will provide the main thrust of
my outline of Sarris the film historian. Just ag ttiiscussion of the critical essays is meant to
illuminate criticism as such, the plainly histotidaxts will hopefully serve to illuminate film
history and its relationship to history proper,tba one hand, and film studies on the other.

| have now presented this text’'s organizatiod ehronology, which will hopefully lead the
reader from the universal to the particular witlgarels to an at once broad and incisive
understanding of the primary texts forming the cdata of this thesis. We might now begin in
earnest by outlining a few general aspects ofctsiti after a brief summary of our protagonists’

respective careers.

Career Overview — Andrew Sarris

In 1955, Andrew Sarris began writing about filmtive pages of the radical cult periodi¢alm
Culture and for theVillage Voicefrom 1960: “At the time | started writing féfilm Culture |1 was
not quite twenty-seven years old, a dangerouslyaiackd age for a writananquéf not maudit a
dreadfully uncomfortable age for a middle-classtumal guerrilla without any base, contacts or
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reliable lines of supply®® Sarris’s emphasis on filmmakers who, for all ingeaind purposes,
already were grizzled veterans and who essenti@lpnged to another era, must initially have
made him seem like the odd man out in the magazioffices—considering that many of those
active in the magazin&ilm Culture, most notably Jonas Mekas (the art curator and ayake
filmmaker who was vital in opening journalistic dedor Sarris) were actively pursuing counter-
cinema practices as conscious East Coast alteesatitvthe Hollywood mainstrearilm Culture
was notable for two things.

First, it managed to be a hotbed for what was attiime termedNew American Cinemahe
standard under which very diverse avant-gardistth wan interest in film and a distaste for
supposedly vulgar Hollywood illusionism were campedhe first half of the sixties. But second,
Film Culturewas for a short time also, quite paradoxicallg, tiotbed of American auteur criticism.
Not only did Sarris cut his teeth at the magazihejas also here that a certain young upstart and
would-be filmmaker named Peter Bogdanovich, whoaaslirector would specialize in fond
valentines to old-style Hollywood films, publishéé first pieces. Whatever we might feel about
Jonas Mekas's inane musings on avant-garde aguhlgation did fill a function which was highly

significant, irrespective of its low circulatiorgfires:

In England they ha&ight and Soundand in ParisCahiers du CinemaBut in the U.S. the only thing there
was Films in Reviewwhich was a very conservative, low-level monthiyhefe wasFilm Quarterly at the
University of California, which came out once aryea something, and the leftists had something taate
out, Film SenseThat's why we felt we needddlm Culture It was a way for young people to write and
exchange ideas about film. We had a network oktaiat university bookshops that toekm Culturefrom

its third issue. By the late sixties we had 5,000ssribers?

Sarris’s second journalistic home, and the witk which he is most often identified, was
the weeklyVillage Voice.There is no question that this was a paper morgeasoal with Sarris’s
general outlook on life thaRilm Culture. Founded in 1955, th¢illage Voicewas the earliest of
the so-called underground papers, a branch of ghibly that rose to prominence and became a
force in the mid-sixties. Politically, the papertiook was anti-Establishment Democrat—a
political stance which may fit without too muchction with Sarris’s centrist liberalism. In 1978,

8 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955-18&89v York: Simon & Schuster. p.
12.
9 Jonas Mekas quoted in Marshall Fine (20@&gidental Genius: How John Cassavetes Inventedtherican

Independent FilmNew York: Hyperion. Miramax Books p. 103.
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Sarris summed up his political position thus: “Riypicentrist, liberal, populist, more Christian tha
Marxist, [and] libertarian to the point of licentisness® Sarris’s political orientation marks the
point where his views most frequently converge Wi#el's. Apart from its commitment to the arts,
the Village Voicedeserves its place in history for breaching the-fetter-word taboo in American
mass medi& What Film Culture and theVillage Voiceshared was, in Sarris’s words, a cranky
individualism® From 1990 to the present day, Sarris has beéaffacstic in the pages of thdew
York Observer

It seems fitting that Sarris’s first review ihe Village VoiceconcernedPsycho (Alfred
Hitchcock, 1960). Looking back on this watershedmaat in his own career as well as Hitchcock’s
from the vantage point of 1984, we are left in walot of the film’s importance:
“The first time | sawPsychol screamed with authentically Freudian fright. (et invading my
shower with a knife?) | have witnessed this scemmyrtimes since, and have even ‘taught’ the
scene in a classroom, and | now regard it as omleeofost profoundly religious expressions in this
century.®® Sarris was the only critic in America who gaveage review of the film at the time of

initial release. He relates this episode with ctigréstic candour:

As it happens, | came of age as a film critic ia #ixties. Although | had published pieces in esot@éim
periodicals beginning in 1955, it was not until fimgt review in theVillage Voicethat | first made contact
with the masses of outraged readers. My offencpfaibed Alfred Hitchcock’$?sychoin high-brow terms,
indeed inCahiers du Cinema politique des autdarms (later “auteurist” terms). For weeks aftexgathere
came angry letters, demanding my head and my jt&tuélly, | was not getting paid at the time for my

reviews, but | valued a personal byline as theanay of immortality.§*

Today, it seems almost surreal to consider thathddck's greatest commercial (and
arguably artistic) success at the time of releaas generally regarded as wayward and
exploitive nastiness. The formative experienceé wWauld fundamentally shape Sarris’s way
of thinking was an extended sojourn in Paris in(t8& on the back-end of the Cannes film
festival that year. This brought Sarris in closatect with a more enveloping and romantic

conception of film as an art than any Americanierdr film historian before him. The

e Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemalNew York: Columbia University Press. pp. 9-10.

oL Michael & Edwin Emery (1988) [1954]he Press and America: An Interpretive Historyhef Mass Media
Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Puldish p. 482. 8. Edition.
62 Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemalNew York. Columbia University Press p. 5.

63 Andrew Sarris, “Alfred Hitchcock: Prankster ofrRdox”, Gene D. Philips (198#)Ifred HitchcockBoston:
Twayne Publishers. Preface. Unpaginated.
o4 Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemaNew York: Columbia University Press. pp. 181-182.
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lasting impact of this experience can be gaugedhbyfact that Sarris actually published
twelve editions of a publication calléhhiers du Cinema in English the years between
1965 and 1967 While always maintaining his commitment to jouisal and belles-lettres,
Sarris was also a pioneer in the early developraeAimerican hands-on film scholarship.
Since 1965, Sarris has taught at The School of &iguts, New York University, Yale
University and hisalma matey Columbia University. In the foreword to the artgy
Confessions of a Culti$1970), Sarris touchingly relates his bemusemefinding himself

as a central protagonist in film scholarship simpégause he as a young man had taken the
plunge for film cultism in an attempt to defer {hressures of choosing a career:

| didn't realize at the time that | was slowly kaurely gaining seniority in a profession that wasw to
explode. | didn't even have to maneuver or manigulall | had to do was stand my ground, and sufjden
would find myself at the centre of the cultural danape, returning in triumph to Columbia University

scholar more prodigal than prodigioils.

Career Overview — Pauline Kael

Andrew Sarris is a cinephile expounding the gloreéscommercial narrative cinema, whereas
Pauline Kael simply lovethe movies-without a smidgen of remorse or intellectual preten. One
must take note of their diverging choice of worlgael generally declined to use movie-specific
jargon like ‘Mise-en-scérie “cinema”, “cinematic” and “filmic.”

Although Kael earned a reputation as a great imptamecturer, she was extremely
sceptical of the academization of film, which ofucge can be summed up fairly adequately by
pointing the finger at exactly the cultural shiforih moviesto cinema.“A movie becomes cinema
when it can bore you as much as your worst expeggat lectures, concerts and ballet; i.e., when it
becomes something you feel you shouldn’t walk aut® This, of course, is a lament that points to
two parallel developments that were crucial to iISaand Kael's status as critics of a different kind
than their predecessors.

& By that time, the writers i€ahiers du Cineméad discovered structuralism and semiotics andechov

violently away from the kind of criticism in whicharris found a flexible and workable simile throwghich he could
harness his critical voice.

66 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955-1968w York Simon and Schuster, p.

15.
67 Pauline Kael (1970 [1968Kiss Kiss Bang Band.ondon: Calder & Boyars. p. 24.
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One development, of course, is the rising aflavant-garde and foreign art films, and the
other is the inclusion of film studies in the libkarts curriculum at colleges and universitieossr
America. As Kael would claim during a film sympasisshe attended in the 1970s: “If you think
movies cannot be killed by education, you undemesté the power of educatioff"This has not
endeared her to film academics, and in some cjrédasl has been something close to a pariah.
Sarris, somewhat paradoxically, even went on rec¢ordlast “her cinephobic admirers in the
cultural Establishment® While there is a core of truth to Sarris’s statemé find it very harsh,
since giving up movies, for Kael, would have bei&r biving up “a vital appetite’ It is also fair
to say that Sarris understood Kael's reservatibositathe academic appreciation of film, even if he
disagreed with her. In 1970, he would write: “Untiéry recently, the earliest movie-going
experiences—silent and sound both, were mercifollg from the stink of culture. There were no
courses on the subject. No obligations and no iatpes.”* Sarris, however, did see film
scholarship as not only inevitable, but self-evitiedesirable. This, perhaps, when all is said and
done, is what most distinguishes his writings fridael's.

David Bordwell, generally regarded as the legdiilm scholar of his generation, who
indeed contributed to Bestschriftin honour of Andrew Satrris in 2001, is content ignuss Kael as
a “vulgar but righteous film fan’

Unlike Sarris, a native New Yorker of Greek descahe Californian Kael had no
continental yearnings. In San Francisco during 18d0s, which was, of course, the stomping
ground of the beat artists, Kael experimented wdhous forms of prose as well as avant-garde
filmmaking together with James Broughton, a gaysamvho fathered Kael's daughter Gina, a
virtually unprecedented move in the sexually regikes climate of those times. Before making a
living as a film critic, Kael worked in a variety mbs, including as a cook and a seamstress, hs we
as programmer at the Berkeley Cinema Guild andi&tw@drepertoire cinema, reportedly the first
such venue with two screening rooms in America. ldieg struggle for recognition goes a long way

towards explaining her enormous zest and energycasic.

o8 Pauline Kael “It's Only A Movie!Performing Arts JournalNo. 17 (1995). p. 8-19.

&9 Andrew Sarris “Sarris vs. Kael — The Queen BekEilmf Criticism”. The Village Voicel980. Vol.2. 8. Jul.
pp. 1, 30-31, 70

0 Pauline Kael (1956) “Movies, The Desperate Artariel Talbot (ed.) (196G}ilm: An AnthologyBerkeley:
California University Press pp. 51-71.

n Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related 8td)dew York: Simon & Schuster
p. 13.
2 David Bordwell (1989Making Meaning: Rhetoric and Inference in the Iptetation of CinemaCambridge
Mass: Harvard University Press. p.35.
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That Kael's programme notes became instali¢atibles is a measure of her stimulating
freshness as a precocious stylist. Her first padamiticism, a review of Charlie Chaplinlamelight
(1952), appeared in 1953 in the San Francisco eppa@ity Lights.(She disliked the film intensely,
referring to it with the singularly unflattering legism “Slimelight”.) This served as a precursor t
Kael's in many always brilliant, always harsh, stimes unfair put-downs, which became a
hallmark of her prose style.

A genuine breakthrough came two years lateennghe got a regular, albeit unpaid show at
the listener-sponsored KPFA radio station. Sevefahese broadcasts are included in her best-
selling first anthology, a seminal work in 1960s+@tion which set the tone for her brashly sexual
metaphors, the aptly titldd_ost It at the Movie§1965)”3

For a while, Kael wrote freelance, her work appegrin such serious-minded film and art
periodicals asSight & Sound, Film Quarterly, Partisan Reviewd Kulcher. A stint in the glossy
magazineMcCall's ended prematurely. A caustic review e Sound of Musi¢Robert Wise,
1965) is often cited as the reason why her conirest not renewed. The review, actually a two-
hander onTheSound of MusiandTheSinging Nun(Henry Koster, 1966), ends like this:

It's the big lie, the sugar-coated lie that pegalem to want to eat. [...] Why am | so angry alloese movies?
Because the shoddy falsenes3oé Singing Nuand luxuriant falseness ®he Sound of Musiare part of the
sentimental American tone that makes honest warlosi impossible. It is not only that people whoegatc
this kind of movie tend to resent work which sayat tthis is not the best of all possible worldg, that people

who are gifted give up the effort to say anythifigey attune themselves Tte Sound of Monéy.

A brief interlude at thé&lew Republieventually led Kael to a job as a staff critic loé New Yorker

in 1968. That she ended up on the East Coast wascident. Critical clout, as well as the real
economic power in the American film industry, isncentrated in New York. Apparently, the
culturally conservative magazine approached Kaelaim attempt to attract a more youthful

readership. Mark Feeney offers a consensus viethisisymbiotic relationship:

& All of Kael's collections of criticism but one plaip sexual metaphors, the exception being thécaliy

namedState of the Arg1985).

" Pauline Kael (1970Kiss Kiss Bang Band.ondon: Calder & Boyars. p. 178.
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Mismatched though the patricisew Yorkerand pugnacious Kael may have seemed, the mardaged out
to have been made in magazine heaven. It was Fstadré and Ginger Rogers all over again: The magazi

gave her class, she gave it sex apfeal.

Kael's first published piece in thidew Yorkerwas a review oBonnie and Clydé€Arthur Penn,
1967). (It almost seems scripted that way, consigdrer critical role in championing key figures of
the Hollywood renaissance like Altman, Peckinpall #re early films of Scorsese and Coppola.)
In the late sixties and seventies, sometimes mileglly, she used her considerable power to further
the careers of these filmmakers. Nobody, exceptgmer Diane Jacobs, has contributed more to our
current understanding, rightly or wrongly, of Angam films in the seventies as a golden age of
personal filmmaking. “Our filmmakers seem to beaoguest—Ilooking to understand what has been
shaping our lives. A few decades hence, these yeaks appear to be closest our movies have
gotten to the tangled, bitter flowering of Americteiters in the early 19504* Critic David
Thomson has hit on this counter-cultural understapof the New Hollywood film as central to
Kael's writing: “At this particular time in Amerm film, her rescue act &onnie and Clydelaced

her in the camp of the of the new, the Americae, $bxy and the violenf” Kael made herself
central to théNew Yorkerand the magazine was as firm a base for Kael a¥itlage Voicewas for
Sarris. After a brief, luckless stint as a produsttached to Paramount Pictures in 1979 (at s@r an
producer Warren Beatty's request), she returndgdetanagazine in 1980 as tNew Yorkes sole
film critic on a flexible, bi-weekly basis, havingrmerly shared the job with Penelope Gilliat.

Kael's working relationship with thidew Yorketasted until her retirement from reviewing in 1991

American Film Criticism from Its Beginnings to ti®50s—And a Note on Present
Challenges

In the introduction, | argued the perhaps idiosgticrand debatable point that Sarris and Kael are

the most important film critics in American histofffhe reader may agree or disagree, but | shall
simply restate this as an axiom or dogma, if yoll, &wnd | do not intend to subject this assumption
to thorough empirical inspection of their relatiwerits or demeritgis-a-visother American critics.

A brief historical framework to place their workn@ mine) on a surer footing is nevertheless in

" Mark Feeney “The Pearls of PaulinEie Boston Globe Magaziié. June. 1989:. Reprinted in Will
Brantley, (1996) Conversations With Pauline Kaéfetlary Conversations Series. Jackson, Missisidgsisippi
University Press pp. 122-132.

Pauline Kael (1992[1976Reeling: Film Writings 1972-197%0ndon: Marion Boyars .p.xiv.
" David Thomson (2003 New Biographical Dictionary of FilmNew York: Alfred A. Knopf. pp. 449-450.
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order. To do so, we must briefly trace the evoluiwd film criticism from its beginnings to the mid-
1950s, when Sarris and Kael first appeared onritieat scene.

Journalistic writing about film is virtuallys old as film (for a theatre audience) itself. Tirst
instance of what may be callpdoto-film criticismin America appeared in tiéew York Timesn
April 24, 1896, when an anonymous journalist reparthe opening of thKoster & Bial's Music
Hall Theatrewhich had taken placine previous dayMost reviews during the first decade of film
history resemble this first ever film review on Amean soil. They are journalistic hybrids,
combining factual description of the programme dhd venue with a pointed public-service
pronouncement on whether or not the prospectivepsitshould pay to see the spectacle on show.
According to Sarris, these snippets of informatawe invaluable as sources to the film historian
because they are simple descriptions of an e¥ent.

As the general run-of-the-mill film graduallxtended to feature-length and became more
structurally complex around 1905, trade papers iheggearing, publications which treated film as
an economic fact and a permanent feature of urib@n Periodicals such as tiMoving Picture
World were primarily concerned witlim as a booming business enterprise, but alseredf articles
of marked critical value. The first influential, nbbt exactly famous, film critic in America, Fragk
Woods, wrote for the trade paper tNew York Dramatic Mirrorbetween 1908-1912 under the
byline “the Spectato~a moniker, perhaps, with just an ounce of voyeigrstIf-deprecation.

In the history of film criticism, as well ddm history proper, D.W. Griffith'Birth of a
Nation (1915) is a highly significant milestone. In Sdgimost important film-historical narrative,
The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8 Griffith's film marks the beginning of
cinema as a fully-fledged art, in the sense thatykiing prior to that film constitutes archaeology
and prehistory in Sarris’s conception of aesthglinc history. In the words of film scholars Tim
Bywater and Thomas Sobchadiyth of a Nation in its own contemporary context, gave a great
impetus to film criticism as a professional acvit

The American critical scene was largely untad by the European ontological trends of
formalism and realism in the search for the essendém art in the 1920s and 1930s, but the last
decade before the Second World War saw the amivslylish critics in the American press. Chief
among these was Otis Ferguson, who made his mdhkeishort time span of 1934-1941. Ferguson

8 Andrew Sarris “Film Criticism: From Blurbs to Bet Lettres”, Andrew Sarris (ed.) (196B)e Film.New

York: The Bobbs-Merrill Series in Composition aRbetoric. pp. 5-9.
& Tim Bywater and Thomas Sobchack (1988in Criticism: Major Critical Approaches to Narrate Film.
New York and London: PearsonLongman Inc. p. 210.
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was himself a verbal entertainer who treated thevi@sonot as art but as a lively form of
entertainment which could be either good, badndifferent. Ferguson was a marked influence on
Sarris, who provided the foreword to the formenthalogy of criticism, and claimed that several of
Ferguson's reviews “were so close to top of Amaerijcairnalism that it isn't worth measuring the
difference.®® That film criticism was gaining prestige in therties is incontestable, and nothing
denotes prestige like books. It is no coincideri@ the first Anglo-American anthology of film
criticism was published in 193%arbo and the Night Watchmeedited by Alistair Cook&"

Cultural historian Michael Kammen comments:

The development of serious film criticism requir@dull generation to emerge, because for severshdks,
even through the 1920s, many publishers and edimistakenly perceived moviegoing as primarily agaul
mindless phenomenon. When Nunally Johnson askedview films for theNew Yorker Harold Ross, its

founder and editor, dismissed the proposal archlgdzlaring that “movies are for old ladies andiési.”*

In the forties and fifties, there emerged figares more important than even Otis Ferguson:
Robert Warshow, a sociologically oriented criticomas a pioneer in genre criticism, and above all
James Age&® Agee holds the rare honour of being Pauline Ké&aVsurite film critic (and this is no
mean feat, considering how ungenerous Kael was det racribes in her profession). Agee is
generally regarded as the most distinctive andegmeinee film critic in America before the beginning
of the boom years from the mid-fifties and onwatdllections of Warshow's and Agee's criticism
were published posthumously at the end of thesffboth died in 1955, the year Sarris broke into
print) and these collections helped fuel interesarious film scholarship. There are other nanfies o
interest, notably Manny Farber and Parker Tylet,tbair writings are too esoteric and obscure to
exert much influence on the critical mainstreanaioountry where criticism and philosophy alike
have always been primarily pragmatic.

If Agee was the American yardstick againstomh both Sarris and Kael measured

themselves, they were both also sharpening théicairknives to do battle with their common

8 Andrew Sarris, Foreword fbhe Film Criticism of Otis FergusorRobert Wilson (ed.) (1971) Philadelphia:

Temple University Press. p. xii.

81 Alistair Cooke (1971[1937)parbo and the Night Watchmen: A Selection Made@Bi7lFrom the Writings of
British and American Film Critickondon: Secker & Warburg.

82 Michael Kammen (1999%merican Culture, American Tastes: Social Changéthe 28' Century.New York:
Alfred A. Knopf. p. 34.

8 James Agee was a novelist and screenwriter asawaellfilm critic. He adapted C.S. Foster's novee
African Queerfor John Huston (1951) and co-wrote Charles Laughtmarvelous fairytale-like noir thrillétight of
The Hunter(1955)
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contemporary foes. Apart from each other, theiotaite target was the very influential and very
socially conscious Bosley Crowther of tiNdew York Timeslt is without question primarily

Crowther and critics like him that Sarris had imchivhen he wrote:

Unfortunately, too many bookish film critics haverperted the notion of ecumenical erudition by sisily
subordinating film to every other art. Whereas kite James Agee discovered cinema through his flave

movies, too many of his self-proclaimed successho®se to abuse movies in the namiuaitur.®*

Note the strategic use of the wadfdltur, which denotes gravitas but also connotes a kireduzk-
up stuffiness and a condescending attitude towanasrican popular culture. On this score, | would
venture to guess that Sarris and Kael are in agreenin fact, Kael would press the issue of

American popular culture vis-a-vis the Old Worldeastep further than Sarris:

As a schoolgirl, my suspiciousness about those ataxk American “materialism” was first arousedthg
refugees from Hitler who so often contrasted theidture” with our “vulgar materialism” when | disgered
that their “culture” consisted of their having hagrvants in Europe, and a swooning acquaintande thw
poems of Rilke, the novels of Stefan Zweig and Lk@muchtwanger, the music of Mahler and Brucknerd An
as the cultural treasures they brought over wigmthwere likely to be Meissen Porcelain, Bierdermaie
Furniture, wax fruit, oriental carpets wax fruithch bookcases with glass doors, it wasn't to diffica
reconstruct their “culture” and discover that itsaa stuffier, more middle-class materialism thasytbould
afford in the new world®

It is significant in this context that the filmlfowed followed the opposite trajectory to firstate

mass medium: the newspaper. Sociologist and hastétaul Starr puts the matter thus:
The movies' low status beginnings were of paréicihportance because of the deepening divide lggtwegh culture
and popular entertainment at the turn of the wwgrt..] Whereas newspapers and magazines hashtegong the

elite and evolved in a more popular direction, resvacquired a lowbrow image at an early point @irthistory and
faced a challenge in achieving respectabiffity.

After sixty years of film history, nobody could amg against the fact that this tide was turning, In
“Trash, Art, and the Movies” Kael voiced her by néamiliar complaint; that the movies would be
killed if rendered respectable:
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“When you clean them up, when you make movies tapte, you kill them. The wellspring of
their art, their greatness, is in not being respecféble
Stil, Kael depended on a growing respectabilityhe medium. After all,the impetus behind both
Sarrisian auteur theory and Kael's art/trash itagrpas to confer artistic status and aesthetiaeval
on a medium whose dominant expression is derivaud fieither courtly/bourgeois high culture nor
ancient European folk culture, and so could be neasily claimed to be both American and
popular. The state of film criticism in Americatime fifties helped pave the way for critics loakin
to break away from the petrified timidity and pliagl surface of tastefulness and restraint that
characterize the period, but other external facteese important in giving Sarris’s and Kael's
criticism a more profound impact than their predsoes. The single most important historical
extraneous factor that explains the greatnesssSamil Kael share was the emergence of what
fellow critic Stanley Kauffmann crystallized as th#m Generationin a 1966 essay. The Film
Generationmight be described as quite a large segment opdipailation, or rather a subculture
within the American (and European) population bafter 1935. This generation was, in their turn,
dependent on another vastly important externabfact
The golden age of film criticism, from theti#fs into the seventies, came about largely

because the movies as a social institution and mmimass medium became supplanted by
television. Only by shedding a part of their ungadrmass appeal, and by attracting a more
discerning audience who had broken free of the e®as a habit like any other, could mainstream
narrative movies athe dominant form of expression in a mass medispire to a much-coveted (by
a new breed of filmmakers, critics and audiencéajus aslegitimate works ofart. More than
anything, Sarris’'s example showed that film artlddoe found where none had previously been
thought to exist, something which truly captured ferious moviegoer's imagination. Taking this

into account, Kael would write in 1973:

Right now, movie critics have an advantage oveicsrin most other fields: responsive readers. Arghn
help you to concentrate your energies if you knbat tyour subject is fresh and that your review ceke a
difference to some people. | would suspect thatemews gain rather than lose from the speed agenay of

making deadlines and reaching the public beforeséndicts are in on a filf?

87 Pauline Kael (1970) Going Steady. Boston: LitBepwn & Company. p.115.

8 Stanley Kauffmann (196@) World of Film: Criticism and CommeNgew York: Harper & Row Publishers.
pp. 415-429.
89 Pauline Kael ] (2002[1973)eeper Into Movied.ondon. Marion Boyars p. xv.
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Media sociologist Melvin L. DeFleur has pointed dabét motion picture attendances
reached their two highest peaks ever in 1930 and6,1%ith 90 million patrons per week
domestically, only to plummet to 46 million in 1936ss than a decade lat&Today we can easily
observe that the social mechanics of this developnsein the process of repeating itself. As the
Internet has to some extent come to replace sortteeahore directly social functions of television,
we now have television series on cable that agpileeing genuinely artistic. Sarris and Kael could
not have predicted this at the height of theirvafee and influence. But it is very telling thades
highly critical of television in the sixties andveaties, lived to se€he Sopranoand compared the
series favourably to its big-screen cousoodfellag(Martin Scorsese, 1998).

Yet who can seriously imagine Sarris and Kaeling for TV Guide or for that matter as
critics on TV like Gene Siskel and Roger Ebert?ylhelong so much to an age when movies and
moviegoing both seemed rebellious and heroic. Hogy tmanaged to see almost everything of
relevance makes the mind reel, if we consider {fstem of distribution in place forty years ago,
even in a movie-mad metropolis like New York City.a sense, they spent large parts of their lives
in the darkness with an illuminated screen, so fiaigoers less avid than themselves did not
necessarily have to in order to discover what waaldle, timely or worthwhile.

If it is easier to be a critic today becaos¢he sheer availability of movies—in cinemas or
on home formats with directors' commentaries inaepristine state than an old classic film ever
is when shown in revival houses—it is also mord&dift to be a critic of genuine consequence. If
film and its social—or more precisely, societaltgsawithin the media matrix has changed since
Sarris and Kael's heyday, it is because audiensesedl as filmmakers have changed with the
technology.

On the present situation, Josh Horowitz has ndteat the first time we have a generation
of moviemakers who did not need to leave their hotoestudy the greats of the past. In fact, this
might be the first filmmaking generation whose ¢gestiinfluence wasn't the world around them as

much as the world they saw in their living roomTon.” %2

While this is true of a new generation of
critics and film scholars, | wonder if the schotaitic has not been playing catch-up with the

filmmakers for a generation or so.

Melvin L. DeFleur (1966Yheories of Mass Communicatidtew York: David McKay Company Inc. p. 40.
Francis Davis (2002)\fterglow: A Last Conversation with Pauline Kadkw York: DaCapo Press. p. 79.
Josh Horowitz (2006)he Mind of the Modern Moviemaker: 20 Conversatigite a New Generation of
Filmmakers New York: A Plume Book. p. xiii.
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On this count, the Americans were actually wayaahef most of the world. The first
generation of movie brats who would irrevocably rajea the film industry in the seventies and
beyond began their cine-aesthetic education aslkid®aking up old films on television during the
Eisenhower Administration, developing a sense oatwliorks on the big screen by immersing
themselves in the medium one step removed fronmitnde theatré® For the most formidable of
all movie brats (in every sense), Steven Spielbempe-had the enthusiastic support of Kael in his
early career—television became both an educatimedium and a security blankétDiane Jacobs
sums up the first television/film school generata@nbeing excruciatingly conscious of the medium
and its history?

In the thirty years since that was writtere trend has intensified. In the current situation,
the need for critics who can help us find our begsiin a world saturated with visual culture is
more pressing than ever. Central to that presserésaues of value. Value, in its most vulgar and
basic sense, means simply knowing what you like. &auris and Kael also brought something else
into the equation of value: “If the clamour of ocnitics is ever to provide insight it must be
stimulated by a grasp of the essential relationshifhe American movies with the mass American
audience of moviegoers. The critic must throw astdredo of | know what | like and consider
closely whatheylike.”®®

This could be construed as an open invitation twosngical film criticism. Judging by
Kael's criticism, she would perhaps be closer i® $pirit than Sarris, but that is not a point Elwi
to stress here. Sarris may possibly disagree, thénwconsidered jointly, what he and Kael
achieved—indeed, what makes them unique in Ameraéital discourse—is exactly that they
maintained aoublefocus: insisting on the value of what they likedile factoring in the audience
in the total picture.

Issues of value in this sense must be termeth-criticism. How does one approach the

problem of meta-criticism—criticism inscribed initmism? It is obvious that one must examine

%3 The term “movie brats” is well-established in Hmdemic discourse about American film. It wag firs

introduced in a highly influential book: Michael ®@gnd Lynda Miles (1979he Movie Brats: How the Film
Generation Took Over Hollywootllew York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston. The direcsatiscussed by the authors are
Francis Ford Coppola, George Lucas, John Miliusiti&corsese and Steven Spielberg.

o John Baxter (1996%teven Spielberg: The Unauthorised Biogradtgndon. HarperCollins Publishers p. 19.
% Diane Jacobs (197Hollywood Renaissance: Altman, Cassavetes, CopMaAaursky, Scorsese and Others
South Brunswick & New York: A.S. Barnes & Co. p..22

% Sam L. Grogg and John G. Nachbar. “Movies and éuncks: A Reasonable Approach for American Film
Criticism”. Michael T. Marsden. et.al. (eds.) (1982ovies as Artefacts: Cultural Criticism of Populaitm. Chicago:
Nelson Hall. pp. 1-9.
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criticism from a conceptual standpoint. Some timasking simple questions can vyield profound

answers. And the question we must now ask is: WgHdin criticism?

Notes on Axiological Criticism, with Sarris and Kas Examples

Since this thesis aims to offer a comparative disimn of the works of two preeminent film critics,
it might seem strange not to have already answ#rednagging question with which | rather
ominously and with great foreboding left hangingtte# end of the last chapter. Pauline Kael, in
particular, dealt with this question explicitly tughout her career. IhLost It at the Moviesshe

offers a clear summary of the critic's task:

The role of the critic is to help people see wkahithe work, what is in it that shouldn't be. id@ good critic
if he helps people understand more about the waak they could see for themselves; he is a gréat ifby

his understanding and feeling for the work, by péssion he can excite people so they want to expegi
more of the art that is there, waiting to be seizdd is not necessarily a bad critic if he makea®srsrin
judgement (infallible taste is inconceivable; whatild it be measured against?). He is a bad dfitie does
not awaken the curiosity, enlarge the interest anderstanding of his audience. The art of theccidito

transmit his knowledge and enthusiasm for art heist’

As this stands, | find terribly hard not to conckiael did not conceal that criticism as she outline
it above is a difficult task, a task which requicraft and skill. In fact, she would often flauhet
artistic aspects of criticism as essential. Respantb radio listeners who felt she had been too

hard on a crop of avant-garde filmmakers, the toegh of her intelligence shone through:

| regard criticism as an art, and if in this coynaind in this age, it is practised with honestyisino more
remunerative than the work of an avant-garde fittisa My dear anonymous letter writers, if yourtkiit is so
easy to be a critic, so difficult to be a poet ainper or film-experimenter, may | suggest youtioth? You

may discover why there are so many poets, so féig?®
Notwithstanding that forty years of film studiesdasan ever-widening array of media channels has
increased visibility drastically and made the fitnitic a much less rare creature, the force of Isael

argument is undimmed, at least in one importangeets

o7 Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost It at the Movies: The Essential Kael Coliext'54-"65.London. Marion
Boyars. p. 308
%8 Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost It at the Movies: The Essential Kael Colieat'54-'65. London:

& Boyars p. 234.
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In making the case for criticism as an art, Kaalimultaneously arguing that criticism is not
a science. If this axiom holds true, critics hawe anly the license to be eclectic, creative and
personal, but an obligation. One of Kael's mostjeémt and incisive supporters, Will Brantley, has
put the matter thus: “The goal of any subjectiviccis not only to find associations, patterns and
connections in a work, or group of works, but tokmshem come alive on papéer.it would be
difficult to think of a film better suited to Kaslintensely subjective style thamaxi Driver (Martin
Scorsese, 1976). The film, of course, is a fevérisightmarish study in urban alienation and
ultimately sexual release through annihilationldi@ked by an ironically disturbing, because heroic,
vindication. “Travis becomes sick with lonelinessdafrustration; and then like a commando
preparing for a raid, he purifies his body and gmés training to kill. Taxi Driver is a movie in
heat, a raw tabloid version d&fotes from the Undergrounénd we stay with the protagonist’s
hatreds all the way'*

This amounts to the realization, shared by Kael 8adis, that criticism does not have
nomothetical rules. Many later film scholars haeei troubled by Kael's disparagement of close

analysis:

| don't think analysing a movie shot-by-shot is amyre scientific than describing your emotions wheun see
it. There is no such thing as scientific criticis#alue judgements are not made on a scientificsbeasil there

is no scientific criticism in any of the art%.

Consciously or unconsciously, Kael is here echodinglwig Wittgenstein, who claimed that
criticism, phenomenologically speaking, is gengralbn-theoretical, and that it involves only an
illuminating verbal activity.Keine lehre, sondern eine Tatigkewas one of his most famous
dictums!® It is tempting to see Kael's lack of a formal icat method as a function of her
empiricism:

“There are not—and there never were—any formalgplas that can be used to judge movies but
there are concepts that are serviceable for a valmteso pass for, or are mistaken for ‘objective’

9 Will Brantley. “In Defense of Subjectivity: ThelRi Criticism of Pauline Kael”. New Orleans RevieMo. 19.

1992.pp. 38-52

100 Pauline Kael (1980)Vhen the Lights Go DowBoston: Holt, Rhinehart t & Winston, p. 131.

101 “The Economics of Film Criticism: A Debate [betwddean-Luc Godard and Pauline Kael’Qamera
Obscura8/9/10 (1982) 162-185. Reprinted in Will Brantled() (2001)Conversations with Pauline KadWississippi,
Mississippi University Press. pp.55-74

102 Ludwig Wittgenstein. Quoted in Virgil C. Aldrici963)Philosophy of Art. Englewood Cliffislew Jersey:
Prentice Hall Publishers p. 5.
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rules until it becomes obvious that the work tha mespond to violates thert’® Kael is not
claiming here that there are no formal waysle$cribingfilms, but | doubt if she ever saw matter-
of-fact descriptions as very relevant in criticisar, very rewarding on a personal level for any
writer. Judgements were her forte, and she lefhé&dy-frame analysis to more timid and usually
lesser writers. It is too often overlooked how gaely modern this idea is. In 1967, a sour,
certified modernist like Theodor W. Adorno claiméBinding norms [for art] produce nothing but
pastiche.*®* Interpreting Kael's pronouncements, somethinglaimaipparently applies to the art of
criticism, at least if we take the dubious moddroisoralistic view that pastiche must be dead and
empty.

Sarris, on the other hand, has always seeadtiras a film scholar, even if high theory was

not his game. As he remarked in reference to act@miconference he attended in 1975:

If anything, my talk was considered too informat fbe august halls of academe, and the joint wakquh
with aspiring semioticians. [...] Hence, | consideyself in the role of a gainfully employed jourisal[...] |
have dutifully read Barthes on Garbo, Wollen oneBstein and Metz oAdieu, Philippine | have struggled
with Tel QuelandCinethiqueand the revampe@ahiers du Cinemad have toiled through Derrida, Lacan and
Foucault, and have found to my amazement that Fhasdbeen converted to Marxism and Structuralism.
Nonsense, | keep telling myself. But that was whatt of my contemporaries and colleagues were gayin
about stylistic auteurism at the time | was preagktat gospel in America. Am | then simply the victimtbe
generation gap? Not entirely. Listening to the sdogjists at the conference | suddenly realized haweh

romantic individualism remains in my maketip.

Kael shared Sarris’s individualism and, in fact; femantic streak on criticism gives us useful slue
to criticism in general, but what can be said to ureque to her criticism expanded into a
philosophy? The obvious place to look is in “Tra&lt, and the Movies”, where she made the point
that the particular greatness of movies residesh@ir opposition to an official school culture
covered with reverential moss. While | have beeablm to find evidence of any actual conscious
influence on Kael's work from earlier American pisibphers, it is quite plausible that she knew and

respected the deep-dish American aesthetic pragamaf someone like John Dewey:
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Even a crude experience, if authentically an expee, is more fit to give clue to the intrinsic urat of aesthetic
experience than is an object already set apart &oynother mode of experience. Following this clescan discover

how the work of art develops and accentuates veheharacteristically valuable in things of everyeéajoyment-°

Reflecting this idea and bringing it down to eaKlagl remarks that most movies we enjoy are not
works of art in any exalted Arnoldian sense, antlexery movie has to matt&f’ (A very non-
auteurist ideal) Moreover, this is OK as long &sden't falsify what we respond to, which is often

just the attractive glamour of pretty trash:

Movie Art is not the opposite of what we have alwanjoyed in movies, it is not to be found in airetto
official high culture, it is what we have alwaysufa good in movies, only more so. It's the subversarried
further, the moments of excitement sustained loager extended into new meanings. [...] When weogihé
movies we want something good, something sustaimedlon't want settle for just a bit of somethibgcause
we have other things to do. If life at home is enémteresting, why go to the movies? And the tlesatr
frequented by true moviegoers — those perennigllatied persons in each city, the loners and therdps
depress us. [...] If we've grown up at the movieskwow that good work is continuous not with thademic,
respectable tradition but with the glimpses of simimg good in trash, but we want the subversivauges

carried to the domain of discovery. Trash has givean appetite for aft®

No one has summed up the consequences of thissaesthctrine more succinctly and, as it turns

out, sympathetically, than fellow critic Martha Dsv

She [Kael] is most moved by the cinema of sensatiershe is a kind of connoisseur of sex, violenug a
suspense — and most appreciative of these elememén they are presented honestly, without plot
contrivances that attempt to validate or apolodizethis excitement. She wants movies to be vithdilling,

surprising, and she wants filmmakers to take rigiks their form and their subjett?

Kael could find this vitality in the best films byonathan Demme or Martin Scorsese (both,
significantly, had graduated from exploitation fdmproduced by Roger Corman) and sometimes in
foreign films where American genres were re-imadjnsuch as Kurosawa's “Easterns” like
Yo0jimbo(1961):

106 John Dewey (2005[1934Rrt as ExperienceNew York: Penguin Books. pp. 9-10.

107 Pauline Kael (1973peeper into Movies: The Essential Kael Collecti®®9-1972 Marion Boyars. p. 5.

108 Pauline Kael (1970p0ing SteadyBoston. Little, Brown & Company- pp. 87-129.

109 Martha Davis, Introduction to "Pauline Kael on dtran Demme: A Selection of Reviews Accompanyfigy t
Retrospective Jonathan Demme: An American DireécRnesented by Walker Art Center 5-27 August 19887-9.
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Other directors attempt to create a pastness @stitry, to provide distance, perspective. For Kave, the
setting may be feudal, or, as in this case, miétei@nth century, but we react (as we're supposeshtd) as
modern men. His time is now, his action so immexliaensuous, raging, that we are forced to dishgli®
react with incredulity, to admire. (This is partlye to the telephoto lenses that puts us righttimtdfighting,
into the confusion of bared teeth and gasps andshpiwe shakes spears in our faces. This is mave #lan
any living we know; this, all our senses tell ssait, not life. Ironic detachment is our savingagr. Of all art
forms movies are in most need of having their cphoé heroism undermine@’

An undermined, if not actually repudiated heroissmd a more frank recognition of sex and
violence, are the elements that arguably mostciilaKael to the content of much of the so-called
New Hollywood Cinemeof the seventies. However, it is perhaps diffidaltfathom the ironic
audacity ofYojimbofor a current audience, or for that matter youthmgriiakers who have grown up
onthat other great foreign imagist who drew even ntrectly on American forms, Sergio Leone.
After seeingOnce Upon a Time in the W&40969), Sarris was convinced, quite rightly, thabne
was the only living director who could do justicethe baroque elaboration of revenge and violence
in The Godfather(Francis Ford Coppola, 1972). Fortunately, Leond tve to make his
monumental gangster epi©nce Upon a Time in Ameri¢d984). Few have summed up this film
more succinctly than critic, novelist, and notedgoapher of film personalities, John Baxter: “The
strength and weakness ©hceUpon a Time in Americe Leone's willingness to stand and stare at
America, as the first explorers had done, ‘fackate for the last time in history’, as Scott Fitzald

put it, ‘with something commensurate to his capaéitr wonder.”™** Leone's final film serves
brilliantly to sum up Pauline Kael's views on timerpenetration and mutual enrichment of trash

and art, or probably more correctly, the transfdramaof kitsch intoArt:

The movie might seem a compendium of kitsch — and certain sense it is. But it is kitsch aestliwdit by
someone who loves it and sees it as the poetrgeofrtasses. It isn't just the echoing moments thep kou
absorbed. It is those reverberant dreamland seting Leone's majestic, billowing sense of film sment;
the images seem to come at you in waves of feelagpite the film's miscasting and its crazinessrie
sustains the mood for an almost incredible thragrdyand forty-seven minutes — most of it unusugtiet.

The movie has a pulse; it's alive. But not now.dtlve in some golden-brown past of the imagimattd

110 Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost It at the Movies: The Essential Kael Coliestfrom 54" to “65London.

Marion Boyars p. 241.
1L John Baxter (2002pe Niro: A BiographyLondon: HarperCollins Publishers. p.233.
12 Pauline Kael (1987[1985]§tate of the ArtFilm Writings 1983-1985. London: Arena Books p436
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But Kael did not always follow her aesthetic prgston, as evidenced by her review of a later
American gangster film with a less operatic feehich was, if anything, a lot more vivacious and
filled with in-your-face energy than Leone's reeeof time, loss, dreams and memory. | am

referring toGoodfellas(Martin Scorsese, 1990):

Scorsese the arousal junkie makes you feel youfd teahang out with him and listen to him tell ybow he
brought off the effects; he's a master. But thitupe does not have the juice and richness thaieco
with major performances. It has no arc, and doetimiax; it just comes to a stop. Conceivably theuatness
could work, but | don't think it does. Will thetlibf the movie-making still carry some people &odftaybe,
because watching this movie is like getting strangon pure sensation. That's Scorsese's idehaddis life.

It's also the young film enthusiast's dream ofraaor's life, and in Scorsese's case, it's nofdodrom the

truth1*3

Note that Kael is faulting the film on formal (adilgh modernist would be stretching the truth)
grounds, even if the film should be a perfectdit lier taste for visceral sensation. For Kael iline f
critic, as opposed to the merely casual viewer aggthetic doctrine of sensation must be tempered
with lucidity and superimposed with a countervajliforce inspired not by popular culture or pop
art, but moderate and cool modernism, which id@secas Kael came to being pedagogical:

“Movies operate in a maze of borderlines; criticisna balancing act, trying to suggest perspectives
on the emotions viewers feel, trying to increasartlenjoyment of movies without insulting their
susceptibility to simple, crude pop** As we have seen, Kael shared that susceptibilipop she
attributes to the mass audience, but she sawtiiesritic's task to help us reflect upon how we
respond to the pleasures of popular art. One el@t@ssing problem for the film critic, according

to Kael, is that films can be

effective on shameless levels. [...] When a mowas Btartled people, lik€he Towering Infernar enlisted their
sympathies and made them weep Nalking Tall or made them feel vindictive and sadistic like ©harles Bronson
picture Death Wishthe hardest thing for a critic to do is convinberh that it isn't necessarily a great pictureslt i

almost impossible to persuade people that a shafiamitive work can give them a terrific kick®

The pop art sensibility of Kael's aesthetic hastshdy noted by most observers, even if no one has
stressed these links as much as | have. Howevépasted out in the chapter where we delineated

13 Pauline Kael (1991)ovie Love: Complete Reviews 1988-199éw York: A William Abrahams Book.
Dutton. p. 270.
14 Pauline Kael (1992[1976Reeling: Film Writings 1972-19750ndon: Marion Boyars p. xiii.
115 . .
Ibid. p. xiif.

a7



48

the relationship between art and criticism, thera disconcerting flip-side to this coin. | am tatk
about her sometimes neurotic misgivings about tyujar art, the trash that she loves and sees as
an essential component of film art. Sometimes, lkatlally metamorphoses into a venomous critic
of mass culture. While always maintaining that masisure does not sink under its own weight
because there is vitality contained in it and beeaaf its responsiveness to the needs of the
public® her tone is nevertheless, if only on a coupleanfagions, so aggressive that it makes you

wonder if she is giving elitists like Clement Greeng and Theodor Adorno a run for their money:

After half a century in which movies were indeedhadium that linked people, and gave us, for goodl,or
common experiences, we get this public-relationsgddenly” stuff when the bulk of American movies are
being aimed directly at the young audience andsale to it on the basis that it's different frorh @levious
audiences. In its small way, the pitch is delibelsatalculated as the teenage magazine ad (thateveven
dotted the same way). By the time the media meth thie teachers at their heels, have finished imohading
school kids to be the film generation, that “caaduage” —whatever it is—may be only language tlegot
left. The Joker in this stacked deck is that schadé and college students go to the movies lesgugntly
than earlier generations did. Although studentssatarated from watching television at home (whicy be a
major factor in why they expect to be passivelyenined at school and turn off when they aremityyies are
being pushed in the school systems because theemuwfipaid movie admissions is about a fourth o&ih
used to be. Movie companies are trying to devekp customers, like tobacco companies when theyfssmt
cartons to the soldier in the Second World Wagebthem hooked on cigarettgs.

| do not wish to dispute that those who make denssion behalf of vast media conglomerates, of
which the film studios have been but one branclesitihe (still-ongoing) industry realignment
began in the mid-sixties, oftentimes may have @inagendas. Still less do | wish to argue that
there is no reason to debate the effects of antioatrconsumption of the ever-widening array of
media products. Still, this extraordinary quotatioom Kael strikes me not only as neurotic, but
paranoid. Indeed, one of her collections is caleked,which seems to me a way of telling the
world she had become afflicted, in what is perhepsoment of painful sincerity. Sarris, of course,
could not let this play to the opposition go unoedi:

It is strange enough for a highly regarded protesdi film critic to describe the movie-going habi a

probable cause of cultural cancer. It is strangjéirte suggest that film courses have been sneaktdhigh

116 Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost It at the Movies: The Essential Kael Coliest'’54 to '65 London: Marion

Boyars. p. 45.

17 Pauline Kael (2000[1973peeper Into Movies: The Essential Kael Collecti® 7. London: Marion Boyars.
p. 146.
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schools and colleges by the same old nameless mexiaters. THEM! Quite the contrary. What is |dftloe
film industry has been cashing in on the risingdaeaic interest in the cinema. Film rentals go uprgwear,
especially for the fashionable classics liR#izen Kane and Potemkinand Persona | wish to go on record

right here that | would love to be corrupted byeffdms for my students from any sourcé.
What this boils down to essentially, | think, istbhonflict between someone who welcomed film

scholarship as an end in itself, and someone whestel the idea and resisted it despite fighting a
losing battle. Could the greatest populist of Aro@ni film criticism be a snob at heart? She seems to
have felt that since movies are so sheerly enjeyaté should resist studying them. Whatever we
may think on that issue, it does appear to be @rreg theme in Kael's criticism.

| have now given an extensive run-tiglowf Pauline Kael's aesthetics and criticism, gisin
Andrew Sarris mainly as a sounding board. But weehaot dealt with film criticism in a more
general sense, and to this we must now turn.

It is probably well-advised to be sorhesvmore prudent and less greedy for particulas th
we have been if we are to discuss criticism inkfeadest and most general sense. At this point, we
want to take as our point of departure a less ytiostic and more level-headed account of
criticism in general than either Kael or Sarris camster. To do so, we might continue by referring
to a textbook in film studies aimed at undergradsiaOne such current book is Stephen Prince's
Movies and Meaningyhich has been published in several editions.

In this textbook, Prince offers a défom based on characteristic functions performgdhe
film critic:

The critic (1) teases out implicit or subtle measin(2) clarifies seemingly contradictory messageglues in
a given film, and (3) creates a novel way of inteting or understanding a film. This last functisnthe
central act of criticism: the creation of a newenptretation that extends or deepens the viewepseajation of
a film.'*

Prince highlights the interpretive, creative aspédtim criticism as the central functional acttime
process. David Bordwell has taken this approaclersé\steps further and places film criticism
(begrudgingly, as it turns out) within the greatentext of ancient literary theory when he defines
the interpretations of film criticism as a form rbfetoric. Bordwell'sschemataidentical to that of

classical rhetoric, consist afventio(the devising of argumentgjijsposito(their arrangement) and
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elocutio(their stylisticarticulation). “Rhetoric is the shaping of langudagechieve one's ends, and
in the act of shaping the language, the ends geidsand sharpened® Sgren Kjerup is even more
direct when he calls rhetoric a form of strategitian!*

Since its original inception, rhetonias taken on a variety of meanings, and is ofterateql
with the orator's style and delivery, but it is fusdor our purposes to refer briefly to its origin
historical status. Wilbur S. Howell points out thlétoric in ancient, classical times was a mode of
communication tied to popular democracy, desigowecbinmunicate with the populace through the
convincing arrangement of arguments, whereas lagis the preferred mode of communication
amongst scholars. The golden age of criticism prapesarly modern times similarly served a
political function as a midwife of democracy, aving force in the development of what Jirgen
Habermas, perhaps with an overly romantic phraas,termed the public sphere, with the new
urban coffeehouses as major flashpoints. Howetewr
“Perhaps the most significant change that has cowee the theory of communication during the
last four hundred years is that logic has dissoligdalliance with the communication arts and
aligned itself with scientific investigatiort?”

I will not detail the tools of rhetorany further, but merely affirm that the orator sise
language as a form of symbolic material to commateic Following up on this assertion, | now
specifically want to call attention to the commuatige function of rhetoric. Sonja K. Foss puts the

matter thus:

The choice of whether to use the terhretoric or the termcommunicationto describe the process of
exchanging meaning is largely a personal one, agftemming from the tradition of inquiry in whichsaholar

is grounded. Individuals trained in social scigatiperspectives on symbol use often prefer the term
communication, while those who study symbol usenfeomore humanistic perspective, tend to selectettme

rhetoric??®
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My own inclination as a writer is toward the hunsm tradition, but in film and media studies,
which of course draw heavily on sociologygmmunications probably the established convention.
In any event, this semantic distinction is of vétge consequence for my main line of argument,
which brings us back to the point made earlier bydivell.

If criticism, as Bordwell contends, as off-shoot of rhetoric—a form of communication
consisting of the shaping of language to one's ,eadshe puts it—what are the implications?
Bordwell readily admits that rhetoric is not theidterested manipulation of language. He roughly
distinguishes between three kinds of institutissedi film criticism, | have inverted the
chronological of Bordwell's scheme in order to pregshem in descending order based on prestige:
There exists the kind of criticism that is intdri@ academia and results in dissertations and
scholarly books; the essayistic form found in sakeed film magazines; and lastly the journalistic
reviews typical of newspapers and general intenesgjazines®*

We may note that purely academic criticism maynay not be value-oriented, while the personal
essay typically is value-oriented and the reviewasy definition. Sarris and Kael are essayiss, y

they straddle all three types of criticism, withstetic evaluation as the ultinate aim of their
activity.

If we take Bordwell's assertion about cistic as a form of rethoric at face value, we are in
effect saying that criticism typically communicatdsas and feelings that are not value-free. Taking
this as a point of departure, | now want to nartbe/field drastically to examine the nature of ealu
judgements as an inherent and essential compotesritioism. As Kael claimed, these are not
scientific in any usefully strict sense of the terbut they do provide us with special kinds of

knowledge.

Etymologically, “criticism” is derivettom the Greek verlrinein, which simply means to
discern or to judge. Judging, of course, is a phebee action rather a descriptive one. When
criticism openly and explicitly emphasises issuksalue, we say that it iaxiological Sarris and
Kael, who are deeply concerned with film as arfarn, share an unabashedly axiological outlook.
In her first real think-piece, originally published 1956, Kael saw the axiological variant of

criticism as being under severe pressure:

124 David Bordwell (1989Making Meaning: Inference and Rethoric in the tptetation of CinemaCambridge,

Mass Harvard University Press p. 20.
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As the mass media developed, the finer points ohateatic theory were discarded, and a parody of
democracy became public dogma. The film critic onger considers that his function is the formataonl
reformation of public taste (that would be an underatic presumption); the old independent critiowtould
trumpet the good, blast the bad and tell his reatlery were boobs if they wasted their money omage

gives way to an amiable fellow who feels respomsiidt to his subject matter, but to the tastesobtiatum
125

of the public.
As an auteurist, Sarris more or less upheld a Bghnte criterion of enthusiasm as an ideal in
criticism, but distinctions and differentiationsvieaalways been his stock-in-trade as a critic.tiAd!

same, Sarris’s attitude to his profession is legs-minded and more sardonic than Kael's:

[M]ost movie reviewers fancy themselves as magissraf merit and paid taste consultants for thdipubhe
“best movie” reviewer is the “toughest” movie rewi&r, and a reputation is made and measured by the
percentage of movies the reviewer pans. The mondemganned, the more honest the reviewer. Everyone
knows how assiduously the movie companies seelotut the press. Hence, what better proof of aiti
integrity than a bad notice? Besides, the jourtializeat of a movie reviewer takes in all moviest just the

ones he likes. The highbrow critic can pick andaste the lowbrow reviewer must sit and suffér.

Whatever the outlook, the critic's jsbto differentiate and discriminate. To differexé
between an unimportant bad movie and a bad moatenhtters, as Kael once putitis of course
also to be understood within axiological parameters

So, axiological criticism in generakisncerned with making value judgements on a sfale
good or bad. What does this mean? Does it mearctiigism is no more than emotive reports on
the critic's state of mind that tell us nothing abdhe object he wishes to praise or condemn?
Philosophers have mulled over this problem for wees. Curt J. Ducasse represents the extreme

subjectivist viewpoint, which seemingly amountstarchy in criticism:

The critic's evaluations [...] ultimately are just psrely matters of taste as those of the unsophistil
amateur. The great difference [...] is that the naim@ateur is pleased or displeased without knowkagtty

why, whereas the critic does know what specifid¢uiess are responsible for his own pleasure or eéslre in

125 Pauline Kael (1956) “Movies, The Desperate Art3riel Talbot (ed.) (1966jilm: An AnthologyBerkeley.

California University Press. pp. 51-71.
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a work of art. But in both cases the situationristie end just the same as with, let us say, tbee taf

pineapple'?®

In a sense, Ducasse’s view seems perhaps intyitikgt if applied to the specific subjects of our
study, Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kael, since tbaieers were built upon their being opinionated.
They both take pride in describing their immediateotive responses as directly and truthfully as
possible, making few concessions to “balanced dilbjgc. It must be admitted that even if

Ducasse is correct, criticism can still performaume of important functions which are different
from and more than simply telling the patron/consumf art what he ought to like or dislike. The
critic of course functions as a guide analogous tguide in a foreign city, but he also fills an

additional, closely related function:

If a person has read often enough what a giveit ¢réts to say concerning books or pictures withciwhie
himself is familiar, then he may form an idea of tlelation between the critic’'s judgements andolis. He
[sic] may find for instance that he himself usudikes or finds interesting the works that theicréapproves;
and may thus be able to infer, from what the ciéys about a given work, whether or not he wilbifit

worthwhile?®

It would probably be fair to say thabsh peopleuse film criticism, or at the very least,
reviews, in this manner. It could also be argueat the best critics foster exactly this sort of
identification. According to noted jazz critic F@as Davis, reading Kael's reviews was “like going
to the movies with someone you adored; when yoagdeed with her, it was like having a lover's
quarrel.**

Ducasse, we should note, essentially advocatesphisticated view of the critic as a
consumer guide. The implicit ideal reader asks,itlany good?” Answering this questias the

primary function of a journalistic critic, whatevire publication. According to Sarris:

This is initially the least interesting questioneocan ask about a film and ultimately the most irtgrd. |
suppose every wishy-washy reviewer in captivity kiagwn that awesome moment of truth when Aunt Manni

has put the question in its most brutal form: “SHdusee it or shouldn't 1?” The crowd roars; thdl lsnorts.

128 Curt J. Ducasse (1955[1944jt, the Critics and YoNew York: Bobbs-Merrill. p. 126.
129 Ibid, p. 128.
130 Francis Davis (2002)fterglow: A Last Conversation with Pauline Kadew York: DaCapo Press p. 23.
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There is no escape. All the iconography, mise-émsmolitiques and the commitments in the world are

useless. A simple yes or no will suffitg.

Still, this is conditional, and the princigabblem of Ducasse’s position seems emphatically
evident. If Ducasse is right, it is perhaps difficto see how any evaluative and normative
statements about works of art would have any apistiggical value. | would certainly like to think
that the upper echelons of (film) criticism, wh&arris and Kael belong, can play a somewhat a
more prominent role than Ducasse affords them.

The analytic philosopher Morris Weitz disagreggh Ducasse, maintaining that true
criticism has an empirical core, and that taste explicit or implicit standards of criticism are
potentially two different entities, which can bendafrequently are, separated. If we say that
something isbetter than something else, we are always referring téagcerstandards, but these
standards need not always be reduced to an aybirgsression of preferences. Morris Weitz
convincingly argues that extreme subjectivism, bdfch Ducasse is a test case, rests on the fallacy
that our value judgements are by necessity iddntitth our preferences, odaste | will take stock
of Weitz's rejection of Ducasse's position shotbiyt first we must perform a close inspection @& th
key concept in his argument, taste, with empirieaamples gleaned from Sarris’s and Kael's
criticism. Taste itself is an ambiguous conceglienring to habitual preferences as well as a eeffin
perceptiveness required in persons said to bavedtaste.

Matters of taste occupy a central position niy aritic's outlook, and Sarris and Kael are
both acutely aware of this. “[Criticism is] all aatter of taste (and education and intelligence and
sensibility) and one person's taste is not as gscahother's™*? Sarris, characteristically somewhat
more measured in his explication of taste, quotad Nalery to flaunt his vast knowledge of film
history. “Taste [...] is made up of a thousandaditgs.*** Neither Kael nor Sarris were up in arms

over the greatest divider in taste, the avant-gahae In 1966, Kael would write:

Good liberal parents didn't want to push their kidacademic subjects but oohed and aahed with tesight

when their children presented them with a bakedraglor a woven doily. Did anyone guess or foreshat
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narcissistic confidence this generation would depeh its banal “creativity”? Now we're surroundedd

inundated by artists. And a staggering number efrithvish to be, or already call themselves filmmak&r

According to Sarris, avant-garde films are dictateat primarily by often-trumpeted formal
concerns, but rather by an impulse towards theesivag of content taboos, political, religious, and
sexual*®* A decade later, he would elaborate: “At best, @lvant-garde cinema is an eccentric
reaction to the narrative cinema. To argue thet more is to ignore the evidence of the perennial
walkouts.™3® Kael would more or less inadvertently describe ething that can be construed to
sum up both this kind of filmmaker and his coreiande in relation to movies at large,Kiss Kiss

Bang Bang:

Movies have always seemed to be both behind anddabkthe culture. Though the sexual revolution has
scarcely found its way onto the screen, and maaesy deal with the simplest kind of heterosexifalin our
time, they're already treating bisexuality—Ilike #ids who are on pot and discussing the meritsSi before
they've had their first beét’

Kael believed in the traditional prerogatives oé ttritic, which is why, in the brilliant piece that
opensl Lost It at the Movies;Zeitgeist and Poltergeist; Or, Are Movies GoingR@&ces?”, she
blasted Susan Sontag's controversial views on Sagth's scandalous succédaming Creatures—

a milestone in the New American Cinemaant-garde cycle to which Sarris had been a beinuse
onlooker, if actually much more as a mole than magent. Kael felt that Sontag's review was a
rationale that extolled indiscriminateness a valug and by extension, promoted meaninglessness

and anarchy in art and criticism:

In Los Angeles, among the independent film-makétber midnight screenings, | was told that | gjed to
an older generation, that Agee-alcohol generatiey talled it, who could not respond to new filnesduse |
did not take pot or LSD and so couldn't learn jissticcepteverything. This narcotic approach of torpid
acceptance, which is much like the lethargy of tindead in those failure-of-communication moviesy ma
explain why those films have seemed so “true” tmageople (and why the directors' moralistic messag

seemed so falsé§®
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And elsewhere about the baby boomer avant-garde: “
Kids who can't write, who have never developed emypetence in photography, who have never
acted in nor directed a play see no deterrent tdnganovies.**

Having doubled as a film experimenter, Kael istcabe expected, not entirely dismissive of
the avant-garde, dishing out praise to avant-gerdssuce Baillie, Carroll Ballard and Jordan
Belson. However, her loyalties lie with commerdiths, which she more often than not called
movies. Sarris would wholeheartedly agree with [iKaelaim that even the worst overstuffed
Hollywood film is often easier to sit through than experimental film, because the former has
actors and a story/?

| should now like to digress about a closetlated phenomenon: what Kael terms the
“failure-of-communication movie.” These films do tnoonstitute a segment of the avant-garde,
since they do have characters and a story, butratie (or were in the sixties) a dominant “genre”
within the commercially released art-house film—thwst telling sign that alienation, long since a
mainstay in modern painting and literature, haathed the fringes of popular culture. |1 choose to
detail this development now, because it has a dreating on the theme of this present chapter,
which is, as noted, axiological criticism the wagdf and Sarris practised it, with its emphasis on
the matter of taste.

The failure-of-communication cycle began arrest withHiroshima Mon Amoui(Alain
Resnais, 1959) and continued throughout the sixtigls the progressively ever more fantastical
films of Federico Fellini, and above all Michelatgéntonioni's austere yet modish works. The
best-known example of the cycle is probalhlgst Year at MarienbaqAlain Resnais, 1961).
Neither Kael nor Sarris have ever beepriori opposed to praising “art films”. Both, for instam
loved the still-perplexing and deeply ambiguou#\vventura (1961) by Antonioni. On this
particular occasion, Kael even praised the filmthe high-brow terms derived from modernist
literature, a strategy of interpretation that Antom blatantly courted. Kael's strategy in this
particular review is noteworthy, because much schef impact in the sixties stemmed from
attacking, often quite viciously, critics she felter-relied on similar high-cultural cross-referesc
as tools for explication and interpretation. Whée &nds a film worthy of praise in such terms,

Kael can be as high-toned as anyone:

139 Pauline Kael (1970Kiss Kiss Bang Band.ondon: Calder & Boyars p. 18.
140 Loc Cit.
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Antonioni's subject, the fall, that is to say thepesure of a rich handsome gifted man, is treated
accumulatively and analytically. An oblique, tangelnview of love and society, a view not raisedhe plane

of despair. In its melancholy,'Avventurasuggests Chekov. Because it is subtle and asdesoggests a
Henry James who chewed more than he bit off. Antigyes because the characters use sex destruciively
momentary blackout, as a means of escaping selfeaaeas by humiliating someone else, it suggests D.H
Lawrence. Most of all | think, it suggests Virginidoolf of The WavesThe mood olL'Avventurais disparate
are we'**

Sarris, on the other hand, ends his review of #meesfilm with the following paragraph:

The travels of the characters are paralleled by rieaningfully shifting backgrounds of geography,
architecture and painting. This intellectual musolie L'Avventura bould appeal to anyone who seeks
something morérom the cinema than the finger exercises of cotigeal films*?

There are two major observations about the comigastyles of Sarris and Kael to be gleaned from
these brief quotations, and both are less thanoobvior anyone with only a passing acquaintance
with their criticism. If anything, Kael's review mmore grounded in literary tropes and steeped in
modernist traditions—and this is a side to hernaaitpersonality which is too rarely considered.
Sarris’s review is more visually oriented, and waynalso detect a caution in his tone and surmise
that he is less likely to either pan a film or ralmut one than the perennially unstable Kael. All
things being equal, Sarris’s tastes have always bewe classical than the foremost representatives
of the “failure-of-communication” mode of filmmalgn(who were, for a timel.a mode)could
offer. Sarris pinpointed the characteristic tratsmodernist films in his profile of the emblematic
actress Monica Vitti, in whose visage the perplgxambiguities of female sexuality become
amplified as style as well as the dominant thermes. mot unjustified to regard Ms. Vitti as the pin
up of the intellect, as Sarris do@3 |t is worth noting what Sarris has to say on frasagon of the
modern woman. Not at least because Sarris, unddteyr such awesome predecessors as Plato and
Ludwig Wittgenstein, twice attempted the dialoguerni as a epistemological mode of
communication, one of which ended in him definihg tinema in a threefold exclamatid@sirls!
Girls! Girls!**
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Monica Vitti clearly represents a certain kind afehern woman found at almost any intellectual catkiaty.
She is usually searching for something, and assh&s to communicate what that something isuthwary
male becomes enmeshed in a hopeless guessing faimenot marriage exactly, not money exactly, not
security exactly, not sex exactly, not companiopsékactly, not a career exactly — in fact, not himg

exactly. Ultimately, inexactitude becomes the madeoman's secret weapdfi.

The key phrase in the context of this kind of filsm“not anythingexactly. Always a master at
encapsulating a filmmaker's style in striking epiges, Sarris nails both the appeal and
shortcomings of Antonioni's entit@euvrewithin the last page of his digressive piece onnida
Vitti:

Because man, the eternal wanderer and truth seiskbiplogically incapable of woman's constancy,ifie
doomed to appear, at least in Antonioni's filmsaastiable weakling in terms of a woman's chanacfehis,
ultimately, is the cinematic psychology of Michef@to Antonioni**®

Antonioni was never likely to impress Kael for véoyng. The lethargic guilt-ridden sexuality of the
disaffected well-to-do that infuses every minutegmposed frame of his films is antithetical to
Kael's need for liveliness. By the timeTfe Red Dese(L964),she had all but given up on him. In
her eyes, Antonioni had become afflicted with aupdseintellectual mannerism right out of
Marienbad “Despite its connection with the world around ugound the movie deadly: a hazy
poetic illustration of emotional chaos—which wasdaaeculiarly attractive**’ What galled Kael
most about this kind of film is that it constitutascheap way of inviting critics and audiences to
make fools of themselves: “The art-house audierndd to accept lack of clarity as complexity,
accept clumsiness and confusion as ambiguity astybs™*® Kael, however, reserved her harshest
critigue of Antonioni for one of his “American” fits, Zabriskie Point(1970) Not only did the film
upset Kael stylistically, she also found Antonisnnhtended critique of American consumerism
offensive and trite while being blandly flatteritagits young core audience:

Zabriskie Pointis pitched to youth—that is, to the interests aatli®s of the rebellious sons and daughters of

the professional and upper middle classes—the \hidollywood movies used to be pitched to lower dhéd
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class values. The good guys (youth) and the bad {plger white Americans) are as stiffly stereotypes in
any third-rate melodrama and the evil police hagerbcast in the same mould as the old HollywooddNaz
Antonioni has dehumanized them, so that they cahdbed as pigs, but since he has failed to humahize
youths, it's dummies against dummies. Antoniomigcsality has always been “exposing” dehumanizaitioa
dehumanized way; he has never before fallen irgatridp of trying to show people with energy andlitig,
and he simply doesn't have the temperament fdt..i.It's a dumb movie, unconsciously snobbish,ifas
America should be destroyed because of its vulgdrit] What he exposes is not America but thesglbasis
of his own tastes and reactions. He gets an eag laut of a family of tourists in the desert—ofittlweir
garish clothes and materialistic equipment; he Blms an upper middle-class tourist with aristdicra

tastest*

Sarris basically agreed, but here he demonstrateg, again, that for all his cultural audacity,ie

a reluctant panner:

Antonioni's relentless aestheticism dilutes hisoidgical impact at every turn. If he had photodpeg the
Nazi death camps, he would have found the mostti@acompositions available for that sort of madér
This absurd dilemma of ®ogue photographer with a Marxist overview is Antonisncurse and glory. It
makes me enjoyabriskie Pointmore than | really respect it, but | can't helinking that | belong to a
minority of a minority in the pleasure | derive finadynamic visual forms for their own sake. Withplgasing
performances, zippy dialogue and an unspoken coityplivith the guilt-ridden but oh-so-comfortable
affluence of America, Antonioni's Art must caigbriskie Pointsingle-handedly, and that may not be enough
to pay the rent in Culver City. But no one who &k@ema seriously can afford to pass up this tlatmsvas

from the palette of the Michelangelo for our owméiand our own mediumi®

The abiding impression left by Kael's and Sarrggiicism is that they are essentially democratic,
populist and open-minded, if not in any way opedesh Kael did not want to be mistaken for a
boob that attacks ambiguity and compleXiyShe wrote, “Errors of judgement aren't fatal, toat
much anxiety about judgement {$% This, and | do not hesitate to call it a philosiephinsight,
may in fact be the reason why Kael ended up adna dritic. This statement requires closer
explanation. As | pointed out earlier, Kael, as ater of taste, appreciated and wanted to maintain
the traditional cultural standing afoviesrather tharcinema just as the balance between these two

competing attitudes towards film seemed to beiskitioward the latter:
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When movies, the only art which everyone felt fteeenjoy and have opinions about, lose their cotmec
with song and dance, when they become cinema, wieciple fear to criticise just as they fear to sdnat
they think of a new piece of music or a new poenpainting, they will become another object of acaite

study and “appreciation” and will soon be an objEatxcitement to practitioners of the “att®

If taste is crucial to criticism, it is still nohé whole story. We should note that there is ngthin
logically unsound in the statement: “I know tligttleship Potemkims a great movie, but | don’t

like it.” By the same token, every film fan hasltyupleasures that he or she enjoys inordinately,
despite a distinct feeling that they aret really (even allowing for the potential absence of camp)
good. The not always reliable but eternally fastingpinterviewee Orson Welles, about whom both
Sarris and Kael wrote extensively, similarly spdke most of us when he once remarked in an

interview: “There are works that | know to be gawlich | cannot stand"®*

No one, however, has gotten so much poetic mileagef this often troubling realization
as Sarris did in his profile of John Ford, arguatiig most ideologically problematic of all his
pantheon directors. There is a tone of reflectiwmination and doubt in this passage, which has no

parallel in Kael's direct, slam-bang approach:

John Ford'sThe Fugitiveis a solidly pre-Catholic picture about a priestreeping Jesus. My feelings about
the Catholic Church, are, to put it mildly, morexed than Mister Ford's; | doubt that Jesus eveptcand |
am sickened when | watch others creep in his namdislike allegory and symbolism which are imposed
and denature reality as deeply as | love both wtiery bloom from and exalt reality; and romantic
photography is the kind | care for the least. Qalkrl think The Fugitiveis a bad work of art, tacky, unreal and
pretentious. Yet | think almost as highly of itthe films mentioned above, because | have seldem sea
moving picture such grandeur and sobriety of ambjtsuch continuous intensity of treatment or dueguent

achievement of what was obviously worked for, hoevawisguided or distasteful | think it 1%

These examples ought to give credence to Weitzs#tipn. Note also that the term “bad work of
art” in Sarris’s argument expresses prand severe reservations at the same time, bearinguwut o

contention made in the introduction tlaat is to be understood as a normative premise.
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Returning to Weitz's argument specifically, thetisistion between the critic and the non-
critic must be something more than just an abildypinpoint entirely subjective reactions and
express them cogently in verbal terms. Weitz goesuggest a different criterion of demarcation,

in direct confrontation with Ducasse’s view:

It simply is a fact that people, amateurs and agitilike, do distinguish between their prefereranas their
evaluations. [...] The big difference between the &maand the critic, lies, therefore, not in thetfdnat one
is disinterested, and the other is not, in the esws his pleasure or displeasure, but that thi eriprovided
that he is a real critic, not merely a reporteriestto seek ouwithin the work of art what makes it good [or

bad], whereas the amateur is willing to acceptésistions with no such curiosityf

It is particularly noteworthy that Weitz, echoingetpoint we made in the introduction, makes an
analytical distinction betweecritic andreporter. It is possible, as the media sociologists William
Rivers and Wilbur Schramm have done, to distingbistiveen two ideal types of communication in

this respectinformational communicatioandentertainment communication:

The entertainer may be expected to be more corgtesith form than is the informational communicator.
How he writes [...] is expected to give pleasure.isl@sually imaginative rather than utilitarian,z&s rich
writing over clear writing, and must expertly tuanphrase or build a scene. In short, although iné&bional
communication may be artistic, and although entamant communication may present a picture of tgali

the thrust of informing asks for the skills of tleporter, and the thrust of entertaining asks fierdkill of the

artist'®’

It is my contention that belletristic film critiais of the kind practised by Sarris and Kael calls fo
the skill of the reporter as well as the skill bétartist. It is very difficult to imagine a goaxitic
who writes badly, though he may well be a good tlseo Criticism is thus a fusion of the two ideal
modes of communication as outlined by Rivers andk&@om. The entertainment element may be
called criticism’s artistic or poetic aspect, whiwlk saw Kael defend so vigorously at the beginning
of this chapter. Sarris’s claim that the best @stn, like the best poetry, is that which is ridhies
associationd® gives us a vital clue as to how criticism as aspeally expressive and

communicative literary mode ought to be understdadhighlight the poetic aspect of criticism is
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to insist on a strong element of subjectivity. Mnavant to focus on criticism as a rhetorical and
poetic mode in the broadest sense by detailingnttare of the aesthetic object as the focus of

criticism.

With this in mind, | find it pertinent to clearpuany potential misunderstandings
immediately. | agree with Weitz, who highlights tempirical dimension of criticism in the sense
that criticism is always directed at an object whiolds the critic's attention. If we are to bedien
the possibility of criticism, we must side with tleenpiricists and moderate philosophical realists
and accept the existence of the object. The gmedtistorian and connoisseur Max J. Friedlander
once wrote, albeit with a hint of defensivenesso “philosopher can forbid us to hold true that
which we observe. If we do not believe in the ohjdten we cannot explain how an understanding
between artist and spectator becomes possiblePut a little more prosaically, the object-as-
representation/experience is scepticism's finatimgtson. As critics, we must simply accept this.
This object is not the “thing in itself” which Immael Kant believed to be unknowable. It is,
however, a specidlind of object in a general and purely conceptual seRskowing the lead of
philosopher Katarina Elam, we might say that th¢ecis of criticism areintentional objects,
making them subject to the interpretive motives mteintions of the critic and the consequences of
intentional utterancegegardlessof whether the original intention is relevant e tinterpretation of
the work. As Elam puts itThe aesthetic object is the work of art as expecid”'®° Experience
has a dominant emotional component, according &mmEFEmotions seem to be links of great
importance between ourselves and the surroundimgdwdVe understand and judge other people
through our emotions. And working in the other dii@n, in the expression of an emotion, we try to
say something about ourselvé8This, | think, is what Susan Sontag attempted &kenclear in
her classic collection of essays “Against Intetgtion®, when she made a convincing case for
the erotics of art. However, as much as | admiret&p (she is indeed my favourite writer), she
never abandoned her distant and grave intelle@lomfness, and so Kael's criticism is a more
consistent—some would no doubt say insistent—exarmpsomeone who celebrates the erotics of

art.
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The cornerstone of experience, emotional or otlsaws perception, and a great critic must
of course be perceptive. Indeed, Pauline Kael tss#eait “we read critics for the perceptions, for
what they tell us that we didn’t fully grasp where waw the work, the judgements can usually
make for ourselves'® Film scholar Frank M. Scheide similarly defindsficriticism in relation to
the singular film-experience: “Viewers perceivarfithrough their physiological, emotional and
intellectual responses to a given motion pict@sticism is the process by which we assess these
perceptions. The value in any communication liehéexperience one accrues frontf¢”

This is true both ofiewingfilms and ofreadingcriticism. If criticism is to be considered an
artistic activity, there is a need to reaffirm jhstw critics make themselves central to their wgti
by fusing two modes of communication which blendrenor less seamlessly within the matrix of
rhetoric. Elam would probably say that critics dramva personal reservoir of emotions tied to their
personal experience, as well as their qualities/igers and the clarity of their thinking. Stephen

Prince has put the matter concisely:
There are two sources of pleasure in good criticiEne first derives from re-experiencing the filnmdugh the
critic's descriptions; the second derives fromdtigc's use of language. Many people read criticisot because they

necessarily agree with the critic, but because likeythe way the critic writes or talks about mes4®>.

Prince's arguments are basically sound, but he failmention the enjoyment and the intellectual
rewards that often may arise frothsagreeingwith a critic. Such instances may force us to
reconsider our reactions, or conversely, devise aeguments that may reinforce our initial
reactions. By definition, this dialogical processtveeen reader and text is predicated by value
judgements. For a critic/historian like Sarris,ilanfhistory as well as a criticism without value
judgements is unthinkable. “Film history devoidvaiue judgements would degenerate into a hobby
like bridge or stamp collecting, respectable inoiten esoteric way, but not too revelatof§®The
revelatory power of value judgements deserves tatternin its own right. Referring to value
judgements, Virgil C. Aldrich points out that:

In talking about works of art, people will frequignsay that they like one better than the otherthat they

simply can't stand it. These remarks are plainlguatihe speakers. They are primarily expressiomitab
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subjective responses, though one may infer songetinom them if one is acquainted with the speakeés,

taste, his expertise in such matters'tc.

Aldrich seemingly offers an exact reprise of Due&swiew, but not quite. By explicitly pointing
towards inferential reasoning, Aldrich hints at theh possibilities of a more systematic meta-
criticism. What one is able to infer from the evaluative eletaen critical bodies of work along
with the descriptive ones, may well be just asrggng and illuminating as a dry summation of
empirical facts. In meta-criticism, a study of r@as is perhaps a more pressing concern than the
causes, even if an absolute separation of the émees primarily an analytic function. We should
not conceal the fact that Sarris and Kael are éstarg not least for their tastes and how they
verbalize and dramatize their likes and dislikes.

It is here, | think, that Ducasse is mistakerhdtieg Weitz, philosopher and art critic Jerome
Stolnitz has chided Ducasse for not making a disin between the aesthetic object asdaese
of our pleasure or displeasure, and our privatectpspgical reasonsfor liking or disliking an
aesthetic object® This is a particularly relevant point in termsRauline Kael's criticism. Plenty of
commentators have found Kael's critical method kilag as it does Sarris’'s preconditional
contextual superimposition between the auteur andilms) disconcertingly haphazard and purely
impressionistic. Writing with qualified admiratiorEdward Murray cannot conceal that he is

exasperated by Kael's Godardian love of spontaaeiyimprovisation:

Pauline Kael has won many followers because shesin a dazzling style, because she has a stensgmality which
is conveyed in everything she says, because shesnakatever interests her at the moment — eveasaytrfilm —

sound important, and because she discusses wéiligahce subjects that most readers want to heaussed®

Kael's slangy style, “straight from the lip’° is an indispensable correlate to her ideas (quite
different in feel from Sarris’s more deliberate dodmal use of alliteration) and was apparently

formed during her time at Berkeley. “My vocabuldopsened up during my freshman year at
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Berkeley, and | was quite pleased when my mothaarked that the more educated | got the more
| sounded like a truck driver-**

Not least by going for a distinctly colloquialriting style, Kael deliberately blurs the
distinction between causes and reasons for likmdisdiking a film. Even more importantly in this
context, the dominant source of her criticisraliays and unapologetically herself.

In a 1991 interview, when the initial auteur towmersy had long since faded, Sarris
commented on his erstwhile enemy thus, declarinvg e felt about being bracketed together with

Kael as the premier American film critic. The comgan alone is enough to make him uneasy:

| feel uncomfortable with it because | know howdistinguish myself from Pauline [Kael] as a criticthe
sense that she makes herself the centre of the.@#@ makes it the job of the flmmaker to astohisr, and
if he fails, you know, “Off with his head!” [...] Wat | do journalistically to this extent is to sdwell, this is
how | see it and you may see it differently, arfthVe to give it to you so that you can calibratnid relate it

to your own experience.

Kael did like to be astonished in the darkenedtteeand she liked to respond, provided there was
something to respond to. The consistent use dfgesson plural in her criticism served to place he

in the audience; she was watching the audienceselisas the films. The early film historian
Benjamin B. Hampton's observation that “the genasabnishment value” had been the chief reason
for movies' initial success and appeal has sinamrbe conventional wisdom, and has been
substantiated by empirical studies of the earlyénia of attractions:*® Kael, however, like no
other critic of her stature before or since, setmtsave been sustained and driven by the need to be
astonished and overwhelmed. Like someone reeliggifeantly, Reelingwas the title of her
favourite collection of her own work) from havingdovered movies for the first time, Kael equates

film art with physical excitement. Her prose thretagh a vibrant, participatory relish:

Art is the greatest game, the supreme entertainrbectiuse you discover the game as you play itceTise

only one rule, as we learned @rphee Astonish us! In all art we look and listen for athwe have not

e Pauline Kael (2000[1973Deeper Into Movies: The Essential Kael Collecti®$9-1973 London: Marion
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experienced quite that way before. We want to sedeel, to understand, to respond in a new wayyWh

should pedants be allowed to spoil the gaiife?

Though Kael often complained that the ambiguityrafdern art films tends to reduce criticism to
autobiography, | would be hard pressed to find aenaatobiographical film critic. Kael's criticism
can be intensely personal. Nowhere is this mordesxithan in her famous review of Vittorio De
Sica's Shoeshine(1947) where the opening passage is nakedly amdewbat awkwardly

confessional:

WhenShoeshin®pened in 1947, | went to see it alone after orthade terrible lovers' quarrels that leave one
in a state of incomprehensible despair. | cameobihe theatre, tears streaming, and overheargéhdant
voice of a college girl complaining to her boyfrierfWell, | don't see what is so special about thatie.” |
walked up the street, crying blindly, no longertagr whether my tears were for the tragedy on tnees, the
hopelessness | felt for myself, or the alienatidielt from those who could not experience the nackaof

ShoeshineFor if people cannot feShoeshinayhatcanthey feel$”®

This is candid in the extreme, a passage whichasstuff of harrowing, trembling melodrama, that
most subversive and feminine of genres. Was Kaer e@onfessional about her womanhood
specifically? Since Kael was a brilliafgmalecritic, the thorny question of her professed fesmnmi
is bound to present itself sooner or later, butelage no simple answers.

What is beyond question is that Kael's prasesdlisclose a distinctly feminine voice, and a
feminine voice with a sexualized outlook, at thake sex, films have the capacity to affect usat s
many sensory levels as to make us emotionally aitiiesdespite our thinking selvé$:

Movies, which arouse special, private, hidden feglj have always had an erotic potential that wasnger
than that of live theatre. People bred on TV andmveel on movies often feel sensually starved aag-pland
they experience that starvation as boredom. Whep &ne used to movies, live theatre no longer wéoks

them on a fantasy level. There aren’t enough elésngoing for them in a play; they miss the constenw of

imagery, the quick shifts of place, the sudden m‘sﬂeeling177
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The first time Kael really asserted herself asxaialty alert critic was when she took the moratisti
and highly influentiaNew York Timesritic Bosley Crowther to task for a comment hedman an
otherwise laudatory review dflud (Martin Ritt, 1964). It is also, in my view, thengile most
problematic piece of writing in all her criticisr@rowther had denounced the title character (played
by Paul Newman) as a dangerous social predatandliging himself with the neighbour's wife.
Kael duly supplied a very personal counterargunuamived from her own life. “My father was
adulterous and a Republican, who, like Hud, wasoepg to any government interference, who was
in no sense and in no one’s eyes a social pretidfokael then points to an attempted “rape” scene,
which was a major talking point of the film:

| suppose we are all supposed to react on cue toemape. Alma (the housekeeper) obviously wantpotto
bed with Hud, but she has rejected his propositimtause she doesn't just want to be another cdamred to
him; she wants to be treated differently from thigecs. If Lon hadn't rushed to protect his ideaizxéew of
her, chances are that the next morning Hud woule ffielt guilty and repentant, and Alma would haeei
grateful to him for having used the violence neagsdo break down her resistance, thus provingvshs

different. They might have been celebrating ritagle annually at their anniversariés.

Even today, accustomed as we are to art histonmah all-purpose intellectual Camille Paglia's
ludicrously attention-grabbing “look-at-me-l-am-deeadent-and-depraved” pronouncements, this
Is pretty strong stuff. Does it make her an ammifgst or a feminist? Well, this is an almost
impossible question to answer in a satisfactory meanShe of course cannot be classified as an
orthodox feminist, though she certainly believedegual rights for men and women. But what,
ultimately is academic feminism today? The aforetio@ed outrageous provacateur Camille Paglia
once declared with her customary hyperbole that dad was nothing less than the future of
feminisn®® Madonna is nakedly ambitious, loves sex and nkstsrus forget it. At fifty, that trick

is more impressive than at twenty-five; and mareversive. By this standard, Kael could possibly
be hailed as an extraordinarily modern feministHer time. But is this really adequate? Current
feminists are obsessed with sexuality, even if gentleories cannot reconcile the contradiction
between sex as a biological fact and gender aslsoonstruction. Still, there are disagreements

over Kael's status as a feminist.
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Hurt by her anti-auterist fervour, Saiscused her of misapplied feminist zeal and thbugh
she had made to much of an issue of her womantfbo@redictably, the radicals fault her for
being something close to an anti-feminist, if noitgj a misogynist. Robin Wood has remarked that
Kael's feminist consciousness was so underdevelthyaddt could barely be described as embryonic
- apparently because she responded to movies isaim® way so many men 46.What this
response consists of exactly, however, is left solved in Wood's argument. The very partisan
writer Craig Seligman, (who was also a personahfit) calls her a proto-feminist, but | think all
this is beside the issue is beside the issueeohtiempted rape sceneHud. | certainly don't think
she was making a simple “No means Yes” argument.

Kael had certainly been around the blex&ugh times to recognize that sexual attracti@h an
its inevitable power relationships between menwadhen (laying same-gender sexual relationships
to one side) have little to do with lofty schoolgmotions about love—or about society's real need
for gender equality. Her best argument for thisitpms is to be found in another, later think-piece

on Bertrand Blier:

The social comedy in Blier's work is essentiallyussd comedy; sex screws us up, we get nicked irgtban
and jumped from behind, idiots make out better thardo, and some people are just so twisted thabatter
what we try to do for them they wreck everythingndfsex between man and woman is insanely mixeditip w
men's infantile longings and women's maternal passiSexually, life is a keystone comedy, and cetep}

amoral—we have no control over who or what exaig%>
The view may be cynical, but at least it does s&a@ is making Blier's statement her own. | will
not venture into deeper waters and entangle mgsatpletely in Kael's sex life and her views on it,
private or public, but simply let that sleeping dmgfrom here on out.

Sarris, on the other hand, may not be quite asteameael at what critic and filmmaker
Paul Schrader has called the “bully pulpit teche&it?* demonstrated above, so typical of Kael's
style—even if he is no stranger to invective. Whatnt to stress is that Sarris makes himself just
as central to his own writing as Kael does to heven if this is perhaps slightly less obvious.d.ik
Kael, Sarris established the links between film drederotic. His capsule review of the re-reledse o

Georges Franju’'dudexis at once hilarious and as sexually tinged asramytby written by Kael:
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For those who are wary &atman, Captain Marvel, SupermandFlash Gordon but who still are not ready
to turn to the revivals dPotemkinand The Bicycle Thiefl would like to recommend Georges Franjditglex
as a lovely bit of business without foolishnessthitgy great, mind you, but not to be missed byrotd types

(like this reviewer) who have never quite got otrer feeling that pretty ladies in tights contaihthé secrets
of the universé®®

Kael was regrettably precluded from writing aboatrdtore pornography by her editor
William Shawn, who did not want to soil the pagéshe New Yorkewith a review ofDeep
Throat, but Sarris was given the opportunity to offer f@flections on pornography in the

seventies, a decade or so before home video madegraphy a private affair:

As | sit in the porn palace minute after minutdront of lingering close-ups of gigantic genitaliam another
planet on which gynecologists are the only knowmalitants, | note that the predominantly male sngbes
so deathly quiet that one can hear a penis dropnsind strays from the sleazy spectacle, | woritiese

have permanently traded in the kind of movie inakhdne would say “this is where | came in” for #ied of

movie in which one will say “this is where | cam&Vhat else are critics talking about when theythgeterm
“turn on” in this context? And should this term b&ed only for hard-core pornography, where it $erotioes
not apply? Why not apply the term to Bunuel andgBean and even Bresson Belle de JouandThe Silence
andAu Hasard Balthaza Why not goooh-la-la over the sex passagesliast Tangcand Swept Awaynstead
of prattling away about alienation, role-playingdahe class struggle? Why not fight to return eistn to the
mainstream of cinema instead of segregating ihénswamps of hard-core porn? [...] If we are talkatgut

authentic turn-ons, it is time the critics stoppeférring euphemistically to the filthy industriddcumentaries

posing as fantasies, and thus misleading audieinéespaying through the nose for eroticism, andiggt
engineering insteat{®

We might detect a slightly off-hand condescendiaget towards the European art film in this
passage, but who can really contest that the naditlyrelatively carefree depiction of sexuality in
such aesthetic non-starters (albeit contemporanhause standbys) like Am Curious (Yellow)
(1967}not to mention the more pornographic but educatitlaaguage of Lov€1969) (which,
memorably, years later, made possibly the mostilbegicharacter of modern American cinema,

Travis Bickle, peek through his fingers in fascioatand disgust)—was not the main attraction?
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Few things in life reduce communication to so basitevel as sex, and nothing is as
personal. As Kael would stress again and again ¥Sthe great leveller, taste the great dividéf.”
That both Kael and Sarris felt confident enougldtaw on their own erotic obsessions and their
sexual biographies and preferences, is probabéflection on the sense of liberation that occurred
in the sixties, which set in motion the currentftskowards hedonism. Equally importantly, it

discloses that Kael and Sarris both waritedepersonalin their rapport with readers.

In Sarris’s most influential worklThe American Cinema: Directors and Directiotise mere act of
forming opinions and classifying discrete films it the matrix of directorial careers was seen as a
tool of empowerment for the critic and reader alikehile its basic rationale was wholly

idiosyncratic. Helen Stoddard contends that

“Sarris’s tabling impulse resulted in his constime of a critical “pantheon” of great auteurs viith
which directors were ranked hierarchically on aislyj scale of the more or less great, the criteria

for entry onto which remained entirely personabtoris.™

While Sarris attempted to establish guidelines eitdria for film criticism and film scholarship,
think it would be safe to say that he in generaéag with Stoddard's assessment of his outlook. As
Sarris would claim in “Notes on the Auteur TheamylR62”:

“Since it has not been firmly established that ¢hreema is an art at all, it requires cultural
audacity to establish a pantheon for film directdvsthout such audacity | see little point in beig
film critic.” *°

Recent film scholarship has striven towards momarty intersubjective criteria. One
forceful method has been an attempt to bypass xiwdogical aspect ofilm criticism altogether,
opting instead forfilm analysis Like most of the concepts used to theorize alfibmt—a film
criticism attempting to do its work without resogito value judgements—a criticism seeking to
explain films rather than assess them has its gesm® in literary theory. The acknowledged

forbears of this trend are Russian formalists ef1820s such as Viktor Shlovsky, but in postulating
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a sharp split between criticism and the historyaste, an unacknowledged influence closer to home
is Northrop Frye:

The demonstrable value judgement is the donkeyrtcaf literary criticism and every new criticaghion
[...] has been accompanied by a belief that criticisams finally devised a definitive technique for aeiing
the excellent from the less excellent. But thisaglsvturns out to be an illusion of the history adte. Value
judgements are founded on the study of literatthie, study of literature can never be founded omeval
judgements. Shakespeare, we say, was one of a gf@nglish dramatists working around 1600, and alse
of the great poets of the world. The first partho$ is a statement of fact, the second part aevgidgement so
generally accepted as to pass for a statementofBat it is not a fact. It remains a value judger and not a

shred of systematic criticism can ever be attatbétf*°
Here, Frye is claiming that no systematic criticisam be attached to the singular value judgement
that places Shakespeare among the world’s grgadess. Even the most superficial glance at the
history of criticism will reveal that this claim &bsurd, since much, perhaps even most, of what is
considered systematic literary criticism has hadk8bpeare’s pre-eminence among poets as a basic
premise. That Shakespeare is one of the world'atgse poetss a value judgement. Is it not also
true? Furthermore, the implication of Frye’'s argumenthat value judgements are invariably so
subjective as to epistemologically worthless. NahFrye is an extreme case, but it is worth
dwelling on his example to illustrate a generalnpavhich has a direct bearing on the state of film
studies for the past two decades.

As indicated, the outlook that underlies Norffisoextreme objectivism is very much a basic
component in the current academic vogue in filmdigs, which has variously been termed
neoformalism historical poeticsor cognitive film theory One of its chief practitioners, Kristin
Thompson, sees neoformalism as an approach thassge value judgements and downgrades
interpretation in favour of an objective descriptiof how the viewer comprehends film through
supposedly universal cognitive processes, whichmfdhe spectator's experience of a film's
referential meaning and complete it. The term neo&lism points to an essential, but actually quite
limited and rudimentary spectator activity, whicheaffect stops once basic comprehension of what
Is shown on screen is attained. In adhering to #pgroach, Thompson writes, “For the

neoformalist, interpretation is only one part of #malysis, the main critical activity is analysis:
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This approach is clearly set apart from csticias practised by Sarris and Kael because it is
not committed to, and indeed distrusts, self-expmstihe basic premise of neoformalism seems to
be the universality of narrative as an organizirgntal principle common for all film viewers. The
neoformalists seem to have fashioned a descrijinekehistorically informed film aesthetic out of
what art historians have always known: the commeas®ltruism that perception gives form to
sensory experience.

Both Sarris and Kael have pointed out the primaicparrative throughout their criticism
without reference to a theory that pretends tolrdac something close to a positivistic ideal of
objectivity. We may disagree with Thompson's balseory and the application thereof, but since
her tastes are rendered irrelevant, they are afédgtperceived as being beyond reproach. While |
am not asking for the kind of annual ten-best lietgt Sarris still provides in the pages of Mew
York Observer is it not supposed to matter to us as readensthese scholars feel about specific
films? Would these serious scholars feel awkwarguf on the spot? Is it an utterly irrelevant
question for those concerned witlmwissenschaft?

We have seen that Weitz believes in the posgitof theoretically and practically
separating our evaluations from our habitual pesfees, which is correct, but this in no way means
that value judgements are unimportant. Weitz doets argue for an absolute split between
interpretation and evaluation; he is merely sayivad our evaluations need not be identical with our
preferences. The shift from interpretation and ea@bn in a critical piece is often so gradualas t
be imperceptible. The neoformalists take a semalhti€ancy way out of this issue by going a long
way towards substituting analysis for interpretatiaithout really coming to grips with the element
of subjectivity, which is a necessity because effict that the objects of criticism are, as we saw
Elam point outjntentional objectsThis brings us back to the point with which tbisapter began,
namely that film criticism is indeed a form of rbat, where the value judgement is an essential
component. While it is possible to minimize ounarte on value judgements and make them less
explicit, issues of value are inevitable for anyavieo uses language. Timothy Corrigan asks us to

bear in mind that

[e]ven those essays that appear to be chiefly ghtiser or analytical—biographical or historical wnigs or
essays that aim at an objective analysis of a seguef shots—involve a certain amount of persohaice

and evaluation. In some essays, factual descriptiay be more prominent than evaluative judgemdnisthe
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difference is one of degree, not kind. Most writiagpout film involves some personal opinions and

evaluationg®?

In the cases of Sarris and Kael, their personaliops and evaluations constitute something close to
intellectual and emotional autobiographies witlifetime of at once ephemeral and lasting celluloid
impressions as the raw materials, at least seeatiospect. It thus seems fitting to consider the
changing nature of American film criticism in th85Ds by way of one of Pauline Kael's earliest
polemical pieces, “Movies, the Desperate Art”, whidetails the curious position in which the
American critic found him- or herself at that pauar time. Out of the same conditions grew
Sarris’s romantically infused auteur theory, whithized the youthful, localized reaction of young
French filmmakersand turned it into a device to study old Americapvias in an aesthetically new
light.

Movies, the Desperate Art

Kael begins “Movies, the Desperate Art” by detajlihe curious position of film criticism and films
proper in the mid-1950s. It is piece written by some clearly dismayed by the state of
contemporary American film.
It is also one of her earliest pieces, and it hras@demic feeling of restraint that is absent from
most of her later work. In his very perceptive camgiive study,Sontag and Kael: Opposites
Attract Me,Craig Seligman notes the stylistic development aélks prose style, while putting it in
a proper perspectivéKael made much of her progress from the semi-féitsnaf her earlier essays
to the unbuttoned exuberance of the later oned, thutk this mattered more to herself than it thd
her readers, for whom the early writings were alyeajolt.”%®

Kael's inclination to castigate other critics isealdy in evidence in “Movies, the Desperate
Art”.  Her identification with the mass audience ssill somewhat underdeveloped, but the
characteristic rhetorical ploy of blasting awaybath sides of an issue, playing both sides against
the middle, is firmly in place. She had not yetwewer, established the habit for which she became
famous, a rather militant “one viewing, one rulingdlicy. A habit, quite frankly, she seemed to
form primarily as a conscious act of wilful defi@nto all those auteurist cinephiles (like Sarrigpw

had taken to watching films dozens of times. In WS, the Desperate Art”, Kael admits,

192 Timothy Corrigan (2005A Short Guide to Writing About FilnNew York: Pearson Longmarf &Edition p.13
193 Craig Seligman (2008ontag and Kael: Opposites Attract Mé&ew York. Counterpoint p. 13.
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“Renoir’s lovely comedyThe Golden Coaclwas described as ‘slow’ (and died at the box office
though after sitting through it twice 1 still havefound time to catch up with everything in it
A key concept in her essay is film's relationshighvtelevision—which of course was seen as much
less benevolently reciprocal in 1956 than it wdogdfifty years later.

Not surprisingly, Kael comments extensively andsively on the ever-increasing scale of
the big productions that largely carried the traosal film industry around the time this particula

article was written:

Hollywood films have attempted to meet the “chadiehof television by the stunningly simple expedieh
expanding its size; in the course of this expansienworst filmic tendencies of the past thirty ngehave
reached what we may provisionally call their culation. Like a public building designed to satidfig twidest
public's concept of grandeur, the big producticsetothe flair, the spontaneity, the rhythm of atisrking to
satisfy his own conceptior&’

Here we plainly see that Kael believes the inflatio size and length of the typical Hollywood
product resulted in bland and stodgy films, filnmatt bear no relation with personal vision and
artistry. In her eyes, these atisenchantedilms. These typical Hollywood blockbusters of tlage

1950s and early 1960s must be distinguished frarattist-initiated epic where the artist, as Kael

would have it, is working to satisfy his own contieps:

The artist-initiated epic is an obsessive testihgassibilities, and often comes out of an overwifiey desire
to express what the artist thinks are the unconscn@eds of the public. It comes, too, from a octivi, or a
hope, that if you give the popular audience thags you have in you they will respond. The mowiken
has an idealistic belief that no matter how comdpinass taste is, people still retain the capagitgceive a

vision. These epics try to vault over the film isthy and go directly to the publité®
This last quote is taken from Kael's review of Bmoo Bertolucci's1900 (1976). | think she is
correct, and her argument could be equally appgbesilent films. Indeed, Kael's point goes a long
way towards explaining the pre-eminence of figuies D.W. Griffith, Erich Von Stroheim and
Abel Gance. Being a sensationalist, it is not gamy that Kael responded to their films. | have
deliberately invoked the names of directors in plat discrete films here, so as to better make the

104 Pauline Kael (1956) “Movies, the Desperate Afaniel Talbot (ed.) (196&)lovies: An Anthology.

Berkeley. University of California Press. “pp. 51-7
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196 Pauline Kael (1980When the Lights Go Dowxew York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston Inc. p. 325.
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point that Kael's argument rests on auteurist upideings. (Correlated to directors, the films could
be, for instancdntolerance GreedandNapoleon)

It is an argument, moreover, that is actually stmmg of a double-edged sword. Could it
not be argued with conviction that the most chaatenHollywood producers, past and present,
from David O. Selznick and Howard Hughes to Gedrgeas and Jerry Bruckheimer, have seen
themselves as “artists” in exactly this way? Whitannot really bring myself to call a single orfe o
these impresarios major artists, they are certairdjorvisionariesintegral to audience expectations
of epic film spectacles. | know, | am being difficiBut it is worth pointing out that Kael is usiag
auteurist template to distinguish between artigtid non-artistic epics. In fact, | take her to mean
that some sort of artistic vision is necessaryive gpicsurgency.The templates for this sort of epic
come from the silent era and remain so to this t#gieranceandNapoleon both of which Kael

wrote upon extensively. We might begin with the Kaassessment of the Griffith film:

No simple framework could contain the richness dfatvGriffith tried to do in this movielntoleranceis
charged with visionary excitement about the powemovies to combine music, dance, narrative, drama,
painting and photography—to do alone what all theeoarts together had done. And to do what thel ha
failed to. Griffith's dream was not only to readfe tvast audience but to express it—to make of theng
movie-art a true democratic art. Griffith's moves® not great because he developed the whole @Ergen
techniques—the editing, the moving camera, theeelgs the flexible use of the frame so that it bees a
pin-point of light or a CinemaScope shape at wilkt-because he invented or pioneered those tectmmjte

of an expressive need for thém.
The sensationalism of this passage could quitdydasiunderstood as a frenzied nostalgia for silent
films, but | don't think that is what she intendd®hther,Intoleranceembodies Kael's sense of
movies as what in the T&entury was referred to &esamtkunstwerk, ¢htotal intermedial artwork
that originated with Richard Wagner but in preetit has been traced back to the baroque epoch
of the visual arts in the 17 century. Unlike its pre-photographic forebearse tfilmic
Gesamtkunstwekakes its inspiration not primarily from Europeditist high art, but rather from
popular culture, which above all is American cutuiThe need to be affected viscerally and
simultaneously on several levels never left hes.lhere Kael's romanticism comes into play: “In
movies, sanity is too neat, too limiting”

At a revival of Napoleonin 1981, she still had an appetite for sensatidssreaders of

Kael's review, we become intensely aware of Kael ¢hitic being energized by the spectacle on

197 Pauline Kael (1970%0ing SteadyBoston.:Little, Brown & Company p. 45.
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75



76

display. Kael’'s description of Gance as an avantlg®eMille serves brilliantly to underline this
particular filmmaker’s strengths and flaws. It Isaindicative of Kael's unique conception of film

aesthetics:

Gance has a nineteenth century theatrical sengjlilut he is also obsessed with the most avartegéim
techniques, and he uses these advanced method®nmower you emotionally. When he succeeds, you're
conscious of the humor of the situation, you apglagou cheer, because the exhilaration of his tecien

freshens the stale, trashy ideas, gives them al duaacy*

It would take an Italian-American who re-imaginednérican gangster myths on enormous
canvasses, and a Jewish winderkind as Americapps pie to make Kael as excited about film
epics again. Abel Gance on one side and Franc$ €oppola and Steven Spielberg on the other
are separated by a fifty-year divide in film higtowwhereas Gance had used avant-garde techniques
and applied them to trashy ideas, the other twoldvperfect the Hollywood way of doing things, at
the same time redefining it. The epic films of fheriod when “Movies, the Desperate Art” was
written, however, were another matter altogetheheii lethargy had become deadening:
“Spectacles will cease to be events, people candre comfortably bored at hom&® Kael likens

the big runaway American productions in foreigrtisgs (when Hollywood studios capitalized on
so-called “frozen assets” abroad), so typical @f fifties and early sixties, to travelogues, caglin
them “commonplace, anachronistic and reassufiffgThe foreign settings are not integrated, but
serve merely to give an air of novelty to shopworaterial. Kael especially sees the biblical and
historical epics as amplifications of this genet@idency: “The split between background and
foreground in pictures with foreign settings deyslonto schizophrenia in historical and Biblical
epics.”?%?

Kael is correct in arguing that the dubious notd quality in these films is tied to the most
spurious ideas of “realism” and “authenticity”. ‘¢8uracy’ (or what passes for accuracy) in
background detail becomes enormously important-vggythe shoddy, sexy films the sanction of
educational and religious valueS*What Kael eruditely points out is that the expelaséshed on

historical surface detail in these films deflectteation from their basically atavistic or archaic

199 Pauline Kael (1995[1986]aking It All In: Film Writings 1980-1983.ondon: Marion Boyars. p. 142.
200 Pauline Kael (1956) “Movies, the Desperate Art3riiel Talbot (ed.) (1966jiim: An AnthologyBerkeley.
University of California Press. p. 51-71.
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character. It was no coincidence that the enornyodstable and relentlessly wooden vulgarian
Ceclil B. DeMille's career flowered in the 1950s3daoafter his contemporary Erich Von Stroheim
was a spent force as a filmmaker. “The wide schenrestored film to its second childhood. In the
thirties we thought DeMille passé; the Americamfibf 1955 represents his full triumpff*

After Kael establishes what she perceives dcothe regression of American film in the
1950s, “Movies, the Desperate Art” moves into nmiteism. Here Kael discusses what she
believes to be critical fallacies current at thedj a practice she would return to again and again
throughout the sixties, most famously with “Circkesd Squares”. Decades before reception studies
became a systematic discipline in film studies, IK@&s a critic who intently studied other critics
and the audience. She could not resist attackiegefsentialistic or ontological inclinations still

argued by many serious critics at the time

So many film pedants have insisted that one pofti@ongs” to the camera and another portion “bg&jrto
the screen that it has become a mark of cultudisituss film in terms of their cinematic properté® their
theatrical deviation$>”

We may digress that Sarris, who in another conbast derided Kael as a lapdog of the literati,
agrees with her on this: “It is always literary powho seem most concerned by what is or is not
‘cinematic.’ Yet excessive technical flourishesyeiften signal the director’'s condescension to a
genre or to the medium itseff®

Kael rejects “the chase” and “tracking shots” asrenessentially cinematic (a word she
could never utter with a straight face) than thealrstaging. Indeed, Kael is probably correct in
arguing that modern dramatists like Strindberg Hrsetn taught film how to behave by reforming
stage movemerit’ Just as the mass audience has learned to respesiz¢éhand labour that went
into these films, to admire what Kael calls thecademic craftsmanshighe educated audience
seemed to her taken in by these films’ pious, dbeteas.

If the colossal spectacle was the financial locaoweodf an industry in turmoil in the 1950s
and early sixties, the mark of artistic quality gestige was often claimed to be films which dealt
with social problems, i.e. message movies with falyesign-posted and underlined significance

and the safe and familiar values of the Americéin Tedne social problem film was pervasive enough

204 Ibid.
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in Hollywood in the forties for the wittiest writalirector of the era, Preston Sturges, to moch it i
his delicious comed$ullivan's Travel§1942.)

In our general chapter on criticism, we saw tiatel sees art as the “supreme
entertainment”. At the heart of entertainment igogment, something the “prestige film” seems
ready-made to combat:

Our films are stuffed with good intentions. [...itAperhaps unfortunately, is not the sphere ofdgatentions.
Work without joy is [perceived to be] respectablejoesn't raise doubts that it might not be sevidocteau,
with his enigmas and ambiguities, is he perhapgryitg to put something over? His high style isggious;

members of the serious audience don't want to ga kimb for something that might turn out to betjakic

and fashionable, they still want the fat of visiblgistic effort. And there is something they vaiwen higher
than “artistic values,” the fat of important ideasd paraphrasable content. While the less educatss
audience may be in awe of the man-hours and banteltars that go into a colossal production, ttiecated

audience, uncertain and self-critical, respectgytiad a movie will do for othef8®
Then, Kael shows her hand as a uniquely Americgic:ciRepresentations of Americans in foreign
films always feel wrong to an American audienceisitrue that we are shallow, but we are not
carefree and irresponsible, we are shallosdyious’?® In her last collectionMovie Love(1991),
she points out that scores of moviegoers ldvadces with Wolveevin Costner, 1990) because
the moral issues in the plot had been made so sirtips not enough for the Indian to be a victim—

he must be innocent, pure, and in touch with hifresadl nature:

This is a nature boy movie, a kid's daydream abeirg an Indian. When Dunbar has become a Siouwedam
Dances with Wolves, he writes in his journal thatkmows for the first time who he really is. Costhas

feathers in his hair and feathers in his hgad.

Unfortunately for Kevin Costner, Kael’'s review wgsgoted by virtually everyone who wrote her
obituary a decade later. In hindsight, Kael’s judgat ofDances with Wolveseems eminently fair.
We probably remember less about Costner the filnemedan marvel at how far the intransigent all-

American blandness of his acting carried him, edris image has faded badly in the past decade

or so.
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Quality in films such as these—a prevalent enofifilmmaking in the 1950s, and still a major
source of self-congratulatory prestige in the Hettyd community—is a rather spurious notion:
films are reduced to a socio-aesthetic that feedsimplistic pathos and sentimental concepts of
morality. Kael holds no brief for these films besauthey substitute one set of supposedly
unenlightened cultural stereotypes for anothehenrtame of good intentions, where characters are
still made torepresenttheir ethnic group because filmmakers distrustahdiences' intelligence.
The question of racial stereotypes of course reaamgch wider than the conventions of cinematic
genres and meta-genres, and in fact permeatesecwdtua whole. Because art is derived from
human experience, Kael contends, don’t unenliglitendtural stereotypes sometimes carry a germ

of observed truth?

The situation is not simple. Art derives from huneperience, and the artist associates certainrectind
motivations with certain cultural and vocationabgps because that is how he has observed and expedi
them. Would Jews be so fearful of the depictiodefish characters as ostentatious and vulgar, sgjgeeand
secretive, if they did not recognize that thesenelats often converge with “Jewishness™? Would negjtme so
sensitive to the images of sullen bestiality andneenic irresponsibility if they did not feel the pact? It is a

germ of observed truth that pressure groups feargerm which affects only the individual but whitte

L 211
groups treat as an epideniic

It is worthwhile to consider this quotation abotitrec stereotypes with a digression about a film
Kael reviewed seventeen years later, Martin Sceis&ean Street$1973). This well-known work
about lower-level Italian-AmericaMafiosi with Roman Catholic hang-ups is rightly seen as an
emblematic work in what is routinely and often utically termed the New Hollywood Cinema
This is a film where ethnic stereotypes are neitbproduced uncritically nor dressed up as a moral
problem solved in advance, but embedded in theéditheme. What is significant is that Kael (who
loved the film, calling it a triumph of personalnfimaking) had not changed her mind about ethnic

stereotypes in movies:

The zinger in this movie—and it's this, | thinkathbegins to come together in one’s head whenitterp is
over—is the way it gets the psychological conneibetween Italian Catholicism and crime, betwéermasd
crime. Some editorial writers like to pretend tisisll a matter of prejudice; they try to tell irete is no basis

for popular ethnic stereotypes—as if crime amoatidhs didn’t have a different tone from crime amadnsh

21 Pauline Kael (1956) “Movies — The Desperate Artariel Talbot (ed.) (1966) Film: An Anthology. Betég.
University of California Press pp. 51-71.
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or Jews or blacks. Editorial writers think theygerving the interests of democracy when they adb aeny

the evidence of our sensgs.

It is obvious from the review just quoted, and d¢iverall ideas expressed in “Movies, the Desperate
Art”, that Kael feels that film artists should dewth stereotypes with more honesty and less facile
pseudo-sincerity.

No doubt for the same reasons she loved thatyital Hollywood's 1930s comedies, Kael
was dismayed by the protagonists in American fibhshe 1950s, even if she greatly appreciated
and saw hope in the startling sexual magnetisnoohyg method actors like Marlon Brando—while

fearing that he would be cut down to size and reaadit stodgy movies:

The new heroes of film and television are dismayfing because they represent the death of dramaeas
know it; they are not protagonists in any meanihgénse; they represent the voice of adjustmeatc#ution
against individuality, independence, emotionaldst, ambition, personal vision. They representahtdrama

of American life. Biblical spectacles convey magdi of character by magnitude of close?tip.

At the same time, Kael ends the article by ackndgileg what we noted in the last chapter, that the
demographics of moviegoing were changing and tieaetwas a new kind of audience: an audience
for avant-garde films and foreign art films and #ré house audience that came to exist alongside
mass audience, serviced by the inflated blockbustsigned as road-show event-movies that would
lure them, the infrequent moviegoers who grew hasl continued to grow in importance since.
Kael was one of the very first commentators to titely aware of this situation, and was clearly
playing both sides against the middle, declaringdigsatisfaction with this polarisation and finglin
aesthetic deficiencies with both trends at thepgiosite ends of the spectrum:

It is clear now that there is more than one audieaad that the artists must judge their own obbga. [...]
The poisonous atmosphere of Hollywood premiéredisslled to pure pretension at avant-garde preesier
Object to the Hollywood film and you're an intelieal snob, object to the avant-garde film and youalr
Philistine. But while in Hollywood, one must oftdr® a snob; in avant-garde circles, one must oftera b
Philistine?**

212 Pauline Kael (1992[1975Reeling: Film Writings 1972-19750ondon: Marion & Boyars.
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It seemed particularly necessary, in Kael's viewbé¢ snobbish and dismissive to the prestigious
middlebrow message movies by Stanley Kramer and Emenemann, which are best described as
highly praised but plodding exercises in moral cmer of the audience. Kramer and Zinnemann

were congratulated as filmmakers for their nabtentions

Intentions, despite what schoolteachers say, ai wk shouldn't have to think about in the arts] dan't
think about except when they're not achieved. Kraas&s for congratulations on the size and impogaof
his unrealized aspirations. In politics a candidassy hope to be judged on what he intends to doinbart we

judge what is done. Stanley Kramer runs for officéhe arts™

I am unsure whether to press the issue here ofhehetr not Kael is a consistently die-hard anti-
intentionalis'® One thing is certain: she knew, and believed irchibald MacLeish's celebrated

bon mot “A poem should not mean, blte—to say nothing of D.H. Lawrence's (like Kael, a
deeply carnal writer) even more imposing “Neverstrthe teller, trust the tale.” These ideas

reappear in Kael's criticism in statements like:

And for the greatest movie artists there is a unityechnique and subject, one doesn't need toatadut
technique much because it has been subsumed artth®ne doesn't want to talk about how Tolstoy lyet
effects, but about the work itself. One doesn'ttwtartalk about how Renoir does it; one wants th &bout

what he has dorfd’

This is a problematic position, relegating the safian of form and content to a secondary function
of criticism and as a purely scholastic exercisat &ti-intentionalist or not, that matters lesarnth
the common-sense realization that good intentimaishegh aspirations are not the only, or even the
most important qualities we should take note ofairwork of art, and furthermore that good
intentions can be excruciating in a work where taey clumsily underlined. However, in my view,
intentions, though nevesnough are alwaygpresentin our interactions with works of art. | have
already quoted Katarina Elam who, you will rememibermed the objects of criticismtentional
objects

| feel the need to clarify my position aistjuncture. If we disregard the artist’s intenspn
we are still left with the intentions of the integger/critic, from which we can never escape. As

215 Pauline Kael (1970[1968Kiss Kiss Bang Band.ondon: Calder & Boyars p. 214.
216 For the most famous polemic against intentionalis the interpretation of art see: W.K. Wimsatt&

Monroe BeardsleyThe Intentional Fallacy W.K. Wimsatt J. R. (1958[1954])he Verbal Icon: Studies in tihéeaning

of Poetry.New York: The Noonday Press. pp. 3-18.
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philosopher Anne Shepard points out, it is no nouteof place to take intentions into account when
talking about works of art than when dealing witk evidence and sworn statements in a court case.
Let me explain further. According to anti-intentabist thinking, which Kael at the very least courts
intentions are neither available nor desirablehminterpretation of artworks. We can all agred tha
the meaning in a work need not be the same asralthweaning, and this is what, in the main, Kael
means. Nevertheless, | find Sheppard's analogyaadeast if we believe that artworks are the

physical and material consequences of intentioctadra

The intention with which an action has been pergxis of the greatest moral and legal importanuention
means the difference between taking something Isyalké and stealing it, between manslaughter andenur
When we make moral judgements and legal decisiwwas;ertainly regard knowledge of an agent's intesti
not only desirable but availabi&®

While Kael's professed anti-intentionalism mighvéanhanced her modernist credentials in her
own eyes, she would actually modify and restraig $trand of her thinking in a 1980 conversation

with fellow critic Stephen Schiff:

I think very often the way a movie is taken beconmvbst the director says he intended. Look, for gxamat
Apocalypse Nowwhich was originally a movie that was supposedhiows you the horrors of war and then
became a kind of psychedelic turn-on — and thearecadvertised as a head-movie on the ord20@f And

that was certainly was not the original intentfoh.

I am willing to say that Kael is correct in thissea but she does refer to an original intention tha
was not achieved because not visible in the fihal fThis does not square too well with the idea of
intentions as irrelevant or unavailable.

Anyway, this philosophical digression is less artpnt regarding Kael's work as a whole
than the purely critical function of Kael's statethen Stanley Kramer, in terms of what kinds of
film were getting unjust praise—at the expense eitdr, livelier and just more sheerly enjoyable
films.

Sarris’s antagonism towards the social problem movas quite as deep-seated as Kael's.
Here is what Sarris has to say about Zinnemann:
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Zinnemann has finally settled down to being a seralist, stepping gingerly around such subgenretheas
moralistic melodramaAct of Violenck the anti-populist anti-western, the empty paveinsage adaptation
(Member of the Weddind Hatful of Raif), the pig-pen musical, and the painless politadidgory Behold a
Pale Horsg. By draining every subject and every situationasfy possible emotional excitement, Fred
Zinnemann is now widely considered in academide&#r¢o be the screen's most honest director. ljis]true

vocation remains the making of anti-movies for antiviegoers?°

In this climate, which alternatives did the filmtar have? When programming a repertoire house,
Kael had established her credentials as a FOOEn@wf Old Films). Herein lies perhaps a central
clue to the breakthrough of auteurism as Sarristiged it. For neither Sarris nor Kael saw the
avant-garde cinema as a viable option. In factriSamarked hostility towards avant-garde films

left him feeling somewhat guilty:

My heart and mind were so overwhelmingly committedthe “narrative” film that it seemed to me
unconscionably frivolous to flail away at a fringebject. [...] Live and let live has been my mottod &ince
most American avant-garde filmmakers have tenddgetas poor as church mice, it seemed unduly ¢ouel

heap abuse upon neglétt.

So, another course of action was needed. If therfAyan cinema was at its low ebb critically at the
end of the 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s way to assert the value of American film was
to burrow into its past with a new critical lexictimat enabled the critic/historian to see American
films in a new light and break away from a moraisbcio-aesthetic way of judging movies.

Sarris’s strategy was to borrow a pair of quasitmgsterms from French critical discourse.

I now want to examine auteurism in general, ankanspecial note of the distinction
between the Frencha Politique des Auteuand Sarris’s subsequent readjustment and refitting

which becameauteur theory.

Auteurism — French and American

We might begin this chapter with an obvious tauggldhe auteur theory is a theory of authorship.
We must now define what an author is. My definitrnakes no great claims to originality, and is in

fact lifted directly from intentionalist philosophPaisley Livingston:

220 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press.p. 169.
221 Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemalNew York: Columbia University Press. p. 196-197.
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“author = (def.) an agent who intentionally makes atterance, where the making of an utterance is
an action, an intended function of which is expi@ssr communicatioti???

Those familiar with postmodern thinkers like Micl@ucault and Roland Barthes may argue that
my definition of author is a tad too traditional ke current in academic discourse, but it must be
remembered that when Roland Barthes performedulbigoay on the authorial text, he was primarily
making a defiant gesture which provided some mudded room for the reader in our
confrontations with texts, or more properly spegkinith mediated material of any kind.

Given the definition postulated by Livingston, wihit think both Sarris and Kael would
accept, we can quite easily understand Sarris’$essional admission: “On the whole, | prefer the
classical cinema to the modern, but classicismraadernity are terms inseparable from the notion
of individual authorship??® Which is to say that ideas of authorship are iatéty related to our
ideas about art, since author,auteur, stands foartist in a wider sense. And here we have a vital
clue to understanding both the Fremutiitique and the Sarrisian auteur theory.

Auteurism of both strands postulates thathbolassical cinema, or if you will, the
entertainment film on the one hand and the art édius on the other, can be evaluated and
explained by reference to directorial style andtumte, where the director of course is the
metaphorical author. Before the auteur theory toalk, it would have been virtually unthinkable to
discuss Nicholas Ray and Satyajit Ray more or desthe same level of achievement and with the
same terminology. Nicholas Ray became a bone ofefieontention among auteurists, largely
because his films often had socially conscioussdead contrived plots while being conspicuously
stylish and enlivened with inspired directorial marisms that seemed uniquely Ray's &tin.

Andrew Sarris relates:

American films are often discriminated against ime¥ica because the ear takes precedence overah®gy
contrast, the French were able to provide a detailsual analysis of American movies precisely liseathey
were undistracted by the dialogue. To an AmericanRebel Without a Causs still gravely flawed by its
undigested clinical dialogue. But one would havéb¢oblind to fail to realize that Ray has transeghthe

tedious social-worker rhetoric of the film with acgession of striking initiatory ceremonies alhféd with

222 Paisley Livingston (20054 rt and Intention: A Philosophical Stud@xford: Clarendon Press. p. 69.

23 Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related Stdb)éew York. Simon & Schuster.
p. 70.
224 The westerdohnny Guitar(1952) is the one film where Ray discarded allihiigbitions. Alongside Fritz
Lang's similarly stylized westefRancho Notorioysvhich wasmadethe same year, it remains one of the most

profoundly unusual and unusually profound filmghe history of American cinema.
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profound splendor. [...] While the New York critiegere honoring Stanley Kramere Defiant Onesthe

Cahierscritics were cheering Orson Well@such of Evil Obviously their eyes were quicker than our é4ts.

What redeems the film Sarris holds forth as anmgta is directorial style, which auteurists
generally define as an attitude rather than justentechnique. A director's style and attitude
(analytically, at least, the two must be separaded)detectable through a concept vital to allwaute

critics: mise-en-scénevhich may be termed tHeowof a film as opposed to thehat

The choice between a long shot and a close-ugxample, may quite often transcend the plot. Ifdtoey of
Little Red Riding Hood is told with the wolf in de-up and Little Red Riding Hood in long shot, diector
is concerned primarily with the emotional probleofig& wolf with a compulsion to eat little girls. llittle Red
Riding Hood is in close-up and the wolf in long shibe emphasis is shifted to the emotional probklerin
vestigial virginity in a wicked world. Thus two €#frent stories are being told with the same baserdotal
material. What is at stake in the versions of ¢ifRed Riding Hood are two contrasting directortéitiades
toward life. One director identifies more with thelf—the male, the compulsive, the corrupted, eegih
itself. The second director identifies with thelditgirl—the ideal and hope of the radéeedlesdo say, few

critics bother to make any distinction, proving hmges that direction as creation is still only dimly

understood?®

There is more to be said about mise-en-scéne diesthemost notably that it privileges the actual
shooting of the film on the set and on location pots primary emphasis on the factors over which
the director has direct and immediate controls ih® wonder, then, that the mise-en-scéne-oriented
auteur critics, at least initially, downgraded ooty the script, but also the editing process sal vi

to montage theories of flmmaking (significantlgwf directors in the old American studio-system
had rights to the final cut), preferring instead thlastic continuity of the framing and a long take
aesthetic inherited from their idol (and in theeca$ the French, practical mentor), the founder an
editor of Cahiers du Cinemauntil his death from leukaemia at forty t®58, Andre Bazin.
Auteurists will frequently find pointed and intefisd flourishes of meaning in expressive gestures

within the frame, preferably carried over from fitmfilm within the director'®euvre:

25 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968])he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo

Press. p. 275.

226 Andrew Sarris “The Fall and Rise of the Film Di@¢, Andrew Sarris (ed.) (1967)nterviews with Film
Directors.New York: Bobbs Merrill. Avon Books pp. 9-20.
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No director in the history of cinema can match Sterg's preoccupation with the harmonies of hagdads.
This realm is usually restricted to actors onlyt Bternberg ignored the taboo at his own peril.ligbt a

cigarette, to grasp a coffee cup, to fondle one's, is for Sternberg, equivalent to baring onets.§’

Sarris, however, was not the first in America tmkhn terms of a long take aesthetic as opposed to
montage. As early as 1950, Morris Weitz took stotkthe very notion of a mobile long take

aesthetic:

[T]lhe medium of the motion picture is essentialie texternal projection on the screen of the viara

physical mobility that is afforded by the cameral &@s film. This is the uniqueness of the motioantpie: that

it can show physical fluid action of all sorts withspeed that no other art can achieve. [...] Thdium
remains an ancillary art. [...] To what is the mexdiancillary? To dramatic action, | think: to stopjot and
charactef?®

| would like to make a point about auteurisimich is emphatically evident in the folk-tale
parable ormise-en-scénprovided by Sarris: namely, that auteur criticismsvthe last outpouring
of romantically tinged existentialist philosophyRnance, altogether more open and flexible than the
semiotics and structuralism that finally supplanteot only existentialism as a philosophical
tradition, but indigenous French film criticism atiteory as well. In fact, this fateful process was
nearly completed by the time Sarris carried thewautheory across the Atlantic.

The auteur theory, or auteur policy as it waginally called, has been around so long that
we tend to take it for granted. However, when yoEkrgnchCahiers du Cinemaritics took up this
idea in earnest in the mid-fifties, after havingeeged from the illuminated darkness of the
screening rooms dta Cinemateque Francaisith a burning desire to make films, it was intedd
as a rebellious stance against the powers that the iFrench film industry at the time.

What Truffaut was rebelling against in hisngeal 1954 essayA Certain Tendency in
French Cinema”, was a scenarist's cinema: weltsvrjtwell-made films from prestigious literary
sources (brimming with the kind of academic cratisship we have already seen Kael rebel against
in “Movies, the Desperate Art”, published only twears after Truffaut's text), where the director's
job was merely to illustrate rather than interp(at write) the script. This is usually called the
Tradition of Quality and we should not forget, as modern film histoopks often condition us to

21 Andrew Sarris (1998you Ain't Heard Nothing Yet: The American TalkirilgnE History and Memory 1927-

1949.New York: Oxford University Press. pp. 214-2150ngpany p.47.
228 Morris Weitz (1950)The Philosophy of the Art€ambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press. 5. 12
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do, that this mode of filmmaking produced some gezly great films. Indeed, it would be difficult
to think of a more piercing and darkly ironic wdidom the early fifties tharForbidden Games
(1952) (a film that had no less than four crediteders, including director René Clément).
However, for a new generation of critics tyito break into films, the problems with this
mode of filmmaking were evident. This ingrainedditsn had made it difficult to think of the
director as the author of a film even in a metaadrnon-literal sense. David Thomson provides a
telling anecdote in this context about the veryyeareta-movieThomas Graal's Best Filr{1917).
Its plot is apparently very similar to FellinBs%2(1963), but the lead character is a scenariserath
than a directof?® Film scholar Virgina Wright Wexman points out ttie term auteur was first
used in reference to the film director by artistl @vant-garde filmmaker Jean Epstein in 1821.
Even if the film auteur was a European notion,dhrector was not entirely absent from American

critical discourse in the silent era. In 1922, tePeMilne's Motion Picture Directing: Facts and

Theories of the Newest Astas published. Here the author distinguished beat#ibe great and the

less great directofsThe book's first paragraph reads:

“What is the fundamental asset that makes a greibmpicture director? The requisite that distiispes the real artist
from the rank and file? It is really the same ag$isat distinguishes the great artist in any walkfeffrom the less great.

[...] Other requirements are important, vastly sd,flygt of all and in capital letters EXPERIENGE”
A long time would pass before ideas about the @cynof the director gained widespread

acceptance, even though many critics and scholars familiar even with Epstein's quite radical

use of the term auteur. As late as in 1946, JeamoiBLevy would write: :

What, then, is the definition of film author? Befagoing on, let me specify, that the title gengrattcorded
this function (in France, metteur-en-scene sicGermany, regisseur; in America, director) actualpplies
only to one phase of the creative work, namely #tasth is concerned with actors on the set. Thégdesion

film author comprises a far more extensive rolejtfdenotes the creator of a complete wotk.

229 David Thomson (1980) “Garbo at 75", David Thom§d897)Beneath Mulholland: Thoughts on Hollywood
and ltsGhostsNew York: Alfred A. Knopf. pp.32-39.

230 Wexman, Virgina Wright (ed.) (2003) Film and Aatkhip. New Brunswick, New Jersey. Rutgers Univgrsi
Press. Depth of Field Series. Introduction p. 2.

231 Peter Milne (1922Motion Picture Directing: Facts and Theories of tNewest ArtNew York: Falk
Publishing Company Inc. p. 9.

232 Jean Benoit-Levy (1946}he Art of the Motion Picturdlew York: Coward-McCann Inc. Translated by
Theodore R. Jaeckel. p. 180.
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A veritable quantum leap in the development towlaadPolitique des auteuappeared two years
after Benoit-Levy's book, in the shape of Alexanélstruc's widely read piecka Camera Stylo.

In it, the author postulates the continuity betwem@ma and the traditional fine arts:

[TIhe cinema is quite simply becoming a means gregsion, just as all the other arts have beforan in
particular painting and the novel. After having besuccessively a fairground attraction, an amusémen
analogous to the boulevard theatre, or a meangesfepving images of an era, it is gradually becgman
language. By language | mean a form in which andvbich an artist can express his thoughts, however
abstract they may be, or translate his obsessixastlg as he does in a contemporary essay or now. is

why | would like to call the new age of cinema #ue ofcamera-styld>>

The missionary zeal of Astruc's formulation was lost on theCahiersgroup, who would fulfil
Astruc's dream a decade later. It is impossibladigagree with film scholar James Monaco's
assertion that Astruc's text became a declarafiomdependence for a “New Wave” in fili*

So the concept of directorial authorship wasnew, but it needed a polemical writer with
Truffaut's rare rhetorical powers to break down treglitional resistance towards this romantic
notion in a collective art, which was actually mayk an ideal than an idea. He did this by
enthroning some French directors, like Renoir amés8on as auteurs, while arguing that
filmmakers like Rene Clement and Henri-Georges @db\fthat darkest of all misanthropists in the
history of film) were merenetteurs-en-scengho decorated scripts rather than express thesselv
artistically. What is more, he redirected critiedlention by issuing a sly rallying cry of “look to
America and American films”, which probably had mdo do with romance and fascination than
any actual insight into how the American film inthysworked. For the French, interference from
the front office and genre conventions made thesidenable achievement of American film seem
almost heroic. A few years later, Sarris would aoran this point.

As for Truffaut's resistance to the scenariwah films of what we might termsinema de
papa we can deduce that it was largely a strategic, ghdueartfelt move, considering he (as a
major name in the French and international filmuistdy) would go on to diredthe Story of Adele
H. (1975)—a glorious specimen of the Tradition ofaQity if ever there was onén America, on the
other hand, Sarris had no desire to step into itleetdr's chair. What he did have, which the French

to some extent lacked, was the desire to be amgsitecritic and historian of the American screen,

233 Alexandre Astruc quoted in James Monaco (197& Nlew Wave: Truffaut, Godard, Chabrol, Rohmer,

Rivette.New York: Oxford University Press p. 5.
234 Loc. Cit
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and to redeem many great American film careersesi@ciffith from undeserved neglect and
condescending snorts of derision, by insisting tbegign films were not the only ones with a high
quota of artistic glories and aesthetic epiphaniesfact, the impulse to be an auteur-orienteticcri
was present with Sarris from the beginning, evéreihad yet to experience his Parisian conversion.
In 1955, his first year as a professional writer would review an adaptation ©he Rose Tattoby
Tennessee Williams in these terms:

[T]he main problem withThe Rose Tatto@s the absence of any unifying tone. The line betwdrama and
farce are always very thin in a Williams play. Wiiths has them separated in his mind, no doubt fless he
has a director like Kazan to keep the line rigith $cripts degenerate in the playing. Daniel Masmrstill

relatively new in the film medium, and although Wisection does show some promise, he is still wisak

developing a unified conception for his acttts.
Note that Sarris places the blame for a lack ofieshiconception with director Daniel Mann, rather

than the screenwriter or the playwright. It woblel seven years before Sarris had built up enough

courage to elaborate this into a theory of soitss must be explored in depth.

Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962

Now that a firm holding context for the auteur thebas been established, | think we can finally
focus on a primary text that underpins all of Ssriwriting, even it is far from his best or most
lucid piece. Sarris had first become familiar wdgvelopments in France through his friend Eugene
Archer, a Fulbright scholar in Paris, who had s&atris a few issues @ahiers du Cinemarhis
was followed by an extended sojourn in Paris.

Before the publication of “Notes On The Autdireory in 1962” in the winter issue Bfim
Culture, Sarris had been writing criticism for seven yeansheut attracting much attention:
“Criticism is simply a job of work, and if one pers doesn't do it, another will, and most of the
hostility aroused by a critic's ego-crushing labcas be anticipated in advanc@How wrong this
would turn out to be! It is ironic but not entirabyt of place that Sarris credits Kael's critiqienis

original article on the auteur theory for “makinignti’

235

20.
236

p. 11.

Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955/1989v York: Simon & Schuster. p.

Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tjgdew York. Simon & Schuster.
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| shall now present Sarris’s article with mwyn critical comments, and then subject Kael's
rebuttal, “Circles and Squares: Joys and Sarmsthé same rigorous treatment.

Sarris’s article, although published as a gnglece, is neatly divided into two parts. He
begins by presenting Bazin’s reservations abouatiteur theory. Then he offers his own attempt at
providing a definition of the auteur theory. | dhabt retrace the arguments of the first part, but
merely point out that here Sarris already reveais he intends to use the basic assumptions of the
auteur theory. This also clues us in to the projeetwould finalize six years later withhe
American Cineman fact, Sarris furnishes us with the thesis onolhiis uniqueness as a scholar as
well as a journalist is based:

Where | wish to redirect the argument is towardrilative position of the American cinema. [...] Likeost
Americans who take films seriously, | have alwagt & cultural inferiority complex about Hollywoofl..]

After years of tortured revaluation, | am now prehto stake my critical reputation, such as itois,the
proposition that Alfred Hitchcock is artisticallygerior to Robert Bresson by every criterion ofedbence,
and further that, film for film, director for direar, the American cinema has been consistentlyrgup® that
of the rest of the world from 1915 through 1962n&equently, | now regard the auteur theory primad a
critical device for recording the history of the Antan cinema, the only cinema in the world wortplering

in depth beneath the frosting of a few great dinecat the top>’

That the auteur theory for Sarris is intended amhfor the film historian is expressed most digar
in “Towards a Theory of Film History”, which desessattention in its own right. “Notes on the
Auteur Theory in 1962”, however, is chiefly impartdbecause for the first time, Sarris postulates
what he believes the auteur theory to be. Sinceldtier half is the main body of the article,
consequently, it should be the part most thoroughblysed.

Sarris begins by conceding Truffaut’'s assertilbat his original article was a polemical
weapon at a given place and given time. Aftervaien Sarris was writing in 1962, the New Wave
had long since exploded in France, and nationalvabtgnts were springing up elsewhere in Europe,
even in politically oppressive regimes east ofltbe Curtain. In any caséhe certain tendencyas
no longer operative in a dominant way.

“Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962” is an @ddiwhere Sarris primarily postulates, with
some reservations, the premises for his criticismtead of illustrating how he uses them in

practical criticism. Similarly, 1 too now want torcentrate on the premises themselves. When

7 "Andrew Sarris (1962) “Notes on The Auteur Thedry962.”Film Culture Winter 1962, Andrew Sarris
(1973)The Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tefgimon & Schuster New York pp.38-54
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Sarris looked back on his original article in 1968, said that he thought it had been written in a
modest, tentative, experimental manfiéin many ways this is true. There is little in thgening
paragraphs that smacks of a manifesto. Sarris $dfa main body of text by paying his dues to
Truffaut’s original article, Bazin’s friendly crdue, and to the British auteurist and writeMovie,

lan Cameron.

Then Sarris goes on to tentatively describatwie believes Auteur theory to be. One is
struck by the reservations that buttress his argisne

The Auteur theory cannot possibly cover every vagcaarm of the cinema. [...]

First of all, the auteur theory, at least as | ustdand it and now intend to express it, claimshegithe gift of
prophecy, nor the option of extra-cinematic percept

Directors, even auteurs, do not always run truemm and the critic can never assume that a bastidir will

always make a bad film. No, not always, but alnadafays, and that is the point. What is a bad direbtit a
director who has made many bad filni&®

There can be little argument that good directorkenaore good films than bad ones, even if
“good” and “bad” are left undefined; by Sarris’snaidsion, these absolute values are difficult to
define abstractly.

Then Sarris ventures into somewhat hotter wdigrgostulating three criteria that must be
fulfilled by the genuine auteur. After insistingathentertaining movies can be made without
directors, with Marlon Brando'®ne-Eyed Jackfl961) as an example, Sarris continues by saying

that a badly directed or undirected film has noomgnce on a scale of values:

The first premise of the auteur theory is technimanpetence in the director as a criterion of gafu..] By
the auteur theory, if a director has no technicaingetence, no elementary flair for the cinema, $e i

automatically cast out of the pantheon of directdrgreat director has to be at least a good diredthis is

true in any art*®

Sarris predicted there would be less disagreeatavut the first premise than the other two,
something which proved not to be the case. Theuaudteory, as advanced by Sarris, is usually

238 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968[he American Cinema: Directors And Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press pp. 25-26.
239 Andrew Sarris (1962) “Notes on the Auteur Theior§962”, Andrew Sarris (1973Jhe Primal Screen —
2E4§says on Film and Related Subjedisw York. Simon & Schuster: pp. 38-53.
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thought of as being romantic, and the reader vatiae | have said as much myself in the previous
chapter. On the whole, this is true, but it is goite the long and short of it. The first premide o
Sarris’s theory is actually more properly classitan romantic. If this first premise were the only
one, a great director would find his precise histranalogy in the Renaissance painter as a
flawless draughtsman capable of drawing perfectesr(no pun intended) with the free hand.

The second premise of auteur theory, accordingatnisS is the one most commonly accepted by

laymen, or for that matter undergraduates in fitodes:

The second premise of the auteur theory is thendisshable personality of the director as a doteof value.
Over a group of films a director must exhibit cartaecurrent characteristics of style, which seagehis

signature. The way a film looks and moves shouldehsome relationship to the way a director thinkd a
241

feels:
Unlike the first premise, the second one is sqyaaeld genuinely romantic, since it envisions a
revelation of character on the part of the direateediated by and expressed through a visual style.
Presented by itself, as | have done so far, theigeeis arguably entirely uncontroversial. The next
paragraph, however, serves to underline why theeuautheory initially scandalised much
established criticism, and even more to the pdinmderlines why the many who still think that the
auteur theory was intended primarily as a tool withich to study immensely and self-consciously
premeditative European and Asian film-makers lilkeelheodor Dreyer, Robert Bresson, Ingmar
Bergman, or Kenji Mizoguchi are badly mistaken.ded, it seems superfluous to belabour the point
that someone like Dreyer is an auteur. Here is iadbay of Wrath(1943): “This psychological
masterpiece is the expression of a single perggnhliilt up from Dreyer’s script, choice of camera
angles, editing, and his control of every nuancpasformance 242
Sarris, however, insisted on an American perspediiv the auteur and mise-en-scéne as a tool to

analyse the auteur, insisting on visual and thenzatihorship for directors without script credit:

Because so much of the American cinema is commmsdioa director is forced to express his persgnalit
through the visual treatment of the material, rathan through the literal content of the materflCukor,
who works with all sorts of projects, has a moread@ped abstract style than Bergman, who is fredetelop

his own scripts. Not that Bergman lacks personalityt his work has declined with the depletion f ideas

241 .
Ibid.
242 Pauline Kael (197iss Kiss Bang Band.ondon. Calder & Boyars. p. 254.
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largely because his technique never equalled Inisitsifity. Joseph L. Mankiewicz and Billy Wildereother
examples of writer-directors without adequate tédinmastery. By contrast, Douglas Sirk and Otto

Preminger have moved up the scale because thaieliseous projects reveal a stylistic consistéfity.

The basic assumption expressed in this paragraptt isnly that American entertainment films may
be vehicles for artistic expression, but also #haterican directors more or less set within the istud
system, making entertainment films from miscellareescripts written by others, are somehow
more likely to express themselves more fully andemamgently as artists than directors working in
a supposedly freer environment in Europe. We shalsid note that writer-directors, represented by
figures as diverse as Bergman, Wilder and Mankiewace downgraded as auteurs. It should be
noted, in extension of this, that the most congpmisucasualty of Sarris’s historical approach to the
auteur theory when it was put into practice asaamwap to American film history in h&merican
Cinema: Directors and Directions 1929-1968as John Huston. Huston had ironically been the
subject of a proto-auteur article by James AgeEinme Magazinén 1950%** When Sarris wrote in
1962, he claimed that Huston was virtually “a fdtgo man with a few actors’ classics behind
him.”?** Regarding the relative stature of Billy Wilder,wever, it must be pointed out that this
particular very barbed and ironic writer-directoaswvelcomed into the fold when Sarris reversed
his position in the article “Billy Wilder Reconsidl” in 1975—after having seen Wilder’s later
film, The Private Life of Sherlock HoInf&%(1969).

The third premise of Sarris’s auteur theory uesd, in a sense, into the province of
mysticism, where Sarris concerns himself with acept he designatesterior meaning.This
premise grows out of and deepens the second premise

The third and ultimate premise of the auteur thasrgoncerned with interior meaning, the ultimatery of
cinema as an art. Interior meaning is extrapolétech the tension between a director’s personalitgt ais

material®*’

243 Andrew Sarris (1962) “Notes on the Auteur Theior962”, Andrew Sarris (1973Jhe Primal Screen —
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One might easily infer that interior meaning is giyna shorthand for the patterns of style and theme
that emerge in the directorsseuvre but surprisingly, it is not quite that straighti@rd. Sarris says
that interior meaning is close to conceptro$e-en-scendut not quite. Neither is it quite the vision
of the world a director projects, nor quite higtatte towards life, but in fact, as Sarris presents
one easily gets the impression that it is all @lsththings. At any rate, Sarris admits the enormous
ambiguities of the concepiterior meaning “It is ambiguous, in any literary sense, becauee of

it is imbedded in the stuff of cinema and cannotréedered in non-cinematic ternf$¥ It is
tempting to translatenterior meaninginto what film analyst Stephan Scharff has terrttex cine-
aesthetic elements of fili#? But this is arguably to empirical a notion forr@sis liking. | rather
think he saw interior meaning as an ineffible qyaat defies precise definition.

What clearly emerges from this is that Sarris’sasgt of style could be said to be somewhat shaky
if submitted to purely empirical inspection. Sarggrtainly never treats cinematic style as
empirically as the statistical mise-en-scene it later years, as typified by Barry Salt. | $hal
have more to say on this matter later, but the elesgasoning behind this is not obscure. After all,
any cinematic style may be mechanically duplicatamimething which does not befit a genuinely
romantic conception of cinematic art. For Sarrigy a&tyle must ideally have a corresponding
personal theme that cuts across the barriers segeme, censorship and other impediments.

After groping slightly for a clarification breferring to Truffaut’s idea of interior meaning
as the temperature of a director on the set, Sakiss the plunge by calling interior meaning the
elan of the soylthe soul being that intangible difference betweea person and another when all
other things are equal.

This assertion paves the way for last part of thiele, where Sarris asks the reader to

visualize the three premises of the auteur thesthmee concentric circles:

The three premises of the auteur theory may bealimd as three concentric circles: The outer eias
technique; the middle circle, personal style; dmalinner circle, interior meaning. The correspogdinles of
the director may be designated as those of te@mia stylist and an auteur. [...] After a given nembf

films, a pattern is establishé&d.

248 Ibid
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After that, Sarris’s definition of the auteur thedsegins to wind down, after four pages. Sarris
points to two anthology films that were all the eaig the early sixties, but are largely forgotten
today: Boccacio 70and The Seven Deadly Sjnsith Sarris claiming that these films unwittingly

reinforced and vindicated the auteur theory by iconifg the relative standing of its directors:

The point is that even in these frothy, ultraconui@rservings of entertainment, the contributioneaich
director had less in common stylistically with twerk of other directors on the project than witkeithown

previous work?>!

This, 1 think, for good or ill, is the constant iable of the auteur theory, or is perhaps the auteu
theory in a nutshell. Sarris would later eluciddte implications of this when he put the auteur
theory into practice as a way, so to speak, of ntaki path out of the forest of American movies
and into the trees, which proved to be a rewardwanue to explore.

“Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962hds with a highly controversial cad# is the most
vulnerable part of the text, on which Kael wouldipoe hungrily. Since the concluding passage of
Sarris’s article is also quoted in full near theyipaing of Kael's rebuttal, it will be reproduceal i

the next chapter.

“Circles and Squares: Joys and Sarris” — Kael'suiab

At the outset, one thing | would like to point asithat Kael's dismantling of the auteur theory was
originally printed not in a general interest magaziike theNew Yorkerbut in the academically
very well respectedrilm Quarterly. For this reason alone, | think “Circles and Sqsars better
known among film scholars than her almost book4lersgudy ofCitizen Kane Nowhere in Kael's
writing is her background in philosophy more evidéiman in the former article. “Circles and
Squares” is a companion piece to “Is There a Cord-iim Criticism?”, published in 1962, where
Kael had rejected the film theories of Siegfriech&uer. These two pieces disclose an analytical
side to Kael that her detractors almost universaifyise to recognize.

It is almost impossible not to point out theghiels between Kael's systematic attack on the

assumptions about the auteur theory held by Sasigell as the more extreme auteurist group

251 Ibid.
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centred around the periodicklovie in Britain, on the one hand, and philosopher Noétroll's
similarly thorough rejection of psychoanalytic filimeory almost a generation later on the offfer.

In marked contrast to “Trash, Art and the MxsVi which highlights Kael as a sensationalist,
“Circles and Squares” finds Kael casting herseltha role of a “square.” “Circles and Squares”
perhaps finds Kael in a more analytical mood thaumal but is nevertheless a characteristic article
because it highlights one of her strongest, namemtion most entertaining, assets as a writer—
something which the more reserved Sarris lacksisnpblemics and theoretical formulations, but
which are often amply evident in his reviews—theligbto dramatize one’s hostility into a
tremulously emotional and slightly daunting perfame.

I will now retrace “Circles and Squares” stgpstep. | should also point out that | will give
more extensive coverage to Kael's digressions abwtrelative merits and demerits of Alfred
Hitchcock and John Huston than is usual when ttisl@ is discussed. In the original text, Kael
uses these directors to illustrate her generaltpoirhese comments are like asides to the text as a
whole, but help illustrate her perceptiveness dmel ddvantages of not being committed to a
theoretical credo. What it perhaps also will dent@ts are the inconsistencies in her own criticism
as a whole, besides those concerning the tensietwgebn trash and art, which we have already
noted.

After having presented Sarris’s three premigebe auteur theory and quoted the entire last

paragraph of his original auteur article, Kael lelues her rebuttal:

Sometimes a great deal of corn must be huskedetd gifew kernels of internal meaning. | recentdyw&very
Night at Eight one of those maddeningly routine films Raoul Wdisas directed in his long career. This 1935
effort featured George Raft, Alice Fay, Francesdfard and Patsy Kelly in one of those familiar glabout
radio shows of the period. The film keeps movingngl in the pleasantly unpretentious manner one avoul
expect of Walsh until one incongruously intensensceith George Raft thrashing about in his sleepealing

his inner fears in mumbling dream-talk. The girllbees comes into a room in the midst of these nscious
avowals of feeling and listens sympathetically. sThhusual scene was later amplifiedHigh Sierra with
Humphrey Bogart and Ida Lupino. The point is thae @f the screen’s most virile directors employed a
essentially feminine narrative device to dramatfze emotional vulnerability of his heroes. If | hadt been
aware of Walsh ifevery Night at Eightthe crucial link taHigh Sierrawould have passed unnoticed. Such are

the joys of the auteur theof3?

22 Noél Carroll (1988Mystifying Movies: Fads and Fallacies in Contempgrgilm Theory New York:

Columbia University Press. pp.9-88.
23 Andrew Sarris (1962) “Notes on the Auteur Thearyt962”, Andrew Sarris (1973he Primal Screen —
Essays on Film and Related Subjebtew York. Simon & Schuster: pp. 38-53.
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This last paragraph of Sarris’s article compourtds glightly confused character of his text as a
whole, and leaves it wide open to attacks. Not rsirgly, Kael, with a philosopher’'s acute
analytical ear, or more properly eye for langudgegins her retort by dismantling the paragraph

sentence by sentence:

Perhaps a little more corn should be husked; pstHap example, we can husk away the word “intefr(éd
internal meaning any different from meaning?) Welmiask why the link is “crucial.” Is it becausettievice
was “incongruously intense” icvery Night at Eightand so demonstrated a try for somethitegeperon
Walsh’s part? But if his merit is his “pleasantlppuetentious manner” (which is to say, | suppobat t
recognizing the limitations of the script, he wasnying to do very much, then the incongruous dewvas
probably a misconceived attempt that disturbedntla@ner — like a bad playwright interrupting the eaiyn
scenes because he can't resist the opportunitgtattyour heartstrings. We might also ask why taigative
device is essentially feminine: is it more feminthan masculine to be asleep, or to talk in onkgepsor to
reveal feelings? Or, possibly, does Sarris reffaddevice as feminine because the listening wdneaomes
a sympathetic figure, and emotional understandéngn this “virile” context, assumed to be essalhti

feminine?*>*

From a logical standpoint, Kael discredits Sarvisrebefore she has taken stock of the ideas which
Sarris, perhaps somewhat clumsily, had attempte@éxyaress. She then returns to the more

colloquial style for which she is known:

Sarris has noted that idigh Sierra (not a very good movie), Raoul Walsh repeated minteresting and
obvious device that he had earlier used in a worseie, and for some inexplicable reason, Sarricicmies

that he would not have had this joy of discovershawit theauteurtheory®®

This, of course, cuts right to the heart of whethes valid to call the auteur theory a theoryaht It
does so by raising the question of whether simgiseovations necessitate a theory. Kael's

reasoning is spelled out as follows:

In every art form, critics traditionally notice apaint out how the artist has borrowed from himgaH well

as from others) and how the same devices, techsigne themes reappear in their work. [...] We taKerit

granted that this is how we perceive the developmethe decline of an artiét®

254 Pauline Kael (1963) “Circles and Squares: Joys3arris”, Pauline Kael (2002 [196B].ost It At The
Movies: The Essential Kael Collection '54-'a50ndon:Marion Boyars. pp. 292-319.
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Kael is right in arguing that this has been selfiemt in older and traditionally more venerated art
without any particular need to add “theory” as #isuo this critical process. Sarris was of course
equally aware that this had been a standard proeddudescribing and evaluating artworks. True
to the term auteur, he thought in terms of the hstvand his work. The roots of this idea are
actually older than the novel, and go as far back%50, when the mannerist court painter Giorgio
Vasari presented the first real narrative on theual arts, and one of the first modern historical
narratives of any kind. Vasari established paintswylpture and architecture as the basic dis@plin
of art history in his vastly influentialives of the Artist8®’ Here, Vasari combined biography
(micro-history) with acute stylistic analysis oktlwvorks, using the concepisegnio(drawing) as a
common denominator for all visual arts.

For Sarris, as well as the earlier French aut&yrthis time-honoured tradition was exactly
the point. Films, especially Hollywood films, hadt previously been evaluated systematically in
this way, even if the moviegoing audience had bnilexpectations when going to see an Alfred
Hitchcock movie as early as the end of his Brifeg&tiod in the late thirties. This part of Kael's
critique of the auteur theory would probably beremeore damaging to Sarris’s case if she could
conclusively offer evidence to indicate that clustg films together by directors, as well as
studying these clusters critically as a whole badywork, did not represent any significant
modifications of abiding critical conventions.

What is irrefutable about Kael's argument iattBarris’s first article on the auteur theory
actually begs the question of theory instead ofviding one. Kael then poses two rhetorical
questions that sum up her first objection and thice a new element, which is possibly even more

damaging to the way Sarris poses the auteur theory:

Would Sarris not notice the repetition in the Wdiins without the auteur theory? Or shall we téke more
cynical view that without some commitment to Wadshan auteur, he probably wouldn’t be spendingjitnis

looking at these movie§?

256 H
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The latter question is certainly a valid objection Kael's part. Sarris concedes that the first
example of his Walsh anecdoi@inner at Eigh(1935) despite one incongruously intense scene, is
a maddeningly routindilm. More than that: it isone of manysuch films in Walsh’s career. A
commitment to a particular auteur can thus underesoircumstances be said to have certain biases
built in a priori which may have precious little to do with the silag whole of concrete films. We
are now approaching the main body of Kael's crigigwhere the three concentric circles that
constitute the premises of Sarris’s theory areupdler the microscope.

Sarris’s outer circle of meaning posits, as we hagen, technical competence on the
director’s part as the first criterion of value.d{as the first to admit that this premise appédarbke
both basic and reasonable. But only apparentlyHeoe is perhaps a clear indication that Kael's

views on art are of a more modern shading thansZarr

Sometimes the greatest artists in a medium bypagi®late the simple technical competence so nacgdsr
hacks. [...] An artist who is not a good techniciaandndeed create new standards, because standards o
technical competence are based on comparisonsueithalready doné>®

On this score, Kael seems be on the same page asdpressible Oscar Wilde in a way that is, if

anything, more swooningly romantic than Sarrisisrfolation of the auteur theory:

Technique [in an artistic sense] is really persityal hat is the reason why the artist cannot tegcivhy the
pupil cannot learn it, why the artist cannot tedchlo the great poet, there is only one methodasic — his
own. To the great painter there is only one mawfgrainting — that which he himself employs. Thethetic
critic, and the aesthetic critic alone can apptecell forms and modes. It is to him that Art makes
appeaf®°

| shall not go into Kael's examples, which concé&mtonioni and Cocteau, but instead point to a
very obvious example: the early films of the Freigw Wave. The chief aesthetic quality of those
films, their reckless vitality (exemplified by tls¢artling jump cuts iBBreathles§yGodard, 1959)), is
absolutely inseparable from their stylistic slogss. These were films that very purposefully and
purposively violated the conventions of the highblished and competent Tradition of Quality. In
the early films of Godard, with their skewed refatation of Hollywood style, oAmericana(not
the shallowly serious kind, but the spirited, ipessible, trashy kindKael found a worthy subject:

29 Ibid.

260 Oscar Wilde, “The Critic As Artist”. G.F. Mained.) (1948)The Complete Works of Oscar Willendon &
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Breathlesq...] is a frightening little chase comedy with n@Ispeeches and no pretensions. [...] Part of the

peculiarity of the work — its art — is that whileyre watching it, it's light and playful, off-theuff, even a

little silly. It seems accidental that it embodmere of the modern world than other movids:

Godard appealed more to Kael than to Sarris, banlthink of no film that so vividly illustratebe
strengths and weaknesses of auteur criticisrBraathless.The film was, of course, directed by
someone who was an auteur critic himself at thattga time. The doting pastiche of American
genre films is revealed most clearly in Jean-Paliri®ndo’s performance. The riff on Bogart is not
based in the best performances of Bogart dbtor (snapping in homicidal psychosis iFhe
Treasure of Sierra MadrandIn a Lonely Place)but in Bogart the romantic-cyngtar personaof
Casablanca.As suchBreathlesss both the apotheosis of the auteur theory andagation, for its
sly suggestions are that the medium is stronger itisadirectors, and that the audience sees neither
directors nor screenwriters on the screen, buraabolulging us with make-believe and allowing us
to see them as captains of their own destinies.oBeburse, Sarris knew all this, as he had never
claimed that the auteur theory is sufficient to ampass everything the cinema has to offer.
Indirectly, Sarris provides support for my BogadlBondo example in his summary of Michael
Curtiz's career. The director's one enduring mpee, is of courseCasablancathe happiest of
happy accidents and the most decisive exceptidheofiuteur theor$f? Sarris did not question the
fact that the commercial filmmaker's job is lessitary and more collaborative than that of the
novelist or painter:

Movies have never been particularly free. Censprighbut one of their problems. The high cost afdurction
(compared to other art forms), the restrictionsdistribution, and the barbarities of exhibition balkeen
additional handicaps. But the medium is endowed ait inherent facility for rendering lifelike illims with
dreamlike intensity. And it doesn't take geniugween talent to ignite the moviegoer's imaginatibonly for

an instant, with the most exquisite imagery. Soffngh@ most hauntingly beautiful moments in the rasvare

sheer accidents, and it seems unfair somehow tilkes in the other arf$®
Going back to Kael's argument in “Circles and Sgsgdrone problem remains. | don't think Kael

makes this clear in her own line of argument: ttire is a difference between merely being
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incompetent on the one hand, and deliberately ox@rtg conventions which by force of habit are
deemed competent on the other. The viewer of aithgenerally perceive when cuts between
camera setups are mismatched deliberately and wiegnare unintentional. This judgement can
only be made on the basis of the concrete, tomlivig experience. While not always easy to
ascertain, our familiarity with earlier films wilisually give us an indication as to whether a darec
subverts conventions or merely fails to master theeqguately.

This means, | think, that Sarris’s first premis@lebatable, at the very least. In fact, Kael is
too caught up in the flow of her relentless rhetaa admit that she actually, by and large, agrees
with Sarris in substance while disagreeing in woils she would claim a few years later in her

review of Michael Cacoyannisi$e Trojan Wome(971):

| question whether a director with so little feglifor the most basic elements of movie-making caer be a
good movie director. A director with a “film senskfiows where to put the camera so you don't questie
shot; for others, every set-up looks arbitréafy.

Isn’t technical competence roughly the same as $#mse? Kael's argument here seems to point to
precisely what Sarris had described as an elemefitar for the cinema. If Kael thinks Sarris is
advocating the kind of slick academic craftsmanshgt we have seen her criticise in “Movies, the
Desperate Art”, she is obviously attributing atiiés to Sarris in amd hominemway that is
somewhat unfair.

Kael certainly did not think technique unimportaaten if she rarely discussed it explicitly. “Ast i
the expressive use of technique, [but] techniqueaislly worth talking about unless it is used for
something worth doing®® What exactly, then, is technique in general? Pbpbsr Arnold

Isenberg offers the following general and actuglijte prosaic description of the term:

Technique is an ability acquired by practice, assudependable performance. This suggests the aflea
standard quality in the result, attainable at wileme general feature of style common to an entwéegsion
or school and to all the works of an individualdaih follows that a technical achievement is emthen
communicable, teachable, imita3fé.
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Given this description, which | think Sarris andekan fact shared, we can probably understand
Sarris’s desire to partially separate style (theation of meaning through execution) from “mere”
technique in his formulation of the auteur theory.

The second premise, or “the middle circle” imri8& formulation, is according to Kael even
more problematic in all its romanticism. This premposits the distinguishable personality of the
director as a criterion of value. This, Kael bedisyis a romantic fallacy that collapses the entire

edifice of civilized taste:

Traditionally, in any art, the personalities of tlbse involved in a production have been a factqudgement,

but that the distinguishability of personality shibin itself be a criterion of value completely ¢oses normal
judgement. The smell of a skunk is more distingalidd than the perfume or a rose. Does that make it
better3®’

Even more interesting is the rejoinder of this angut:

Often the works in which we are most aware of teespnality of the director are his worst films —amhhe
falls back on the devices he has already done athd®#/hen a famous director makes a good movidpuale
at the movie; we don't think about his personalihen he makes a stinker we notice his familiaches

because there is not much else to waith.

It follows, then, that for a film to be truly sussful, a director’s personality or signature shaubdl
be a criterion in itself, and if such a signatureses, it should be embedded in the totality of the
work rather than as extraneous touches to dullmahte

To reinforce this already pretty strong argumerdeKmakes a reference to the career of
Alfred Hitchcock, who of course was the originasttease of.a Politiquein France, ever since |
Eric Rohmer and Claude Chabrol wrote a book-lemgiieur study on hifff® It must be noted that
despite being an eminently commercial entertaifrichcock’s career followed a very different
pattern from most Hollywood filmmakers, mostly besa Hitchcock found his commercial and
artistic core very early and was able, for all mgeand purposes, to invent and continually reibven

his own genre. What Kael has to say about Hitcheees follows:
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It could even be argued, | think, that Hitchcodlktgformity, his mastery of tricks, and his clevessat getting
audiences to respond according to his calculatiothe feedback he wants and gets from them — rexgao
much a personal style as a personal theory of noeipsychology, that his methods and approach afre n
those of an artist but a prestidigitator. Thateur critics respond as Hitchcock expects the gullibde t

respond-’®

Hitchcock did nothing to deny such an interpretatiomself. On the contrary, his sly, aphoristic
sense of humour rather seemed to support it—angusbbecause he was a teasing trickster who
poked fun at earnest questions. What he told samten Ernest Lehmann during the shooting of

North by Northwes{1959) seems to be a full and blunt justificatidéikael's view:

The audience is like a giant organ that you ane pdaying. At one moment we plalyis note on them and get
thisreaction, and then we pldlyat cord and they reathat way. And some day we won't even have to make a
movie — there’ll be electrodes implanted in theiaibs, and we’ll just press different buttons ahdytll go

“ooooh” and “aaaah” and we'll frighten them and makem laugh. Won't that be wonderftif?

This gives a very different picture of Hitchcoclaththat of a metaphysician which pervades the
first auteur study on him, which emphasises thgraiphical fact of his Jesuit training and how its
views on guilt shaped his films. Kael’s is probatilg more correct assessment of Hitchcock’s great
achievement within a very narrow format. Seen in light, Sarris’s preference for Hitchcock over
Bresson “by every criterion of excellence” doesnses®mewhat strange. Certainly, it seems strange
to contemplate Hitchcock as a Catholic flmmakethia explicit sense that Bresson is one. Kael still

thinks of Hitchcock as an artist, however
Not only do movies combine many of the tricks of tither media, but there are many genres in wiieh t
operator's tricks seem perfectly legitimate. Inigchtock thriller, it's fun to be in the positiorf the mouse
nibbling at the cheese, to experience danger wgaly. We know we're being teased and played vaitial

that's just what we wanted. An artist has to winansent to his vision so we can see as he §Ges.

Being an expert manipulator, then, does not exatidqualify Hitchcock’s achievements an

artist. 1 happen to think Kael is correct in arguing thkatchcock’s filmmaking career, to a large
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extent, was determined by a theory of audiencehmdggy. But how would he achieve that end
without a style that is calculated for such anaffe

After digressing about Hitchcock, possibly three director most firmly established in the
auteurist pantheon, Kael moves on to a directorclaiispicuously out of it: John Huston. Kael asks
us to consider whether or not the auteur theoayhsdrance to clear judgement regarding Huston’s
movies and his career:

Disregarding the theory, we see some fine film ewadinents and we perceive a remarkably distinctive

characteristic of film history, especially in thenited States, than the ripening development aral firastery
envisaged by the auteur theory. [...] How is it tHatston’s early good — almost great — work mustejected
along with his mediocre recent work, but Fritz Lahging sanctified as an auteur, has had his rdéx@htvork
praised along with his good? [...] It is an insultao artist to praise his bad work along with th@djoit
indicates that you are incapable of judging eiffiér.

Few careers throw the weaknesses and limitatiottsechuteur theory into so clear a relief as that o
John Huston. His career as director began verypoumsusly (even if was soon eclipsed by another
debut director, Orson Welles) witthe Maltese Falcoand went through ups and downs for nearly
fifty years with a string of literate and often aitidus films which reflect Huston’s background as a
screenwriter. It is no wonder that Kael, a conrmisf performances (performers are usually the
first thing we respond to going to the movies agskiwould rate Huston more favourably than
Sarris. Film historians Wheeler Winston Dixon andigadolyn Audrey Foster have summed up
Huston's career quite adequately: “Huston estaddisin individual style that favored actors over
camera movement and evinced a strong instinctdomative drama?'* Still, there is something to
be said for Sarris’s argument that Huston failesiduid test: “The turning point of Huston's career
was probablyMoby Dick (1956). In retrospect, he should have acted Ahaisdif and let Orson
Welles direct.?”® Counterfactual history is a risky business, buawé film it would have been!
John Huston was such a commanding actor, whereago@r Peck could never quite shake his
image as a goody-two-shoes. While Huston's filmghen seventies lik&at City (1972) andWise

Blood (1979) are clearly the works of the kind of matanel expressively aging filmmaker that the
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auteurists envisioned, his greatest gift to theetris his performance as Noah Cross in Roman
Polanski'sChinatown(1973). As Huston played him, he is the most tegimg villain in American
film, believable because grounded in an everydagesic reality.

Even if Huston could be disqualified as an aufghrich is doubtful, to say the least, and
ultimately, uninteresting), his career poses thestjan as to whether it is more important to digpla
a surface consistency or signature than to make §ouos, or to actually attempt to make good
films. In the case of Otto Preminger, one of theenmmntroversial filmmakers to be bestowed with
auteur status, Kael argues that this director'sgall consistency in wildly diverse material is a
function of his limitations rather than his virtuetill, 1 think Sarris’s evaluation of Premingex i
essentially correct. He would elaborate his critpmasition and Preminger's problematic standing in

The American Cinema:

To read all sorts of poignant profundities in Pnegeir's inscrutable urbanity would seem to be theverd in

idiocy, and yet there are moments in his films whie@ evidence on the screen is inconsistent witfison
deepest instincts about the director as a mans ktithese moments the serenity of his style seems
transcend the limitations of his sensibility. [Bbnjour Tristessefar from being a merry Gaelic romp, is

transformed by Preminger's color/black-and-whitelifyinto a tragedy of time and illusidh®

If I may be permitted a purely personal opiniBonjour Tristess€1960) is the most
exemplary melodrama in American film, with a subdigsense of cool objectivity which is
diametrically opposed to the currently more fashldae Sirkian excess. David Niven is
perfectly cast as an ageing playboy, and Jean §efbesh from her breakout success with
Godard, is not only supremely photogenic but uttbdlievable as the sullen and precocious
yet dangerously childish teenager.

Disagreements over Preminger notwithstandi@gel’s Huston example is very difficult to
argue against if we agree that discrimination betweorks is what a critic should be concerned
with. She claims that auteur criticism closely rabkes buying clothes by the lafél,something
which ultimately makes viewing the work on whicfudgement is based and rendered superfluous.

In fairness, Sarris had always been aware of tnger, and he made this awareness explicit when

276 Andrew Sarris (1986) [1968]he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8 New York. Dacapo

Press. pp. 104-105.
2 Pauline Kael (1963) “Circles and Squares: JoysSamiis”, Pauline Kael ( 2002[1964]).ost It at the Movies:
The Essential Kael Collection '54-"850ondon. Marion Boyars. pp. 292-319.
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he warned that the auteur theory could potentialgome a snobbish racket like that associated
with the merchandising of painting€

Kael holds no brief for the auteur theory @arge part because, not without some
justification, she believes that the ranking okdtors is arbitrary in a way that reduces critictem
mystical insight. If the unfortunate formulatietan of the soul(which, word for word, is actually
more nonsensical than barbarous) is to be taketheaxonstant factor of the auteur theory, it
becomes difficult to deny Kael's assertion thatalkigeur theory is fundamentally based on a cult of
personality, even if we allow for the exceptionsl aqualifications that Sarris uses to buttress his
theory. Kael proposes a different and less mystioaception of elan: “May | suggest that a more
meaningful description of elan is what a man [$&gls when he’s at the top of his powers—and
what we respond to in works of art [...] a resporskis$ joy in creativity.?”®

The third premise of the auteur theory as Sarrgepat is the most controversial aspect of
the entire article, sindaterior meaningis held to be “the ultimate glory of cinema asaaty’ If we
take the metaphor of concentric circles seriouslymight say thainterior meaningconstitutes the
essential core of his theory. But what is it? Siggpldy, it is “extrapolated from the tension between
the director and his material.” According to Kadis formulation is at odds with what has always
been taken for granted in the arts, that the agtipresses himself through the unity of form and
content, a unity which is most likely to be fouratcording to Kael, in writer-directors like

Bergman and Huston rather than the typical conttmettor:

What Sarris believes to be the “ultimate gloryld tinema as an art” is what has generally beesidered
the frustrations of a man [sic] working against tfigen material. [...] What is all this nonsense abou
extrapolating interior meaning from the tensionwessn the director and his material? A competent
commercial director generally does the best henginwhat he’s got to work with. Where is the temst And

if you can locate some, what kind of meaning coudd draw out of it except that the director is mava bad
time with lousy material or material he doesn’e/kOr maybe he his trying to speed up the produstiohe
can move on to something he has sdwpesfor? Are these critics honestly (and futilely) kirog for interior
meanings or is this just some form of intellectdddbling that helps to sustain their pride whileyhare

viewing silly movies?*

278 Andrew Sarris, “Notes on the Auteur Theory in 296l'he Primal Screen: Essays on on Film and Related

SubjectsNew York: Simon & Schuster pp. 38-53.
219 Pauline Kael (1963) “Circles and Squares: JoysSamiis.” Pauline Kael (1965) [200PLost It at the Movies:
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The concept of interior meaning is ill-defined iar@s’s article, and too ambiguous to be tenable as

an approach to film aesthetics:

Interior Meaningseems to be what those in the know know. It's atigys and a mistake. The auteur critics
never tell us by which divining rods they have digered the élan of a Minnelli or a Nicholas Rayadteo
McCarey. They are not critics — they are insideedtgrs. There must be another circle which Saorigot to
get to — the one where secrets are R&pt.

With this, Sarris’s original article is unceremomsty discarded, but Kael's article still has twommo
chapters, which help throw additional light on bem critical practice, as well as further deepening
the reader’s understanding as to why she is so audlathat the auteur theory is a critical fallacy.
This might be called, as Kael states in the chaphsading, “moving outside the circle.”

These chapters of “Circles and Squares” read likest scriptunto the main body of the
text, and find Kael reflecting on criticism in geake They begin with something like a warning
about the dangers of narrow-minded cinemania antbaegnew auteurist breed of film critics; |
daresay that this warning is directed not so muc8aaris as at th&lovie-critics in Britain. The
intense cinema-worshippers like V.F. Perkins, Ridinchi and Mark Shivas were, according to

Kael, in danger of forgetting that art (cinematictherwise) is an expression of human experience:

[1]f they don’t have interests outside film, howncthey evaluate what goes on in films? Film aegtheats a
distinct, specialized field is a bad joke; tMovie-group is like an intellectual club for the inteltaally
handicapped®

This observation ties in as much to the practiceriicism itself as to the works that are subjdcte
to criticism. For Kael as well as Sarris, the exbargf Bazin looms large, despite the fact that he
was more essentialist than either of them. Kae$ like traditional virtues of criticism that she
associates above all with Bazin and Agee, who brbtlgeir entire range of experience and taste to
bear when watching and offering critiques on msvi€ael then lists a range of qualities usually
attributed to great critics: Intelligence, knowled@xperience, sensitivity, perceptiveness, fervour
imagination, dedication and lucidif§’ Kael reiterates her anti-theoretical and pluristance,
while at the same time maintaining that standasdsift and criticism exist:

281 Ibid.
282 Ibid.
283 Ibid.
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| believe that we respond most and best to woréniy art form (and to other experiences as weNydfare
pluralistic, flexible, relative in our judgemeni§,we are eclectic. But this does not mean a schagland
confusion of systems. [...] The critic is expendalfleategories replace experience; a critic withirzgle

theory is like a gardener who uses a lawn mowesvamything that grow&*

Kael seems to think that a pluralistic approaabsisecially rewarding when discussing movies:
“[...] criticism is exciting because there is no faria to apply [...] and film criticism is particularly
exciting because of the multiplicity of elementdiim art.”?%°

The question of whether Sarris actually was theefchulprit against which the blast of
almost militant good sense that constitutes “C&@ed Squares” was directed, is a question worth
asking, and | do not think it particularly forwaod daring to indicate an answer. To utilize a devic
with which Kael excels, the rhetorical question, might ask: was Sarris’s approach to criticism, if
we look outside of the strict confines of “Notesthie Auteur Theory in 1962, really all that non-
pluralistic? As Sarris would write in 1968, in a ywthat echoes the pluralistic impurity of the

movies so dear to Kael, even if Sarris lamentsdhia slightly unfortunate predicament:

Unfortunately, the screen is too prolific a meditarsum up in a handful of Aristotelian axioms. Trauble is
that the cinema, unlike painting and sculpturenity partly visual. Like music, cinema exists im#, but only
partly. Like literature, it is locked in languadmit only partly. It is like photography, but onlgnly. Truly, the
cinema requires no less than a renaissance maméonpass all its aspedts.

The most widely-read American general interest filitic of the post Sarris/Kael generation, Roger
Ebert, has made an interesting, albeit puzzlinghtpabout the heated controversy that their
disagreement spawned: “If there was a fight betw&ssl and Sarris I'm not sure what it was about,
because if you read Kael's criticism it is very editor-oriented®’ Indeed, her criticism was
director-oriented, despite making ample room fa Written script as the starting point for films.
Later in her career, she would famously champiaeesonriters like Herman Mankiewicz and
Samson Raphaelséff which must be construed as an explicit awarenésbeoscripted subject

matter that precedes and determines thise-en-sceneThe latter was where auteur critics
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discovered virtually all expressive meaning as \aslistyle. Kael is also much more actor-oriented
than most auteur critics, who sometimes treat aaerneutral instruments that the director uses to
express their visions. She did not, however, selyoguestion the primary importance of either the

director or the presence of an authorial voice:

A director with something like magical giften make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear, but if heihashim to
make more than silk purses, the triumph is minewen if the purse is lined with gold. Only by theewof the

auteur theory, does this little victory become “thémate glory.®°

Kael's disagreement with Sarris is a disagreemeatiathe extent of theory, about its necessity and
validity, but it is equally a perceived disagreemot about individual tastes, but about the eserci

of taste:

How can these critics, sensible enough to deflateogerblown message movies, reject the total carakthe
work and concentrate on signs of a director's pmabty and interior meaning? It is understandalblat t
they're trying to find movie art in the loopholeE@ammercial production — it's a harmless hobby ardall
play it from time to time. What is incomprehensitidethat they actually prefer their loopholes tdfied

expressiorf°

In a way, this argument brings us back to the sg@uamise as Sarris formulated it, and the alleged
cult of personality that this premise entails, hesathe concept of artistic unity is transferrexhfr
discrete films to directorial careers. In the vérgt paragraph of “Notes on the Auteur Theory in
1962”, one finds the following sentence: “Like thlehemists of old, auteur critics are notorious for
rationalizing leaden clinkers into golden nuggétd.The operative and relevant question here is
whether or not Sarris has ever fallen into the trapvarns against. Roger Ebert seems to think not:
“You could never catch Sarris praising a film besmathe director was in the pantheon, or disliking
it because the director's previous work had nosgmsnuster. You felt that Sarris went to every

movie hoping to be delighted®
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The second sentence of Ebert's quote is undoubtathect: the infectious delight and
enormous scope of Sarris’s cinematic referencew/bat distinguish him from virtually every other
critic, past or present. There is however, oneimgainstance where Sarris praises a film he clearly
thinks is bad, due to a prior commitment to thigtipalar auteur. The film? Nicholas Rayarty
Girl. The review is worth quoting in full:

On its own termsParty Girl is a garish blend of the Hollywood musical and ¢famgster melodrama. Cyd
Charisse's flashing sequins and Corey Allen's adreck suits are swept together into a memorableofiot
color, and Ray's flair for cinematic movement lirgan the mind long after the trivial plot detaglsd atrocious
acting have been forgotten. Far being a collectibx images,Party Girl is a flow of x3 movements, and
nothing is more vitally cubistic or visually dynashan Cyd Charisse going into her dance. It issies to
dismiss the film as the limited triumph of form owontent, but in Ray's wild exaggerations of deaod
action, there arises an anarchic spirit which itsf¢be entertainment and preserves the interiotiragty of

the director's work. One may chose to confrontooighore the disturbing implications Bfarty Girl, but the

choice involves more than one film and one diredtdnvolves the entire cinema, past, present, fahae?*?

The quasi-scientific turn of introducing totallydefined unknowns into the veritable equation is
absurd, and in fairness, an anomaly in Sarrisiem. But what does this amount to exactly?

Is it a case of grotesquely misplaced loyalty tsupposed auteur, or simply a regrettable but
forgivable overflow of enthusiasm? Kael would prblyainsist on the former, but | am not entirely
convinced. It may be that the problems run dedpan that. The reason for what might be called
the auteurist fallacy, for lack of a better termesimore in enthusiasm than a cynically strategic
underplaying of weaknesses. The auteurist fallasy) see it, crystallises a problem which may
arise for any writer working within the humanitigenerally. | think film scholars Thomas
Sobchack and Tim Bywater have come to the verythefthis problem. Writing from the
perspective of 1989, they noted: “[T]he auteurpgtraach to film is still popular and as widely used
as any other. Like most humans, film critics engseing traces of human individuality and
creativity, even when the manufacture of those aibjemost often appears mechanical and
anonymous 24

| really cannot feel too aggrieved about Sarriggiew of Party Girl, which for him represents a

desire to find something worthwhile in the film.

293 Andrew Sarris quoted in Raymond J. Haberski 0{21t's Only a Movie: Films and Critics in American
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In fact, Kael's criticism of the auteuretiry would be more consistent if she hadn't
committed the sin of over-praising and practicesl dbscure cult of personality criticism herself. In
the seventies, Kael began to praise promiscuo®syhaps heady with her own power, it seemed
that her favourite directors could do no wrong. emalties seemed to lie with the new breed of
American directors she knew personally, like Brible Palma and Sam Peckinpah. Kael's
dedication to De Palma reached absurd heights héh extremely panegyric review of the
decidedly average Vietnam movie (a latecomer irt gaticular category)Casualties of War
(1989). Her most obscure piece of writing ever, Hredone most damaging to her credibility as the
world's foremost anti-auteurist, was a review aihS2eckinpah'She Killer Elite(1975). Ironically,
and ominously for Kael's integrity as an anti-auttushe called the review “Notes on the Nihilist
Poetry of Sam Peckinpah”. This review is full eEble attempts to commend a private, closed-off
mess of a film that does nothing so much as umderfReckinpah’s drug-induced paranoia that
gravely affected the quality of his work at the ¢imand worse still, is clearly the work of a
filmmaker who radiates unmitigated contempt forduslience.

It a wonder Kael's praise is so glowing, considgrsme correctly identifies the film aspaivate

rather tharpersonalfilm:

There are so many elisionsThe Killer Elitethat it hardly exists on a narrative level, butptetic vision is all
of a piece. [...] The film is airless—an involutegrkscrew vision of a tight modern world. In itsselssiveness,
with the questions of sequences a matter of imatipoetic connectionghe Killer Eliteis closer torhe Blood
of a Poetthan it is to a conventional thriller made on tkel.A. assassins subject, suchTésee Days of the
Condor. And, despite the script by Marc Norman and SitiyISilliphant that United Artists paid for, thenfil
isn't about C.I.A.-sponsored assassinations—itaiathe blood of a poet. [...] There is no way take sense
of what has been going on in Peckinpah's recemisfif one looks only at their surface stories. Wihet

consciously, or as | think, part unconsciouslys feten destroying the surface contént.

To rephrase her own argument from “Circles and 8fglison Sarris’s idea of interior meaning: Is
surface content any different from content? Anthd film is all subtext, how can we fashion any
reasonably precise interpretation from the expegesf having seen the film?

It is almost embarrassing to point out how compyek@ael made a fool of herself here. Few
critics have been as defensive about their owrléateial ad hocrationalizations, but it is obvious

what happened here, though | can hear Kael snaatitige suggestion | am about to make.

29 Pauline Kael (1980)hen the Lights Go Dowflew York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston. . pp. 1124
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Kael is clearly using the criterion of tensiortvieeen the director and his material here as a
strategy to import praise, which was of course gxachat she had accused Sarris of doing with his
vague and ill-explained concept of interior meaniige title of Kael's review is a surefire
giveaway for the unfortunate sort of auteur-ratimagion of a movie that simply does not work
which she had so warned against.

“Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962” and “Cilend Squares” are the centrepieces of the
Sarris-Kael feud; by comparison, later polemicsualibe pros and cons of the auteur theory are
actually quite weak rejoinders. Sarris’s directlyeprhe Perils of Pauline”, cobbled together earli
articles on the auteur theory and made no referemé&el except in its title. Sarris would revisit
the auteur theory in several later articles, batférvour of Kael's rebuttal hurt him. | think iowid
be fair to say that Kael's main criticism of thetewr theory is less about directorial or literary
authorship, than about the classic and modern idiegality in unified form and content. She also
felt strongly that the auteur theory had been npeamriated in America and Britain simply because
it originally performed a very different function France. This is the subject of the last chapter i
“Circles and Squares”, and it demonstrates that @véhe pieces that most polarize Sarris and Kael,

there is at least one very fundamental point oSeosus:

The French auteur critics, rejecting the sociatipsrious problem pictures so dear to the olderrgéina of
American critics, became connoisseurs of valuesnirerican pictures that Americans took for graniaat] if
they were educated Americans, often held in contefiipe French adored the American gangsters, amd th
vitality, the strength of our action pictures. Ineosense, the French were perfectly right — thesye wften
much more skilfully made, and far more interestivigually than the movies with a message that the
Americans were so proud of, consideredastult. Vulgar melodrama with a fast pace can be much more
exciting — and more honest too — than feeble, ptietgs attempts at drama, which usually just meatting
ideas into melodrama anyway. Where the French wointas finding elaborate intellectual and psyclgidal

meanings in these simple action filA18.

The abiding impression left by this is that Kaehghe original impetus behind the auteur theory as
a valuable corrective, maybe even a necessary Asmave have seen, Kael believes that crude
vitality, cultivated especially in American movids,one of the chief pleasures of the movies, but
she still wants more from the medium. The auteaoitir came about in France because the French
cinephiles saw something in American films thatrtltosvn films lacked. The gist of this, as Kael

296 Pauline Kael (1963) Circles and Squares: JoysSamds.” Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost It At The
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sees it, is that the auteur theory in its origiisam was a function of French needs, not necegsaril
only as a polemical weapon, as Truffaut claimed,dbso because American movies (significantly
released almost in bulk with the end of the Germacupation of France, after being held up in
distribution) gave these young men aestheticalgaglrable experiences that they could not find
elsewhere.

In America, Kael argued, writing from the pegsfive of 1963, the situation was different.
Different not in the sense that socially conscibiins critics were beginning to lose sway vis-a-vis
the cinephiles, but rather in the sense that Kelebfneed for a different kind of American filmath
was more responsive to the current American expegie Kael's bold contention, that Anglo-
American auteurism in the early sixties played ati-iatellectual, anti-art role, in contrast to bei

a primer for an outburst of creativity in Francejgnbe read against this backgrodhd.

There was no special need for the French critiesquupied withtheir needs to become sensitivediors [...]
What has happened to the judgement of the EnglishNew York critics who have taken over the auteur
theory use to erect a film aesthetics based oretbommercial movies that answered the needs othRydmut
which are not merely ludicrously inadequate to meeds, but the result of system which places a hatook

on American director&®

It is evident from this that Kael wanted a new kofdAmerican film, one that retains and cultivates
its trademark vitality while expanding its scop&eTway she responded to what has been routinely
labelled “New Hollywood Cinema” supports this.

It must be admitted that Kael's rejection loé tauteur theory is very difficult to argue
against—that is, the rejection of the auteur theamya theoretical approach to film aesthetics. We
shall return to the implications of the auteur tlye@s an approach to aesthetic film history, whiere
has played a much more prominent role. In filmds&s at large, the auteur theory soon faced
competition from other approaches. While its infloe on the practice of film history from the
sixties onward proved immense, it was soon chafldrajpd supplemented by other approaches. In a
reformulation of her anti-auteurist polemic, Kagluld offer just such a challenge. With a text that
aspired to film history rather than simply criticisshe fixed her attentions on Orson Welles and the
most studied film in historyCitizen Kane.“Raising Kane” was to prove her only foray into
explicitly historical writing, and it turned out twe her most controversial work.

297 Ibid.
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Raising Kane: Kael as Film Historian

When Andrew Sarris lauded Richard Lester's emblienidtn of the swinging sixtiesA Hard
Day’s Night(1964) in a review, he did so by declaring tha thovie was th€itizen Kaneof the
jukebox musicald®® The most doting compliment in that statement isttoKaneand its director,
Orson Welles. Tha€itizen Kanedid not win the Oscar for Best Picture in 1941 hasen taken as
irrefutable proof that the Academy voters are uabd or even incompetent judges in matters of an
artistic nature. Despite its losing out on the twost prestigious awards (Best Picture and Best
Director to John Ford'sBlow Green Was My Vallgyit is almost universally considered the apogee

of cinematic art:

When in 1952 the British film magazireight & Soundpublished the results of an international poll to
discover “the ten best films of all time”, Orson Wge' Citizen Kanefell just short of the magic number, tying

with Jean Renoir'ta Grande lllusionand John Ford'She Grapes of Wratfor the eleventh position. In a

similar poll ten years later, sent to substantittily same group of film critics and historia@#izen Kanewas

the clear-cut victor — the best film of all timéphe were to read such listings literaify).

Astonishingly, the film's position has remair@@ctically unchallenged ever since. It was
with full knowledge of this situation that Kael laeched her only real attempt at film historical
writing on a major scale: “Raising Kane” (1971),iefhoriginally ran as an article in two parts in
the New Yorkerln fact, the status dfaneassui generiswas vital to Kael's line of argument. The
stature of “Raising Kane” as an important work itmf historical scholarship was enhanced
considerably when it was published in book fornThe Citizen Kane Bogkvhere it accompanied
the film's shooting script, later that same year.

| have already indicated that Kael's perspedn “Raising Kane” is a reformulation of
many of her anti-auteurist arguments in “Circled &gyuares”, but it is also, in another way, a kind
of practical application of the aesthetic she hasletbped in “Trash, Art, and the Movies” and
elsewhere in her writing. | will now proceed byeaihg a thorough analysis of Kael's article, but |
will also deliver the counterpoint to our findingsre with what Sarris has written about the same

film, both prior to and later in response to “RagKane’.

299 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 19558&w York. Simon and Schuster.
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On one count, Kael is entirely in unison with everg else who has written abd¢éne in
that it was made with an unusual degree of artigedom and control for a studio-financed film of
the era. Moreover, this freedom manifested itselfweo different levels: Citizen Kand...] was not
an ordinary assignment. It is one of the few filever made inside a major studio in the United
States infreedom—not merely freedom from interference but in fre@divom the routine methods
of experienced directors® The many bits of technique that were perfectedndt actually
introduced in Welles' debut film, bear out that yloeing inexperienced director had an eagerness to
try out new ideas which influenced the entire techincrew and inspired them to reach new
heights.

Kael starts off her narrative on the making ancepgion of Citizen Kanewith an analysis and
judgement of the film's quality of experience (its.aesthetic), which was just as controversial as
the purely empirical or factual information she wWwbpresent later in the piece. The one
pronouncement many found particularly troubling weeel's insistence thd€ane was a (gasp)
shallow work. There is no doubt, however, thatlsked the film; she called it, after all, “a shaillo

masterpiece®*? Moreover, it apparently looked all the betterifdrom the perspective of 1971:

Citizen Kanes perhaps the one talking picture that seemsesh fnow as when it opened. It may seem even
fresher. A great deal in the movie that was coriseat and almost banal in 1941 is so far in the pasto
have been forgotten and become new. The Pop ckdeations look modern, and rather better than thdat

the time. New audiences may enjoy Orson Wellesittleal flamboyance even more than earlier germmnati

did, because they are so unfamiliar with the tiawit it came out of”®

| will answer the implicit question contained inetlpassage quoted above, but first | think it
expedient and pedagogical to first examine whatlitim Kael thinks Welles's theatrical
flamboyance an€itizen Kaneas a whole dmot belong to. She certainly does not think the film's
artifice and self-reflexivity, designed to keep taedience alert of a mysterious yet transparent
movieness, is out of the same tradition as the mmodevel (though Welles would eventually direct
The Trialin 1960). | will now answer the question of Kaeliew on the film's roots positively, but

in a roundabout way. Here is what a young AndrewiSdad to say abou{ane,a few years
before he became an auteurist and before Kaekatidam in print:

301 Pauline Kael (1984) [197The Citizen Kane Booklew York. Limelight Editions. p .3.
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Within the maze of its own aestheti€ane develops two interesting themes: the debasemetiteopublic
figure, and the crushing weight of materialism. @akogether, these two themes comprise the bitiay iof
an American success story which ends in futiletaigi®, loneliness and death. The fact that thesqrel
theme is developed verbally, while the materialistieme is developed visually, creates a distiacsitylistic

counterpoint. Against this counterpoint the themnef®Id within the structure of a mystery stdf§.

Despite the sombre overall tone of this passageansis, he notes that the film uses a popular form,
the mystery story, to make its points and work iithemes. (Mystery, you will remember, falls
under thesensationalpne of the five elementary qualities of the popwaatlined by Bong-Park.)
Kael would expand on this notion of popular fornes,move violently away (as Sarris does not)
from a modern or modernistic interpretation. Refgyrto the film's central enigma or mystery,

Rosebud, Kael writes damningly:

The mystery inKaneis largely fake, and the gothic thriller atmospharel the Rosebud gimmickry (though
fun) are such obvious penny-dreadful theatrics they re not so very different from the fake mysterthat

Hearst'sAmerican Weeklysed to whip up—the haunted castles and the ctul#ied.

Kael goes on to elaborate:

[T]here are articles oRitizen Kanethat call it a tragedy in fugal form and artickest explain that the real
hero ofCitizen Kaneis time — time being the proper sort of moderrohfer an important picture. But to use
the conventional schoolbook explanations for gresdgrand pretend that it's profound is to miss wiekes it
such an American triumph - that it manages to ersaimething aesthetically exciting and durableauhe
playfulness of American muckraking satire. Kanelgser to comedy than to tragedy, though so ovarghb
in style as to be almost a gothic comedy. What mpgssibly be considered tragic in it has such ddya
Warbucks quality that if it's tragic at all, it'smic-strip tragic*®
So, Kael informs usKaneis actually a comedy conceived in a gothic stg@lenuckraking satire
with its roots in quintessentially American formfstloe 1930s, for screen and stage. This tradigon i
today most visibly present in the screwball comgdié the thirties—films that still sparkle with
wit, wisecracks and innuendo so as to remind us siowple and ordinary most movies are. The
artifice and self-consciousness of the genre apgyebit as intent on commenting on their own
contrivances and improbabilities as the Europeafilanrs of later years, even if they're played for
laughs. As she reinforces this argument, we aosvalll to witness Kael the anti-auteur critic in full

swing:

304 Andrew Sarris, “Citizen Kane: The American BardofurRonald Gottesmann (ed.) (19789cus on Citizen
Kane Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice Hall. peStrum Book. pp. 102-108.

305 Pauline Kael (1984[1971] The Citizen Kane BookwNéork: Limelight Editions p. 5.
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It's easy to see why Europeans, who couldn't folllbevslang and the jokes and didn't understandvtiade
satirical frame of reference, should prefer ouroacfiims and westerns. But it's a bad joke on gowod jokes
that film enthusiasts here often take their cuethefAmerican movie past from Europe, and so tgeprie the
tradition of comic irreverence and become connoissef the “visuals” and “mises-en-scene” which tre
silly even to be called reactionary. They are sdictionary — the antique melodramas of silent daisnoise

added — a mass art better suited, one might thinkascism, or even feudalism, than to democtacy.

Kael's putdown of action films seems a little sty@rwhen considering other aspects of her
criticism, for not only did she fight for the aestit values of films notorious for their violendi&e
Bonnie and ClydandTaxi Driver (which she would actually help get into wide relBashe would
also, some years after “Raising Kane” was writteecome the most eloquent defender action
director Walter Hilf°® has ever had. She did believe, however, that deropsomehow influenced
American films aesthetically. “She [Kael] sees Amoan film as unique not only because it's
accessible to and seductive of mass audience goatlbe Hollywood grew up in and produces for a
democratic society*® In terms of film contentKaneas a study of power is arguably a perfect
example of such a film. The argument made withendbntext of a study dfitizen Kanes worth
noting—and | believe, substantially correct. Centcademocracy is the concept of the Fourth
Estate, and this has a bearing on Kael's intefjppataf Kane.

You may remember that Charles Foster Kane'saretase as a public figure begins when
he hits on the notion that it would be fun to runeavspaper. My point is that Kael sees the film as
the culmination and transcendence of the fast-paeagpaper comedies of the era, likee Front
Page (Lewis Milestone, 1931) anHis Girl Friday (Howard Hawks, 1940), both of which were
adapted by Charles MacArthur and Ben Hecht fronr $rmash Broadway playihe Front Page
(1928).

In a sense, this underminEane's status as something wholly unique in the histofy o
American film. Jonathan Rosenbaum has found Kaaetarpretation not only incorrect, but

distressing:

307 Ibid. pp.15-16.

308 Walter Hill could reasonably be regarded as thddisleading director of action films in the peti1975-
1985. Despite the challenges of Clint Eastwoodiouild also argue that Hill directed the last mgseze of the
Western genrefhe Long Rider§1980), a laconic summation of the Jesse Jamesidetihat feels both mythic and
authenic.
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[Kael views Kane] as the apotheosis of the Hollydio@wspaper comedy, [and thus] we wind up with éngtigeam
domestication of Welles' first feature. For rougtilyee decades after it was maaneremained a troubling anomaly

in American film history, an unclassifiable objéleat was neither fish nor fowt?

While it is certainly true tha€anecannot be classified simply as a genre film, Roaants
assertion, that it was an unclassifiable objecAimerican film history for thirty years until Kael's
interpretation domesticated it, does seem someptetling. Its links with the long-standing and
critically venerated “biopic” tradition strikes nmees obvious. As far as domestication of the film
through critical interpretation goes, there is aecof truth to his argument. However, Rosenbaum
fails to mention that most dfane'sstylistic innovations were domesticated by othknrhakers
long before 1971. | am thinking here of the filrmfluence on the extraordinarily fruitfuloir
cycle in the forties and fifties, which provedlde immense—something that has been thoroughly
documented and analyzed by, among others, filnotiést Thomas Schaf2?

This being the case, there was clearly sufficiemttiouity betweerKane and the film mainstream
at the time for Welles's stylistic and structurahavations to be rapidly assimilated into the
Hollywood idiom.

| argued in the introduction that the analyticapam@tion between criticism and history
strikes me as an artificial distinction which cafjremd indeed should not, be maintained without
severe qualifications. For the sake of argumentdwver, | now want to stress the distinction rather
than nullify it. Though “Raising Kane” is a strilgrattempt at film history, the issues in the agticl
we have dealt with thus far are issues of integbi@t that typically lay within the province of
practical criticism as such. Other aspects of ttiela are historical in a more obvious and direct
sense, in that they illuminate a piece of the phsbugh sources presently available to the
writer/historian. As an essay in film history, ittacks the underlying premise of a film history
written from an auteurist perspective—and even nmaportantly, the article relies heavily on non-
filmic evidence to make several of its key points.

What Kael attempts is to elucidate the histbicontextthat is relevant foKanés qualities
of experience as a projected film. As such, it texd in aesthetic film history. But, as we shaés
it is also a film historical narrative that in mamays was ahead of its time, because it illuminates
another context: the filmmakers' thorny relatiopsiwith William Randolph Hearst. This is highly

310 Jonathan Rosenbaum (200®vie Wars: How Hollywood and the Media Limit Whadvies We Can See.
Chicago. A Capella Books pp. 179-180.

31t Thomas Schatz (198Hollywood Genres: Formulas, Filmmaking and the &tu#ystemNew York.
McGraw-Hill. pp.116-122.
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relevant, becausgitizen Kanemust be interpreted partly as a conscious anti@lalie comment on
contemporary American history and current affai& shall deal with “Raising Kane” from the
point of view of aesthetic history first.

The impulse behind “Raising Kane” lies i tbnly recorded instance where Kael actually
systematically reversed an original opinion ratien simply contradict herself. While her feelings
about the film had not changed by the time of “R@sKane”, her understanding of the film's

genesis had:

In 1941 the most controversial one-man show in filistory was staged by a twenty-five year old write
director-star Orson Welles when he dramatized tfee df William Randolph Hearst, who had quite a

reputation for his own one-man show, i.e. the Sga#imerican War>?

The idea of Welles as a misunderstood solitaryuge(in the same vein as Erich Von Stroheim), an
awesome unequalled talent who was destroyed bylimjemoney-men in a creative industry more
focused on the bottom line than on Art, is stilkwenuch alive in film history today. The most
recent example is probably Clinton Heylin's monpgrBespite the System: Orson Welles Versus
the Hollywood Studio$3

The major critical point and key thesis of “Biag Kane”, contrary to Heylin’s perspective,
and indeed contrary to Kael's own earlier revieatpi stress that the film wasta one-man show.
Specifically, Kael would proceed to resurrect tlieeesnwriter Herman J. Mankiewicz, and in so
doing, she stressed the collaborative nature ofneercial flmmaking, and furthermore elaborated
in narrative form the common-sense idea that thiptss something more than just a sketch to be
transcended by the directongse-en-scenel will return to Mankiewicz shortly, but | first ant to
detail Kael's perspective oaneés striking visuals, which, she argued, were alsmaiter of
collaboration. Intimately connected maise-en-scenis cinematography, and Kael directed a lot of
praise forKanés distinctive look towards cinematographer Gregtaid and his four-man camera
crew—more, in fact, than had been usual up tophtt.

Kael could not bring herself to believe WebBesurious boast that the only real preparation
he had had before directidganewas having watched John For&tsgecoacl{1939) forty times.
Kael asked herself: “Why should Orson Welles hawelied Stagecoactand come up with a film
that looked more lik&he Cabinet of Caliga?’ Like any proper historian and (dare | say itglan
inverted, archivally oriented auteurist with an efe for trivia and a compulsion to sniff out Vita

312 Pauline Kael (1970iss Kiss Bang Band.ondon. Calder & Boyars p. 247.
313 Clinton Heylin (2005Despite the System: Orson Welles Versus the Haligh@udiosChicago. Chicago
Review Press. An A Capella Book.
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clues, Kael went to work sifting through Tolandalier work as cinematographer and camera
operator. She found was she was looking for irsttepe of an obscure horror filiMad Love(Karl
Freund, 1935). Freund had been a leading camerambi-A in Germany, and was as directly
responsible for the look of German Expressionisrdam Alton and Nick Musuraca were directly
responsible for the distinctive look of Americamfinoir. Mad Loveeven featured a heavily made-
up Peter Lorre, who bore a striking resemblancéhéoaged Charles Foster Kane as played by
Orson Welles.

If “Raising Kane” actually falls short of obscuring or minimmai the contribution of Orson
Welles, Kael in any event redirects much of therdton and praise to others involved in the
creative work: Welles's collaborators in generald doseph Mankiewicz in particular. Kael saw
Mankiewicz as a forgotten protagonist in getting thovie done. A man hidden for a generation

under Welles' enormous, indeed overwhelming shadow:

[Welles] has never again worked with a subject with immediacy and impact éfane [...] This particular

kind of journalist's sense of what would be a sehrad well as a great subject, and the ability taewit,
belonged not to Welles but to his now almost fagyoaissociate Herman J. Mankiewicz, who wrote thipts
and inadvertently destroyed the picture's charnfjeste is a theme that is submerged in mucBitten Kane
but that comes to the surface now and then, asthi' linking of Hearst and Mankiewicz and of Wellethe
story of how brilliantly gifted men who seem to kagverything it takes to do what they want to de ar

defeated. It's the story of how heroes become ciamsénd con artists?
Narratives with fateful premises and themes sudhese are common in the literature about Orson
Welles, but they also occupy an even greater toaditvith respect to historical narratives in
general. Welles is the ideal figure for this kinfdhstorical writing, since he started at the tophw
the full backing of the best studio resources anded up as something close to a guerrilla
filmmaker, scrambling to get his many aborted ptgeoff the ground. All because, according to
Kael, that without his collaborators through whikcl could harness his and others' creativity,
behind and in front of the camera, he flew apad hecame disorderf}> There is a kind of arch
fatalism in Kael's passage here which embodiesiitiee text's function as a historical narrative
and sums up where Kael would find herself in tluatext—by which | mean the context in which
historians typically find themselves while pursuthgir profession.

Kael conducted interviews with a host of figuiavolved in the making ofitizen Kane

but like any historian, she (perhaps a bit unsdaumsly in this case) marshalled the evidence to fit

314 Pauline Kael (1984) [197The Citizen Kane Booklew York. Limelight Editions. p. 8.
315 Pauline Kael (1984) [1971he Citizen Kane Bookew York. Limelight Editions p.84.
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her conception of what kind of narrative she waging. What French biographer André Maurois
noted in connection with his particular professisrequally true for every other kind of historian:
“It must not be forgotten that the marshalling gmouping of facts is itself an interpretatiot®

Kael did not interview Orson Welles during ladmost two-year long period of preparation
for her article. She argued that Welles had betanirewed abouKaneso many times, that it was
easy to infer what he would have shatlKael consulted him. “I talked to everyone | thougbtild
help me. [...] But | was very selective about whoimterviewed. Mainly, | guarded against people |
felt might be too emotionally involved® For that reason, Joseph Mankiewicz (Herman's yeung
and more successful brother) was omitted from iteoff interviewees along with Welles. One
person Kael did interview, however, was Herman Mawlcz's secretary, Mrs. Rita Alexander. It
was apparently Alexander who provided Kael with jhigiest bit of information in “Raising
Kane”: that Herman J. Mankiewicz had dictated tinéire shooting script to her, without the
assistance of Welles in the actual writing pro¢é$sVelles, of course, shared the Academy Award
for best screenplay with Mankiewicz, but ironicallyst out as lead actor and director.

The claim concerning Mankiewicz as the sole writdr the shooting script, though
sensational, has turned out to be the Achilles bééRaising Kane” as a work in film historical
scholarship. Robert Carringer's bodihe Making of Citizen Kan€l985), would conclusively
disprove Kael's finding that Herman Mankiewicz was sole person responsible Kaines literary
authorship™™® Carringer, however, wholeheartedly endorsed Kaetsntroversial re-
contextualization and revisionist interpretation ©tizen Kaneas a film continuous with the
American mainstream of its era. With Carringeubsequent aid, Kael's interpretationkane has
entered our common understanding of the film, drad is probably the highest honour any film
historian should allow themselves to hope for—dredultimate compliment.

Kael's canonisation of Herman Mankiewicz catyde understood against the backdrop of
the auteur theory and its impact on the practicefilaf historical writing, and the implicit
downgrading of the script this entails. In partayl‘Raising Kane” can be seen as an attack on a
particular tradition within auteurist film scholarp. 1| am speaking, of course, of tlaiteur

interview

316 André Maurois (1943) “The Ethics of Biography”aStey Weintraub (ed.) (1967iography and TruthNew
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The new generation of film historians have theinoxersion of “Look, no hands”; they tape-recoréimtews.
Young interviewers particularly, don't bother tceck the statements of their subjects — thegm to regard
that as outside their province — and thus leaventipeession that the self-aggrandizing stories tleeprd are
history. [...] This worship of the director is cigdl — Welles or Fellini are probably adored no enthvan Von
Stroheim or DeMille was in his heyday — but suchrship generally doesn't help sorting out what watd

the making good pictures or bad pictut&s.

While most of us may readily admit that interviewsh film directors more often than not have a
kind of chatty and somewhat inconsequential aiualioem, and are often made up of little more
than charming and superficial anecdotes, | stédl fee need to ask a nagging question: Has Sarris
been a film historian or critic of the kind that édecriticises here? Sarris’s compatriot fréfitim
Culture, Peter Bogdanovich, would certainly have to be aereid the foremost representative of
this kind of film historian in Americd** Sarris’s case is far from clear-cut, and althobghhas
edited two anthologies of director interviewserviews with Film Director§1967) andHollywood
Voices(1971), he has never considered the interviewdispensible weapon in the critic's arsenal.

| want to stress this aspect of Sarris’s thinkiegehbecause Sarris’s biographically tinged approach
to film history, dependent as it is to some extenta kind of aesthetic intentionalism, is more
thoroughly thought through than Kael's half-bakad eonfused flirtations with anti-intentionalism,
which we discussed in our general chapter on agicéb criticism. Nowhere is Sarris’s sensible
position more emphatically evident than in his dggions on the epistemological problem of thet
auteur interview as a mode of historical enquirgtriS had interviewed American film's foremost

satirist, Preston Sturges, as early as 1957. Heleddhe meeting thus:

My deepest critical instincts urge me to minimibe fact that | interviewed Preston Sturges in thareer of
1957. Why? Because, | suppose, | believe lessdkianin the truth of direct personal confrontatitesween
the artist and the critic. All directors, even threat ones, are human beings, but they are alsethomg more
or something less, or perhaps even something Biteelink between artistry and psychology is sélhtious to
me, and the traits of character, common to milliohetherwise miscellaneous individuals, consedyesgem
as relevant as the sign of the zodiac. [...] | nagshit that Preston Sturges looked every inch ectbr. His

eyes retained a thoughtful glitter and the greymddss fifty-nine years was more imperial greyrteparrow
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grey. However, | already knew he was a directorhew could | truthfully read the tea-leaves of cuaer
analysis? It is hardly a secret that an experiefmtedviewer can usually mould a personality toctfieations
by asking the right questions. [...] Of course ¢he&r a grain of truth even in the lies inevitablicieed by

inquisitors who know the answers before they askghestions®?

Precisely. Though Kael is of course correct in plagticular case of Orson Welles, and in the
general assumption that the auteur interview, wkéinto stand alone, is a most dubious form of
film scholarship, it is nevertheless legitimateca® approach of several as long as we remember
that the directors interviewed usually offeredrospective interpretation of their intentionather
than a simplestatement of intentiond4uch less still are they indicators tife fulfilment of their
intentions. This, | think, is the implicit reservation in Sa&'s statement. The total communicative
statement, such as it is, is preserved in the ({dnrather,is the film), but a director's interpretation
of his intentions and how they were achieved, andkeed what became preserved in the film were
someone else's intentions, can only be checkedrbjng to other relevant filmic and non-filmic
evidence. And so, the auteur interview marks amopmnt where Sarris and Kael apparently
disagree in words but agree in substance.

| have argued during the course of this chrapi@ “Raising Kane” as a text in film history
was ahead of its time. One reason for this is afrs® the re-casting dfaneitself as a sort of
popular genre exercise that transcended its orighm®ther reason, as already noted, is Kael's
analysis of both the film as a comment on contemumyoAmerica and the relationship between
Welles, Mankiewicz, and William Randolph Hearst.aiflng Kane” thus predates the current
vogue for “contextual” film history by about twenygars.

Kael details the facts and the gossip about WillRaendolph Hearst and his wife Marion
Davies (Susan Alexander in the film), including trevelation that Mankiewicz knew Hearst
socially, along with several other writers of tNew Yorkerat that time and the magazine's editor
and founder, Harold Ross.

What remains most fascinating, however, from thetpof view of American popular
democracy, which Kael stressed in connection Witizen Kaneis that Hearst represented a new
type of power—the power of the media. This is adkof power Hollywood people understand
better than most. “Though Hearst made some diteminats to interfere with the film, it wasn't so
much what he did that hurt the film commerciallydsat others feared he might do, to them and to

322 Andrew Sarris (1962) “Preston Sturges — Recallgd\Bdrew Sarris 1962”, Andrew Sarris (ed.) (1971)
Hollywood VoicesLondon: Secker & Warburg. pp. 85-94.
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the movie industry. They knew he was contemplatiaiipn, so they did the picture in for hiff®
The studio head at RKO, George J. Schaefer, waarapily called to New York by Nicholas
Schenck, chairman of the board of Loew's Intermatiowho made a cash offer of $842,000 from
the MGM head of production Louis B. Mayer to degtal the negatives before the film had
opened®

Had Schaefer accepted, film history as past, arglibgct, would have been very different.
As it turned out, hostility from the Hearst-conteal press and the fear of media power, probably
coupled with the film’s daring inventiveness, pretesl it from being a commercial success. In the
1950s, RKO would eventually (as the only “majorjcsumb to chronic financial difficulties,
because it could not meet the challenges of tetevisnd a dwindling cinema audience.

So where, exactly, does “Raising Kane” stantier@ is certainly little doubt about who
wrote it. It remains arguably the most cogent astgthstatement and stylistic document of Kael's
career, mixing as it does biography, criticism,tdmg and even autobiography (Kael relates an
episode from 1938, when she actually encountereardtieon a dance floor and was mightily
impressed by his imperial appearance). Even Saassreluctantly impressed by Kael's article:
“Raising Kane” bears the byline of Pauline Kaedl afi Pauline Kael alone. [...] Miss Kael deservesdit because she
has shaped her material, much of it unoriginab imh article with a polemical thrust all her owrertselection and
arrangement of material constitutes a very sigaifiqortion of her personal styfe.

Summing up, there are two main lines of argumeriRiaising Kane”. One of them is that
filmmaking is a collaborative art. This in itseff not particularly original today, nor was it so in
1971. Ernest Lindgren, author of the much-réae Art of the Film(1948) had in fact devoted his
entire first chapter to “The Division of Talent® Kael's work was, however, a timely reminder to

all the auteurists in creation at university cangsuscross America.

Film scholar Howard Suber has recently restéithedstrong collaborative strand in Kael's
text on the genesis dfitizen Kane and in fact adds a twist of his own by includicgmposer
Bernard Herrmann in the film's key collaborativeleus:

323 Pauline Kael (1984) [197The Citizen Kane Booklew York. Limelight Editions p. 5.
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Orson Welles had passion, inventiveness, brillisznog courage, but he was only twenty-five and hawkn
made a feature film before. Herman Mankiewicz, skeeenwriter who wrote almost all the dialogue and
scenes, was a middle-aged cynic who had long siiven up finding a vessel into which to pour his
considerable wisdom, and he needed to have higiveeprowess harnessed to a worthwhile end. Gregg
Toland, the middle-aged cinematographer, was onthefgreat technological innovators in motion pietu
photography. [...] Bernard Herrmann was a tempengahezoung guy who turned out to be one of the most
inventive geniuses in movie music. Two younger oellaborated with two older and experienced artiste
young ones had no sense of the limits of the medim the older men knew how to go beyond them.
Together, these four collaborators produced somegttiiat was beyond anything each had produced éefor

would ever produce agaif’
Here we can see to what extent Pauline Kael's petisp on the film has shaped current

scholarship on Welles. Suber arguably takes Kaellaborative perspective dfanetoo far. Can

Bernard Herrmann's work dfanereally hold a candle to his best scores for Alfrtthcock?

Where “Raising Kane” really excels as a text isjaming the sense of filmmaking as a
collaborative art with her recasting of the filmthg crowning achievement of American popular
genres usually completely overlooked by Acadentgns unless, as in the caseKaine, it is laced
with tragedy, despair, or pathos. Kael's summdrthe vivid trashiness that vitalizé&ane as a

movie, | find practically impossible to argue with:

It is both a limitation andn the nature of the appealf popular art that it constructs false, easyquat. |[...]
Kanehas a primitive appeal that is implicit in the ception. It tells the audience that fate or destingzod or
childhood has already taken revenge on the wickélat-if the rich man had a good time he has sedfer
remorse, or, better still, hasn't really enjoyemgelf at all. [...] In popular art, riches and powestroy people,
and so the secret of Kane is hat he longs forithple pleasures of his childhood before wealth tone away

from his mother — he longs for what is availablé¢he mass audiencdé®

As this standsCitizen Kanes arguably the prime example of kitsch redeemedsehkitransformed
into art. Did Kael think it was the best film evaade? It is probably more correct and relevant to
say that she saw the qualities Kb&ne as being characteristic of great movies—that it tiees

elements that make most great movies exactly ffatre is, however, one instance where she
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indicated that there exists another kind of filmh ahich is even greater. Kael ended a 1961

broadcast review dfa Grande lllusion(Jean Renoir, 1937) thus:

In cinema there is artistry that brings the medalive with self-conscious excitement (Eisensteifosemkin
Orson WellesCitizen Kang and there is the artistry that makes the mediisappear [Renoir'dla Grande
lllusion, De Sica'sShoeshing La Grande lllusionis a triumph of clarity and lucidity, every detéits simply,
easily, intelligibly. There is no unnecessary cameirtuosity: the compositions seem to emerge fitbm
material. It's as if beauty just happens (is itassary to state that this unobtrusive artistryeiaps the most
difficult to achieve?)?°

| will not be forced into choosing between WelleRenoir by Kael's review, but | have included it

here to once again demonstrate the constant deélikgel's thinking.

A heated debate arose in the wake of “Raisingnes” initial publication. Peter
Bogdanovich, in particular, who was preparing akboon Welles at the time, took the whole idea of
shallow masterpieces very badly. When he quoteliéd/ene also issued a warning to other critics
and scholars: “Cleaning up after Miss Kael is gdim¢ake a lot of scrubbing™

The reactions of another auteurist, Andrew Saans,more interesting for our purposes, and

are also, it would seem, a lot more nuanced:

Of course, the tactical point of [Kael's] hyperbddeto suggest that the later decline of Welleslatche
attributed to his loss of the story sense providgdlankiewicz forKane In the end, however, Kael succeeded
only in adding another layer of mythology to Welkes the man who “stoleCitizen Kanefrom Herman J.
Mankiewicz. Earlier and later myths serve to entokMelles as a burned out prodigy, a wastrel, an
unappreciated visionary, a trickster, a Renaissdhae for all media — cinema, theater, radio, ted®n; an
egomanic, a compulsive storyteller right out of emecient Mariner, a persecuted liberal and New &eal
without portfolio, a failed newspaper columnist, hackster, a public clown, a martyr to Hollywood
philistinism, a raging sexist, a baroque mannegishan who scared a nation, a twentieth centurgriation

of Sigmund Freud's Leonardo Da Vinci, and an Odljiaippled artist congenitally inhibited from fghing
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his projects. The problem was that Welles washaléé things and more. No single tag line was adeqhis

“genius”, if it existed, was in recognizing his owamplex personality and expressing it artistic&ily

Regarding Welles, it could be argued, despite #sgnal humiliation “Raising Kane” entailed,
that Kael's text also served as a catalyst fortistiga | don't think it is far-fetched to see the
sparklingly exuberant cinematic esgajor Fake(1972) in this light. Exposed as an egomaniac and
a credit-grabber, Welles could finally let his flaayance rip in the most joyous and life-affirming

film of his career.

“Raising Kane” did not facilitate a uniform or eveary significant shift fronpolitique des
auteursto politique des écrivaingnd conspicuously little has been written aboutens within the
classical Hollywood system—a fact which makes tbkime The Hollywood Screenwriteredited
by Richard Corlis§? and above all Richard Fine's bodKpllywood and the Profession of
Authorship 1928-194% all the more valuable. But creative importancechaot be the same as
creative power and control, and the one vghouldbe in control during the actual shooting, so
Sarris and Kael agreed, is the director. It wateradll, through such control that Orson Welles

brought forth a miraclé&®*

| will now proceed with the final primary teeated in this thesighe American Cinema-
Directors and Directions 1929-1968.shall deal with the main body of Sarris’'s texst, then
analyze his method as presented in the essaydbam@anies the book, “Toward a Theory of Film
History.” In so doing, | shall also contrast thietimod with the less evaluative and critical and
more empirical and contextual approach outlingdaonew breed of film historians grounded in

conventional historical scholarship.

Sarris as Film Historian: Directors and DirectioRart One — The Rankings

We have now reached the very pinnacle of Sarrisitng, and one of the most discussed, classic
texts of film historical scholarship—even if it hagen more influential in spirit than in actualrfor
The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192®%8. | shall deal with the actual ranking of

directors which constitutes the main body of thelbfirst, before, in the next chapter, inspecting

331 Andrew Sarris (1998You Ain't Heard Nothing Yet: The American Talkingtéte in History and Memory.
New York: Oxford University Press. pp. 287-288.

332 Richard Corliss (ed.) (1973he Hollywood Screenwriterlew York: Discus / Avon Books.

333 Richard Fine (198%)lollywood and the Profession of Authorship 1928@.%%hn Arbor, Michigan: UMI
Research Press.

334 Pauline Kael (1984) [197The Citizen Kane Boolew York: Limelight Editions. p. 5.
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Sarris’s historical/critical method as outlinedfroward a Theory of Film History”. There, | shall
also consider the validity of Sarris’s method, nuead against the new breed of so-called
contextual film historians, who consciously distanicemselves from Sarris’s personal and
idiosyncratic approachHowever,| should first like to outline briefly the backgnod of Sarris’s
most important book.

Like most of the textual material treated in thiedis, Sarris’snagnum opusan actually,
with some reservation, be said to have originatexh fthe first Sarris/Kael debate, which we have
seen climax so violently with “Circles and Squard$e book's origins can be traced back to the
early sixties, when Sarris first ranked directorshe pages of a special issud-oi Culture
(Spring 1963, No. 28) in an artidleat waslike the subsequent book, entitiéde American
Cinema.There are other half-baked journalistic attempisfiSarris to counter and incorporate
Kael's critique, buTheAmerican Cinemaparticularly in its incarnation as a boog Sarris’s true
vindication of the auteur theory as a wholly distiaritical and historical approach, which, as we
have seen, he had already announced as forthcomihigtes on the Auteur Theory in 1962”.

In the original article, the number of dirastoanked was 113, seven of which were foreign,
and the directorial chronologies (i.e. the direstoames) were placed in esoterically titled
categories. Sarris began at the top with “Panti@oectors” and worked his way down to the
lowest rung on the auteurist ladder with the catggOddities and One-Shots”.

By 1968, thed hocusefulness of the basic premise of directorial eusthip was evidenced
in the way the new programmes in film studies atefican universities were organized, but a
systematic, if wholly idiosyncratic, auteurist exaation of the American cinema in the broadest
possible terms did not exist before the publicabbBarris’s book. Motivated by his life- and
career-changing spell in Paris, Sarris no doubtfiet the French had thrown down the gauntlet:
“The critics of each country must fight their owattbes within their own cultures, and no self-
respecting American film historian should ever gtd®aris as the final authority on the American
cinema.®®® In the book, vastly expanded from the originaiciet there are 198 directors arranged
in eleven categories, ranging from “Pantheon Dextall the way down to a new, dreaded
category, “Miscellany”, which could only be des@&tbas a critical scrapheap.

The fourteen directors included in “The Paotiieare all actually quite uncontroversial in
terms of the overall, collective critical opiniohtbeir work, but there are two facts of note about

this category which merit close and extensive conime

335 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]The American Cinema: Directors and Directiohew York: DaCapo Press. p. 28.
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While the careers and critical standings aizArang, Josef Von Sternberg, Max Ophils,
Ernst Lubitsch, and even Friedrich Wilhelm Murnbedause oSunrisg[1927]) are probably as
much shaped by their American films as their Euaopenes, and are mandatory inclusions in any
American pantheon, Jean Renoir is also includeditdebaving made only five American
movies—all of which, relatively speaking, are mimaorks in a career which spans almost forty
films.

This is a clear indication that Sarris quites@ously defined “American” as loosely as
possible, in that the only minimal criterion foclasion in his history of “the American Cinema”
was that the filmmaker had to have directed attleas English-language film. How was this
conspicuous choice motivated? Well, it must be rabered that the Andrew Sarris of 1968 was
still a polemicist, championing commercial Ameriddms as a personal rather than social medium
of expression.

Greg Taylor, one of the sharpest current ateserof the American critical scene, sums up

the justification for this loose definition of “Amiean” in Sarris’s lexicon as a critic/historian:

Long denigrated as nonartistic and homogeneousyidarecinema was certainly being redeemed. If the
auteur theory's emphasis on personality had alld®ards to assert that even despite middlebrow
encroachment, this cinema was as rich and subtleeadirectors working within it, the loose defiait of

“American” enabled him to claim that it was actyatmarkably diverse, tot°

Sarris would elucidate his reasoning in a way #tatially seems quite fair by qualifying and
modifying the term “American” in another, more paa@sand more plainly geographic sense:

Since the criteria of selection for this historisatvey are aesthetic rather than social or in@distAmerican”
will embrace many undubbed English-language filmslpced abroad. As much as this encroachment on
British and international cinema may smack of ingdest presumption, the doctrine of directorial tanity
within the cultural marketplace of the English lange takes precedence here over ethnographic
considerations. This point of view is perhaps nrefgresentative of New York, a distribution centran of

Hollywood, a production centr&’

In sharp contrast to Kael and her foray into histwriting, “Raising Kane”, Sarris thus de-

emphasised the@mericanaof American films, leaving ample room in his nairas of American

338 Greg Taylor (1999 rtists in the Audience: Cults, Camp and AmericdmFCriticism. Princeton, New Jersey:

Princeton University Press. pp. 91-92.
337 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968] Yhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19268 New York: DaCapo

Press.
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film since the sound era (though D. W. Griffithingluded in the pantheon as an all-important
shadowy figure of American sound film, vital asptecondition and its all-defining prehistory) for
exotic and refined continentals like Max Ophulsefd/on Sternberg and Erich Von Stroheim
(who is actually placed in the second-level catggoovering just below the pantheon).

This perspective also enabled Sarris to ireldideways look at foreign directors, like
Michelangelo Antonioni, Claude Chabrol and RomataRski, in his fourth-level category, “Fringe
Benefits”. These were figures who had played a matgole in American cinema (in Polanski's
case, this was already changing) from the poinie# of Hollywood productions, but who were
being widely distributed and much discussed amatejlectuals in a metropolis like New York
City, even if their films barely made a commercipple outside the major metropolitan areas.

| have, as announced, one more major point to rabkat Sarris’s ranking of top-level
auteurs, and that is the inclusion of a documerftemynaker in a book otherwise exclusively
concerned with the fiction film. Edward Murray, tth®roughly pedantic scholar with whom we
have already been acquainted during the courdasftttesis, finds the inclusion of Robert Flaherty
puzzling, and claims that he does not belong inaktzoncerned with fiction film directors®

Maybe so, but this is merely superficiallygréor anyone who is intimately familiar with
Sarris, the critic-as- historian, Flaherty's inabusin the pantheon of American filmmakers really
makes perfect sense. In fact, knowing Sarris’scesin up to that point, it would certainly be a lot
more puzzling had heotincluded Flaherty.

Sarris himself points out specifically thatléaty is included for a very special reason:
“The vast realms of documentary, animated, and raxygatal filmmaking are pointedly excluded.
Flaherty is mentioned arbitrarily for the sake ofa@sthetic principle®*°
What, we must ask, is this principle exactly? Itotirse has to do with what is generally
considered the mainstream of the non-fiction figmd Flaherty's place relative to it as a genuine

auteur rather than as a social engineer:

Robert Flaherty was not merely the “father” of ttecumentary but also one of its few justificatioAstually,
his films slip so easily into the stream of fictiditinema that they hardly seem like documentaiesl. [...]

What Flaherty understood so well was the potedggieneration of the documentary into voyeurism vithen

338 Edward Murray (1975)ine American Film Critics: A Study of Theory a@Pmctice.New York: Frederick Ungar
Publishing. p.52.
39 Op. Cit p. 16.
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images of the camera are not reprocessed in the afithe artist. [...] Flaherty's cinema is ondhdf last

testaments to the “cult of nature”, and, as suehfinitely precious

Even film historians who have written more exteegnon nonfiction film, and are more
sympathetic to the Griersonian tradition, canngtabd large, seriously question Sarris’s trenchant
and defiant analysis of Flaherty's career. Thecamementator, however, who has been most in
sync with Sarris on this score, is Robert Flahemytdow, who became an eloquent defender of her

husband's work after he had passed away:

A Flaherty film is not a documentary, because audwentary film is preconceived. The great documegntar
movement fathered by John Grierson is all precaeckior educational and social purposes. The Russia
preconceived their films for political purposes.lid@ood preconceives for the box-office. None ofdk is

simply and purely, freely and spontaneously theghin itself for its own sake. In other words, feglmo axe
g3

to grin
The persistent grinding of political axes and thepaganda of left-wing causes has always had a
tendency to provoke Sarris, the centrist liberatause it subordinates the human individual to
fervently held ideas and political views, and ie ¥Marxist understanding of the matter, huge
dialectical forces. Predictably, Sarris’s antigafibr the mainstream of the documentary tradition
went quite a bit beyond the Griersonian schooloafa engineering. The one piece where Sarris
really showed his hand as a consciously liberéicarzoncerned he Battle of Algier¢Gillo
Pontecorvo, 1966). This much discussed semi-doctangeabout colonial warfare and
terrorism/resistance in Algeria was at the tim@sfelease hailed as great art, and enjoyed @& gre
entertainment. Sarris was sceptical. Most of @lfdit uneasy with the audience reaction at a

screening he attended:

Some years ago a Lincoln Centre black tie stufféd-audience cheered the demolition of a cafédtill
unbilled French men, women and children by a retahary bomb squad ifihe Battle of AlgiersSomewhere
behind my own stuffed shirt, | found the audieneaction hatefully obscene. They were cheering daghs of
allegorical unpersons, the same kind of unpersdmsdied in Buchenwald and Bangladesh, though under
somewhat different auspices. An unperson is awreathose murder causes exultation without any
complicating feelings of pain, loss or waste. ThH®l& point of Pontecorvo's staging is that the biognis

mercilessly indiscriminate because the revolutiarshibe ruthless. And how often have we been feditia

340 |bid. pp. 42-43.
341 Frances Flaherty quoted in Jack C. Ellis (1988 Documentary Idea: A Critical History of Englishnguage
Documentary Film and Vide&nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice Hall Fsf#rs. p. 73.
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before? All right, you say you believe in indiscimate violence. Then squeeze Robert Redford, Pawian,
Jane Fonda, Jeanne Moreau, Cathrine Denueve, Ntakdastroianni, Laurence Olivier, Vanessa Redgrave,
Jean-Paul Belmondo, Peter Finch, George C. Scdtb@amna Rigg into a crowded café in Algiers. Theinthe
bomb go off five minutes after the picture stard ahow all our cameo stars as shattered corg'sesot the
same thing? Well then, close your eyes, and imathiaieyour wife or your husband, your parents amtticen,
your friends and relations [...] are in that crodaafé ready to be blown up. Is it still the sameng? Is it still

an occasion for cheering? | think ri6t.

| have quoted Sarris’s review at length here, beeaven if the film discussed is not a
documentary, it nonetheless burrows into the giglisxicon and utilizes the surface mannerisms
of the typical documentary to make its key politijgaints—points which, when all is said and
done, are all more common in documentary thanctiofi. In any event, Sarris’s personal tastes
and distastes are in evidence here in a way thatrites both the inclusion of Flaherty and the
exclusion of other documentary filmmakers, not dniyn the pantheon, but from his canonical
historical text as a whole.

At this point, it might be expedient to consitiee ultimate consequences of an idea of film
history as made up of canonical works endowed aritistic value Sarris has repeatedly stressed

the apt analogy between films and architecture:

If medieval architects and African sculptors areraimous today, it is not because they deserve.tévben Ingmar
Bergman bemoans the alienation of the modern &mnbist the collective spirit which rebuilt the cathial at Chartres,
he is only dramatizing his own individuality for age which has rewarded him handsomely for thairat his

alienatiori*?
British architectual historian lan Sutton has ventthe following on the idea of a canon:
“The canon [...] is based on the simple idea thatitgcture is an art, that certain buildings exoel i
that art, and that such excellence is to be (anotimgr things) enjoyet:* Substitute film for
architecture, and we can see the the basic oufindat Sarris attempted witthe American
Cinema.

|There is not really all that much more to sagualSarris’s pantheon of directors. What the

directors in the pantheon share is, in Sarris’mfdation:

342 Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemaNew York. Columbia University Press. pp, 121-122.

343 Andrew Sarris (1973) The Primal Screen: Essayiilom and Related Subjects: New York: Simon & Schust
p. 48.
344 lan Sutton (1999Vestern Architecture: A Survey From Ancient Greedbe Present_ondon: Thames &

Hudson. p. 8.
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These are the directors who have transcendedtéfodinical problems with a personal vision of theld:oTo
speak any of their names is to evoke a self-coatbvmorld with its own laws and landscapes. Theyevedso

fortunate enough to find the proper conditionstfer full expression of their taleHt

That Orson Welles's inclusion among the gods céroia strikes us as obvious, speaks volumes of
the high plateau of technical resources as wehlast from which he began. But auteurists in
general know, as Sarris certainly does, that masthwhile movies or filmmakers do not reach
such awesome standards, though they still cands gntertainment, and uneven filmmakers may
occasionally make great works of art. This is tr@mmeason why the most interesting films in
every director's filmography are presented ingtaln order to distinguish them from those Sarris
felt were less interesting.

A misunderstanding frequently attached t@aucritics, closely related to the idea of canon
that we have just outlined, and one which has mr@host impossible to eradicate, is that they
were exclusively concerned with master filmmakerd heir masterpieces. On the contrary. In fact,
| would go as far as to say that auteur criticisna@ystematic historical approach was the fiet re
subversion of the masterpiece-tradition in filmdaelnship, simply because it extended the field of
study so drastically. It was above all when mowngside the established pantheon of directors
(Hawks*® and Hitchcock were actually the only figures tteerthe pantheohecausehey were
championed by auteur critics) to discover lessénhstly significant stylists, like Douglas Sifk
and Anthony Mann (the former for his baroque medoaks, the latter primarily for his violent,
genuinely neurotic, and extraordinarily powerfulste¥ns) that auteurism in general and Sarris in
particular have been most useful to the study okAcan cinema.

I will spare the reader an extensive run4lgioof all eleven categories, but the second- and
third-line categories, along with the very speéi#th category, warrant special mention, not least

because auteurism as practiced by Sarris, as ljhavmdicated, celebrated its greatest triumphs

34> Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19268.New York. DaCapo
Press. p. 39.
346 Amazingly, the first essay in which Howard Hawkasrevaluated as a major film artist was publishetié May
1953 issue o€ahiers du Cinemand written by Jacques Rivette. The piece wasleatiThe Genius of Howard
Hawks.” Rivette's own films, unusually long in piiag time and profusely talkative, are far removexhf Hawks's
customary laconic pragmatism and ritualistic emjzhas male bonding and brassy, self-confident daifies
strong Hawksian woman who appears time and timamagahe Hawksian universe is partly attributatdeHawk's
frequent collaborator, the brilliant (female) seresiter Leigh Brackett.

Douglas Sirk's stylistically striking films, whianagnify the emotional content of meldramatic aartions,
was a massive (and acknowledged) influence onxtreraely prolific European auteur Rainer Wernersbasler.
Fassbinder was probably the finest fillmmaker teega fromDas Neue&ino movement, as well as the most obsessive
chronicler of the newly affluent West-Germany ie tBold War era.
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when evaluating and explicating directors of coesathle merit who were not considered among
the greatest of flmmakers.

Sarris’s second-line category bears the nesriikhe Far Side of Paradise”. Included here
are twenty directors from Robert Aldrich to RaoudMh—the latter, you will remember, being the
direct cause of Sarris’s drawing severe criticisomf Kael as the epiphany of joy that concludes his
“Notes on the Auteur Theory in 1962.”

By 1968, Sarris was able to place Raoul Waish inore dispassionate and measured
perspective than he initially had done six yeariexra“His best films are genuinely exciting,
though neither profound nor pretentious. If theraeo place in the cinema for the virtues and
limitations of Raoul Walsh, there is even less elér an honestly pluralistic film criticisn?®

It is exactly pluralism that is the prime vetof The American Cinemas a book, though it
might be argued that this was achieved at a castisSloes not burrow particularly deep into single
films, and the ranking of directors left entirely to the critic's discretion has been accused of
reducing film criticism and film history to an itlectual parlour-game. Such criticisms tend to miss
the point, by failing to consider the journalistispect that characteriz€ee American Cinema,
feature it shares with David Thomson's later, sohawlifferent but equally opinionatdthe
BiographicalDictionary of Film3*° While most professional academic historians’ ultieraim is
often simply to facilitate the writing of more hasy, Sarris (who, like Kael, succeeded better than
most on that score) also wanted to provide thergéneader with a rough guide to an uncharted
cultural territory.

Once you accept Sarris’s subjective point of viamg a conception of film history that is
episodic rather than simply chronologicBhe American Cinemlaecomes a fantastic book to argue
with. Sarris’s historical approach, as Greg Taploints out, and indeed, his entire critical strgteg
at least in this specific book, was a broad cuhkisankind of vanguard oppositional fandom.
“Participation in this new cultism was easy, intthhavas now largely a matter of absorbing a large
neglected body of cultural material (American fiflimectors, whether notables or non-entities) and

engaging with the critic's ranking of the matet&f’

348 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968)Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19288 New York. DaCapo
Press. p. 121.

349 This book has gone through several editions sisagriginal publication in 1975, most recentlyEse New
Biographical Dictionary of Film(2003). New York. Alfred A. Knopf

30 Greg Taylor (1999Artists in the Audience: Cults, Camp and AmericdmFriticism. Princeton, New Jersey.
Princeton University Press. p. 92.
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We may certainly argue that Preston Sturges desarpéace in the pantheon rather than
lingering in “The Far Side of Paradise”, as we rabp argue with justification that Billy Wilder
and John Huston ought not have been relegated tiesk than flattering fifth category, “Less than
Meets the Eye.”, where most directors of prestigitaroblem pictures” reside. Judging by what he
wrote under the entry on Billy Wilder, it is ham helieve that Sarris really thought that Wilder
belonged in a bracket of directors whose “perseitglatures are written with invisible ink”: “If
Billy Wilder's stock has risen slightly in recergays with the escalation of savage satingigs Me
StupidandThe Fortune Cookiat is not so much because of the films themselbasrather
because Wilder has chosen to remain himself winh@st everyone else has been straining to go
mod.” Is this not an auteur credo if ever there was deBe inconsistencies in Sarris’s text
were part of the whole shake-up. He knew there @vbelreactions. If anything, Sarris welcomed
relative disagreements such as the ones we haleealitboth in fun and as part of an
epistemological broadening of the field. He inspireaders to make their own discoveries and
perhaps elevate a hitherto unheralded and neglébttedaker to the rich and exciting third tier of
auteurs, aptly titled “Expressive Esoterica.” H8garis ranked, among others, quintessential
auteurs of the American action genres like Buddtdeer, Phil Karlson and Don Siegel. | will
now simply mention the other categories includetheabook that | have not touched upon, in
descending order: “Lightly Likable”, “Strained Sausness”, “Oddities, One-shots and
Newcomers”, “Subjects for Further Research”, “Makay for the Clowns” (about dominant comic
personalities rather than directors—the piece ory lewis is one of the book's highlights) and
finally, “Miscellany”. | daresay that these ranksgave guided more impressionable young people
to careers as film scholars, at least in Ameritantany other single book about film.

Before we conclude our analysis of the aataiakings, something also has to be said to
indicate how authoritative and insightful Sarrisi®ad and provocative gestures can be. The best
examples are when he discusses directors justeutse hallowed pantheon. My examples are two
directors who are very dissimilar in temperament| who both dwell on Sarris’s “Far Side of
Paradise,” King Vidor and Vincente Minnelli.

“King Vidor is a director for anthologies. He hagated more great moments and fewer great films

than any director of his rankR> Sarris goes on to elucidate this somewhat cryptit provocative

%1 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19288.New York. DaCapo
Press, p, 167
%2 |bid. pp. 117-119.
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assertion with a cross referencanise-en-scénkeetween Vidor'§ he Big Parad€1925) and Lewis
Milestone'sAll Quiet on the Western Frofi930):

In the Vidor, an outraged American soldier pursai€¥erman into a shell hole. When the American se#s
the German is wounded, he is unable to finish abebut gives his enemy a cigarette instead. InMitestone,
a German soldier bayonets a Frenchman and therheskistim's forgiveness. Both scenes are condriee
express human brotherhood and thereby attack #dzedtiWar. Both scenes involve two figures in ardeged
and isolated enclosure. The two-shot is almost atmmyg here for both directors because cross-cuttiogid
destroy the meaning of the scene. If two figuresstwown in the same frame, a bond is establishibba
them. Cross-cutting would establish separatened®gmint-of-view changed back and forth. Bothafidnd
Milestone understood this much, and thus the is§meontage never arises. Yet, though these sceaes a
identical in meaning and broadly equivalent in ta@chl execution, the Vidor is both more moving and
aesthetically superior to the Milestone. Why? \\Wadit because the Vidor came first. Most criticdentfifty
probably saw the Milestone before they saw the Kitllmt because Vidor has arbitrarily designate@teln
director than Milestone. [...] Ultimately [...]élissue between the two scenes is resolved byldestariterion
of the cinema, good old camera placement, an d@&sthetor that was as decisive in 1895 as it dajo Vidor
moves much closer to his characters, thus achggmesder dramatic intensity. By staying farther hack
Milestone emphasizes the pictorialism of the sc&he.frame in which the spectacle unfolds rathantthe
spectacle itself. Vidor's treatment is more fortéfan Milestone's, hence more emotionally satrefyiThus,
in one sequence, two careers fall into place.An.huteur versus a technician. The auteur theanyonly

record the evidence on the screen. It can nevgudge it. Vidor is superior to Milestorié®

Having seen the films, it is hard to withstand $iaeeeping force of Sarris’s argument, which has

some of the dead-certain qualities of Moses lagiogn the law in stone tablet¥ As usual,

Edward Murray picks out a flaw in Sarris’s argumevitrray is of course correct when he points

out that it is, and indeed must be, thaeur theoris(rather than the theory itself) who records the

evidence on the screénm.

Murray's second argument is that Sarris hdedd prejudged the evidence, despite his

protestations to the contrary. This is actuallyaegument with less force than it seems. It is indee

difficult to see how any factual bit of evidenceauttbnot be, at least in some minimal sense,

353 | oc. Cit,

354

Current film critic Kent Jones has noté&iihe American Cinemlas the authority of an orginary text — it does
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prejudged. | have claimed earlier in this thesg the auteur theory actually begs the questian of
theory rather than providing one. Kael thoughtatsvell simply a matter of discrimination, and |
tend to agree. The auteur theory in Sarris’s foatioh could, however, pass the minimum
requirement for a theory if we were to follow MieRal's lead: “A theory is a systematic set of

"358 I this is a true definition of theory,

generalized statements about a certain segmeaéalityr
Sarris is a theorist in name and deed. In that, ¢éastealso true, as the philosopher of scienad Pa
Feyerabend claims, that any theory, be it in thedmities or natural sciences, generates its own
data, from which we draw our conclusioris?

The hidden premise upon which Sarris opefaes is actually not very well hidden at all,
since it consists simply of his innate prefereraelie long-take aesthetic which he and other
auteur critics filled with personal and subjectimeaning, rather than the objective meaning it had
had previously under Andre Bazin's aesthetic realis the 1940s.

I shall now move on to my second and last eotapVincente Minnelli. | have chosen him
because his films are indicative of stylish antiénito downgraded genres and filmmakers who
were discovered by Sarris. These were actuallyquéattly feminine genres, something which goes
against the popular complaint made by Kael andatepkeby others, namely that auteurists were all
emotionally regressive and developmentally stustgwolboys masquerading as red-blooded men
who preferred what we with a very Kaelian phrasghtncall the “Bang Bang” genres. | am talking
about the melodrama and the musical, where Minagrdtelled.

Before the advent of auteur theory, both @iiad the Hollywood establishment had long
since discriminated against the female weepievodaof the male weepies from home and abroad,
the clearest indication of which perhaps beingser@imental humanistic dramas that are
characteristic of Italian neorealism.

Minnelli, on the other hand, made his nasmarmextraordinary director of actresses, even as
his very tastefulness and tact prevented him frotareng the pantheon. Sarris’s piece on him is
also an indirect response to the charge that asbeurecessarily entails a split between form and
content, which had been one Kael's main criticisni€ircles and Squares.” | know of no analysis
of a flmmaker that so neatly summarizes the stiengnd weaknesses not only of a director but
also of the genres in which he preferred to work:

3% Mieke Bal (1997Narratology: Introduction to the Theory of NarragivToronto: University of Toronto Press. p. 4.
Translation oDe Theorie Van Vertellen and Verhal&econd Edition.
%7 paul Feyerabend (198The Philosophical Papers VolumeNew York: The Free Press. p. x.
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Minnelli has always required relatively luxuriousfects on which to lavish his taste. If he haatalfflaw as
an artist, it is his naive belief that style camariably transcend substance and that our wayakitg at the
world is more important than the world itself. @rifimmakers like Godard and Truffaut pay lip-siee/to
these doctrines but they don't believe in themy®ihnelli believes implicitly in the power of threamera to

transform trash into art, and corn into caviar. Mili believes more in beauty than in &ft.

Directors and Directions Part Two: Toward a Theofr¥Film History

| hope the selective analysis of Sarris’s rankinghe previous chapter serves to convey my deep
respect for a book that can still yield surprisingights with respect to Sarris’s relationship with
material, even when it is opened at random by som&do has never heard of Sarris or is just
beginning his discovery of classic American soulmdd. Sarris may have predicted that his method
was too idiosyncratic not to be contested. Later ficholars grounded in the methods of
conventional historical research have attemptatiscredit Sarris as an ahistorical romantic whose
methods must be swept aside for a more nearsigitgdricism and a more conscious and
conscientious approach to economic, social ancht#fobical contextg>® Contextseems to be the
catchword among the new breed of film scholars lmstorical bent. This is just a guess, but
knowing their persuasion, “Raising Kane” would aknoertainly be closer to their idea of “proper”
contextual film history thaithe American Cinema

| will not offer an extended analysis of this trandcontemporary film scholarship, but |
must nevertheless acknowledge its existence amd poi that Sarris belongs to a different
category, one which is more obviously personal@mehly rhetorical. The critique against
evaluative film history as by and large a form afgdoxically ahistorical film history is outlined
with regards to a specifically auteurist orientatiy film scholar Christopher Faulkner, who speaks
of the non-political practice of mise-en-scenei@sim and the ahistorical nature of auteurism in
reference to the French discourse on cinema in$58s>%°
| do not want to dismiss the accusation that ctldevelled against Sarris that he is an ahistiorica
film historian outright. | shall examine this fher. Those who want discredit Sarris as an

38 Andrew Sarris (1996)[1968The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19288 New York. DaCapo
Press. p. 102.

%9 In the standard reference work on film historizeithod, authors Robert C. Allen and Douglas Goropsrate with
three perspectives on film history in additionte tritical/aesthetic: theocial theeconomicand theiechnological.
Robert C. Allen and Douglas Gomery (1984 History: Theory and PracticdNew York. Alfred A Knopf. p. v.

3% Christopher Faulkner “Debates 1830-1960: Critidgabates and the Construction of Society”, Michastiple &
Michael Witt (ed.) (2004Yhe French Cinema Bookondon. BFI Publishing pp. 172-180.
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ahistorical writer tend to focus on a polemicahfiofation from “Notes on the Auteur Theory
1962.“

Even if the artist does not spring from the ideadihead of Zeus, free of the embryonic stainsstbhy, history itself is
profoundly affected by his arrival. If we cannotagine Griffith'sOctoberor Eisenstein'8irth of a Nation because we
find it difficult to transpose one artist's unifiednceptions of Lee and Lincoln from the otheiaettial conceptions
of Lenin and Kerensky, we are nevertheless compéti#ecognize other differences in the persoeslitif these two
pioneers beyond their respective cultural complebtés with these latter differences that the autieory is most
deeply concerned. If directors and other artist;moabe wrenched from their historical environmeagsthetics is

reduced to a subordinate branch of entnography.

Taken at face value, there can be little doubttti@tiuteur theory as a critical approach devalues
context. In other words; this approach limits tirgtorical context to a correlation between
surrogate author and text if practiced strictiyll,.She words of Swedish philosopher Claes
Entzenberg are worth notingvery context is the result on contextualizafionif it is the
historian's duty to supply the context, we might equally with at least some justification, tfiat
is also his privilege.

The critique of Sarris's theory andrappgh must be taken seriously, but feel | musi al
point out that Christopher Faulkner has himselinb@ecused of being ahistorical. This requires
further explanation. Faulkner is an Althusseriamariist grounded in the British cultural studies
tradition, and his work as a film scholar andtdmisin is completely informed by this. In his lboo
The Social Cinema of Jean Rendiaulkner delivers a blast against the romaticegnidnings of
the auteur theory. His argument is that the auterory's focus on individual artistry and its
tendency to play down historical circumstancetisabform of [repressive] bourgeois ideolodf.
For anyone grounded art history it is not difficult to expose Faulkner oywostion as

ahistorical®®* | agree with the excellent Cuban film critic GithePerez on this count:

301 Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related 8tshjdew York: Simon & Schuster

p. 46.
362

363

Claes Entzenberg in a lecture delivered at Uppsalaersity March. 5" 2009.

Christopher Faulkner (1988he Social Cinema of Jean Renoirinceton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press. pp. 3-16.

364 Perhaps we should take this as an indicationittiearather more meaningful to speakhidtoriesthan
History? In the 14" century, when that most eminently empirical hisio Leopold Von Ranke invented the footnote
and professional historical scholarship was eisfadidl, there was a widely circulated and varioa#itbuted saying
among those who began to see themselves as aistpdistinctly different from other scholaBie Geschichte sind
ein SpiegelThis is untranslatable. Ignore the implicationto# past mirroring the present and note the plarahf In
English it would readHistory [actually histories or stories] are a mirrol am indebted to historian Mats Persson for
pointing out the existence of this proverb andl@xing its untranslatable meaning.
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[11t must also be recognized that, no less tharraphasis on individual creation, an emphasis dofitsl
circumstance is a bourgeois way of thinking. Faetkappears to believe that the idea of wrenchiagttist from
history has reigned unbrokenly since the Renaigsdng Sarris (Following the American New Critiogthis respect)
was reacting against a historicism that had lorentibe dominant critical approach. Faulkner's ahafgahistoricism

is itself unhistoricaf®®

The riddle of ahistorical history runs deep ity &nd of historical writing that has its core
tangible entites or works. When film historian Ketin M. Cameron pondered the question
whether or not films and history are antitheticahat he had in mind was the factual fidelty of
historical fiction films3°® | believe this exact same question is at once rimbeeesting and more
pressing when posed in connection with the praafdilm historical scholarship. The historian's
field of study in the widest, yet most basic seofsthe term, ishe humanpast.The one feature
which defines the past is, quite obviously, tihad hot availablein the present. What is available to
the historian areourcesn thehistorian'spresent, physical traces of the past from which the
historian can illuminate fragments of the past tashion distorical interpretationthat detail
why and how things happened as they did. | argaietkte history of art; film and literature are, in
one respect, fundamentally different from convemidistory. The painting, the novel or the
film; what, we for want of better generic term,yraesignate as thext -is a differenkind of

source compared to those of the conventional éstpn the sense that the film is sahplya

365 Gilberto Perez (2000[1998he Material Ghost: Films and Their MediuBeltimore & London: Johns
Hopkins University Press. p. 5.

Faulkner's perspective is indicative of the fhett tmost film scholars are virtually ignorant abthe visual
arts and their history. To be snide, the compafithe great artist for most film scholars is fastaway from the
wildly anachronistic mental image of Michelangstanding at his easel, painting seascapes andngeabeéret. It is a
curious fact that many of the scholars who regeteurism outright also have very romantic viewshe traditional
arts that are not in any way empirically foundedcafnmon complaint is that film production is aibess, implying
perhaps that the traditional arts are somehowidefceconomic conditions and considerations.tRernovelist, such
a view may have some validity because paper dndricheap, but the artists of earlier eras iblyadepended on
wealthy patrons.

By the same token, German art historian Klausrt@bpoints out that the contemporary artist finasdel!f
locked in a commercial triangle consisting of drtsuseums and private collectors. “[Since the fiftees] the
descision whether artists will find internationahown, or must content themselves with a lessertatipn, has been
made in the galleries and museums of ManhattaraligtHonnef (2006Pop Art.KdIn: Taschen Verlag p. 6.

It is noteworthy that Honnef leaves the art critit of the equation. Although art critic Lawrensiéoway
defended pop art, the practical power of the atitdras been on the wane ever since Greenbeilifannelitism was
rendered obsolete. It could be argued that filiiticem replaced it and was thrust to the forefrofihesthetic debates.
For a consise analysis of the declining relevari@tariticism, see for example: James Elkins @0&hat Happened
to Art Criticism?Chicago: Prickly Paradigm Press.

306 Kenneth M. Cameron (199America on Film: Hollywood and American Histofyew York: Continuum
Press. p. 7.
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residue of other social actions in bygone dayd dpaak to us about happened in past and serve as
raw material for an interpretation of what tookgaan the past. On the contrary, the work or text
typically exists as a coherent meaningful entigt timay, perhaps even must, be experienced
directly in thepresentSitill, this is not in any way a sufficient reasonctaim that contextual film
history is unnecessary. There is, no doubt a stamggment for the position that the contextual
focus of most film historians has been unnecdgsaarrow and that film historians have made far
too little use of relevant non-filmic evidence quened to other “non-hyphenated” historians.

If Sarris must be classified as a historiameadas indeed always perceived himself, we
might designate him eritical historian. This description underlines the ultimate goalkisf
research—t@valuatefilms within the matrix of directorial careerstmar than simply describe
production processes of singular films or draw esiely on sociological reception theory, for
example. One must therefore stress that Sarridsoswon the movie past is that of a film critic
rather than that of a historian who simply happgensrite about film. Sarris's ideas of context, in
contrast to those of the more empirically-mindestdrian, are squarely centred around the
relationship between himself and the films he s&€b& relationship, however narrois,viewed
historically by Sarris, or perhaps we can limit ilea of history somewhat and rather say that it is
viewed biographically or evesutobiographically—the biography of course being that most

personal and subjective of all micro-historical igen

Why then, do | persist in perceiving both myselfl &ine film medium in the Hericlitian flux of histg? |
suppose because | am a revisionist in the modesssiense of constantly revising myself. Consetyen
every movie | have ever seen keeps swirling anttirsfiin ever-changing contexts. On the whole, raeviend
to be more complex than profound, but that makemtall the more difficult to pin down, describe and
categorize for all time. What is particularly fazaiing is how the same movie can keep changing its
ideological coloration over the years. In our tiffeg,example, many movies once dismissed as sHopgir

fantasies have been rediscovered as feminist bl

It could be argued that this view is too lieditto be called genuine film history, focusing as
it does on the relationship between critic and fiBut it is also very fluid and relativistic,
emphasising as it does a belief in criticism asstless, continuous activitygy current standards of
film history, it is arguably true that Sarris pladeo little emphasis on the last semantic jofrihe

term film history, understoodas the temporal situations that the films grow ols+-t0o0 much on

37 Andrew Sarris (1978politics and CinemaNew York: Columbia University Press. p. 3-4.
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the films in their projected present tense. Thisusl shall remain, the principle dilemma of film
history vis-a-vis film criticismWhile films as projected aesthetic objects in tregaphorical
present, in the most basic, purely sensory rattaer artistic meaning of the term, admittedly at the
very least must claim grimus inter paregosition among the film historian's sources, ayddreat
claims to a status as his primary concern, it3g,an the other hand, quite legitimately sode
focus of a historian-as-retrospective critic likari$, and | cannot see any need for him to
apologize for this.

Now that Sarris's relationship with newer aadt trends in film history has been
presented, we are ready to deal with Sarris's dtieaf justification for his method:

The ranking of directors is based on total rathantoccasional achievement. But why rank direcbes|?
Why all the categories and lists and assorted dnielgf? One reason is to establish a system ofitpofor
the film student. Another is the absence of thetratesnentary academic tradition in the cinema. The
drudgeries in the other older arts are performegrbjessional drudges. Film scholarship remaingelgran
amateur undertaking. In America, especially, tha fiistorian must double as a drudge. The rankings,

categories and lists establish first of all thestetice of my subject and my attitude toward®it.

Sarris conceived of his rankings as an invertedpya, because he wanted to get away from what

he calls the pyramid fallacy of older film histar&

The chronological division of the cinema as onétgiends to perpetuate what may be called therpigta
fallacy of many film historians. This fallacy cosats of viewing the history of cinema as a procgsw/ich
approved artisans have deposited their slabs hilgel on a singe pyramid rising ultimately to agle apex,
be it realism, Humanism, Marxism, Journalism, Asstionism, or even Eroticism. Directors are valued
primarily for their contributions to the evolutiaf a Utopian cinema efficiently adjusted to a UtopBociety.
Once a formal contribution has been made, subségefmements are downgraded. In this system,st/ire
the drones of the cineni&.

Note here that Sarris’s conception of critical esthetic film history depends on what he has

870 as a minimum condition for its

termed “a pleasurable response to the very actowiggoing
motivation. This is characteristic of the criticlaistorian, because it points to an inevitable dual

role in aesthetic film history. So it must be, dese the field of aesthetics and the aesthetic

38 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192868.New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 27.

39 Andrew Sarris (1973yhe Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tsbjdew York: Simon & Schuster p.
25.

370 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions Néwvk: DaCapo Prespp. 19-20.
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experience both deal directly with sensory datasargory experience. This has been the case ever
since Alexander Gottleib Baumgarten introducedpiigsophical term in the 1750s with his book,
AestheticaAs of today, no English translation has been maddable. It is a work that, in the

words of Norwegian art historian and aestheticiaaghe Malmanger, “is as widely known as it is
rarely read.?”* Using Baumgarten's universally accepted definitibthe aesthetic in a literal and
slightly pedantic way, we might say that for Sartie strictly artistic aspect of his rankings gsow

out of and is predetermined by the aesthetic asghis being, quite simply, his direct process of
actually watching the many singular films as thejold in the illuminated darkness. In a 1991

interview, Sarris commented:

Look, I'm a historian. | am not a prophet. And | aat an activist or a revolutionary. | don't wamichange
movies. In fact, if | wanted to change moviesgédout and make them. But | have never had thatslg
desire to make movies, or even to write them adtevatories for them, so | just sit in my bemusead/\and

look 372

Lookingis the first principle of any aesthetic criticispart from literature or music, whether
historically inflected or not. Sarris's great acliment in this context was introducing concepts of
style and sequence, the typical concerns of clalsait history, to film studies. Thanks to the
concept ofnise-en-scénde was able to do this on the specific termsatict by the film
medium3”3

Watching a large body of films organized accordmgdirectors thus eventually leads Sarris
to a critical, artistically weighted evaluationafarger totality which opened the door to the wide
possible practice of cross-referencing, not onlgioéctors, but collaborators—technicians and
performers from film to film. Here is where Sarsséxt, despite not really venturing outside the
confines of personal critique, was a big advancearstier works in film history. It constituted a
revision of the masterpiece approach which waseqaiical for its time, even if it was not an

actual rejection of it:

371 Magne Malmanger (200®unsten og Det Skjgnne: Vesterlandsk Estetikkutsteori Fra Homer Til Hegel.
Oslo: Aschehoug. p. 7.

372 Andrew Sarris quoted in George Hickenlooper (1924¢l Conversations: Candid Interviews with Filmsémost
Directors and CriticsNew York: A Citadel Press Book. pp. 3-16.

373 1t must be pointed out that when ideas of filmlestyegan emerging in the 1950's and 1960's, adrkigquite
ironically) more or less abandoned the questiorstydé and sequence, turning instead to iconogeagihidies,
semiotics and other applications of high theorydd@othe field of art history is extremely diversgiérms of
theories and methods ( more so than film studms)the tide has not yet turned.
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Even though most movies are only marginally coneénrith the art of the cinema, the notion of quakt
difficult to grasp apart from the context of quantiComprehension becomes a function of compreliensss.
As more movies are seen, more cross-referencessembled. Fractional responsibilities are moreipes/

defined; personal signatures more clearly discetffed

It is clear that Sarris thought that eadilen scholars had neglected this most basic of
critical acts because of undaeriori prejudices: “To put it bluntly, many alleged autkies on
film disguise their ignorance of American cinemaadsrm of intellectual superiority*™ These
writers had written, according to Sarris, “self-@eamed film histories in which old newspaper

clippings are bound together with sociological &i&&

To the extent that the cinema is a creature ohsiespirit, it has inherited expectations ofiimife
development and improvement. It is as if this maekhirt were designed to transcend the vagariegrodh
inspiration. A Shakespeare may appear once inlarmium, but the express train of the twentiethtwgn
cannot wait a century or even a decade for thedstorbe remade from the moonbeams of a movie pmjec
Too much was expected of the medium and too litde demanded of its scholars. The extravagantnibetb
disillusionment obscured the incredibly perfunctatiention given to thousands upon thousands ofesov
Therefore, the first task of a theory of film histas to establish the existence of these thousahdwmvies as

a meaningful condition of the mediuif{.

But who were these previous scholars against whamsSeacts—those of whom he felt too little
was demanded? It is of course all those socioldigiceclined critics he takes to the cleaner's,®nc
again. Sarris mentions Lewis Jacobs, John GrieSegfried Kracauer, Paul Rotha, Richard
Griffith, Jay Leyda, Georges Sadail al.as belonging to an older, sociological traditiorfiloh
scholarship.

Sarris subsumes them collectively under thelingd'forest critics”. For Sarris, these
writers usually hailed the “big subject” and theeign film, and clustered the defining majorityeth
collective idea of movies, around an idea of filsnaasocial mode of communication and a mass

medium rather than individual films as artworks #émeir directors as artists:

374 Andrew Sarris (1996) [1968))he American Cinema: Directors and Directioiew York: DaCapo Press p. 15.

375 H
Ibid. p. 17.

878 Andrew Sarris (1973yhe Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tsbjdew York: Simon & Schuster p.
64.

377 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968.J)he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19288 New York:DaCapo
Press. p. 19.
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The trouble up to now has not been seeing the toe¢ke forest. But why should anyone look at ands of
trees if the forest itself is deemed aesthetiaalijectionable? Of course, the forest to which érés called
Hollywood, a pejorative catchword for vulgar illasism. Hollywood is a foresty world rather thaneesy
world. It connotes conformity rather than diversitgpetition rather than variation. The condesaegdidrest
critic confirms his preconceptions by identifyirfgpse elements Hollywood movies have in common. [...
Hence the incessant carping on Hollywood “cliché&dy Meets Girl, The Happy Ending, The Noble
Sacrifice, The Sanctity of Marriage, The GangstetsGis Just Deserts, The Cowboy Outdraws Theikijlla
Boy And Girl Feel Song Coming O

Sarris’s point is not to ignore that Hollywood fénhave been and are shaped by front-office
interventions, censorship and formal conventiobhsya all those pertaining to genres. But Sarris
wants to redirect attention to the individual bésaithat, after all, emerged through the maze of
conventions in the old Hollywood movies, becauseinisists, the forest critics never championed
individuality for its own sake, but on the contraslebrated another, different ideal for films to

conform to:

Every movie would deal Realistically with a ProblemAdult Terms or Employ the Materials of The Mgt
in a Creative Manner. Thus the goals of forestaisin are ultimately impersonal. [...] The prin@pf the
forest has been upheld at the expense of the tdgrees, and this is indeed the supreme irony iefsto

criticism. Far from welcoming diversity, the foresitic seeks a new uniformity/?

Genres are of course an important factorencttnformity that the forest critics wanted to
replace. Significantly in this context, the Unit8thtes has never been the land of film movements.
In Sarris’s formulation, genres are something twknagainst and employ, conditions for creation
rather than slavish ideal forms for the flmmaleatihere to. Genres took care of audience
expectations of a more functional cinema than tyet-plassical period from the 1960s onwards,
while the auteur, in Sarris’s formulation of higtlmy, provided something extra. Once again, mise-
en-scene is the key identifying factor. Since ls® &hew that art-house films have their own
conventions, Sarris would frequently insist on ¢batinuities between the popular and the

artistically prestigious, often preferring the ¢éaittAs he said elsewhere:

Genres and mise-en-sceéne. Are these the clues tieapest concerns? It would seem that my strongest
instincts are Christian rather than Marxist and theelieve more in personal redemption than saewablution

and therefore | am more moved more by the majeaticera-movements my Mizoguchi and Ophtls than the

378 |bid. p. 21
379 .
Ibid. p. 22

145



146

meteoric montage of Eisenstein and Resnais. Thendsw) and descending staircases of Hitchcock are m

meaningful than all the Odessa St&s.

It could be said with justification that Satsi historical and critical approach to American
film pays too little attention to genres, everfaf, instance, it had been vital to resurrect the
Western in order to redefine the critical staturdahn Ford and place him in his rightful place in
the pantheon. Sarris still proved important in lelsthing a new and more positive perspective on
genre, however. Unquestionably influenced by Sartusabashedly aesthetic and evaluative
approach, but subtly reversing it, genre theoriah®y J. Solomon would claim less than a decade

after the publication ofhe American Cinema:

The theory | advocate in this Introduction and Wil developing throughout the following chaptegststwith
the view that the truly typical elements of gerreth visual and dramatic, are not necessarily tostmbvious
props and devices shared by bad films and telavisizodies. Secondly, and basic to the apprehension
qualitative variations — whatever these typicafredats may be, they are not trite, repetitive pagtatored in
film studio libraries or file cabinets, but artisihsights stored in the minds of such filmmaker#\Hred
Hitchcock and John Ford!

In Solomon's text, there remains a personal amdydicratic evaluative orientation and an auteurist
bias which is offset by a discursive shift towatlds interlocking textual systems that shape genre
movies rather than the individual filmmaker. Sacproposition, postulating the aesthetic value of
genres, must be counted as a marked advance isdhwlarship, and would have been almost
unthinkable without Sarris’s example. Sarris hatirascued the genper sefrom aesthetic

oblivion, but thegenre directorsand the films they made.

This takes us quite close to an alternatie@-auteurist history of the classic Hollywood
system championed by Thomas Schatz. Borrowing asghirom André Bazin, Schatz wants to
celebrate not the individual, heroic directors afr$’s book, but rathéFhe Genius of the System.
Schatz has no high regard for auteur theory, argubé#es the vulnerable conclusion of Sarris’s

introduction inThe American Cinemi® vindicate his rejection of it:

Sarris developed a simplistic theory of his owrebgating the director as the sole purveyor of Frhin an

industry overrun by hacks and profitmongers. Thsiolg words of his introduction said it all: “Hénét

380 Andrew Sarris (1973Jhe Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $tsbjéew York: Simon And Schuster. p.
61.

31 stanley J. Solomon (197Beyond Formula: American Film Genrdgew York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. pp. 1-
2.
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director] would not be worth bothering with if heske not capable now and then of sublimity of exgices

almost miraculously extracted from his money-ogenenvironment®®

Schatz continues: “Auteurism itself would not berthi bothering with had it not been so
influential, effectively stalling film criticism ahfilm history in a prolonged stage of adolescent
romanticism.*®3 True, Sarris’s theory is reductive, but such &siature of all theories, and Schatz
clearly has some romantic heroes of his own—praoda&xecutives like Louis B. Mayer, David O.
Selznick and Irving Thalberg. Schatz is reasonaiblen arguing a case for creative control which
belonged not with the director, but with the proeiscwho oversaw their most consistent films.
Such allowances as script control, script develagraad final say in casting within the studio
system afforded to auteurs like Hitchcock and Hawkge, as Schatz quite rightly claims, a
function of their roles as producers rather thaadadors. But there is no evidence in the cases of
Hawks, Hitchcock, or even the later Robert Aldrfalino purchased his own studio, Aldrich Studios
[1967-1973] ) of a conflict between the films theade for other producers and the kind of films
theywantedto make. They became producers for commercial rétiae artistic reasons. It is
probably just as telling that someone like screéewBilly Wilder chose to become a director only
to protect his script®?

There are cases to be made for the creatigs of producers, but what, after all, is
Selznick's greatest triumph? | am sure he himbelfight that it was that epitome of middlebrow
kitsch, Gone with the Win1939, Victor Fleming) but by far his greatestiagement is not even
so much the moviRebeccd1940) itself, but the very contract that brouglttchicock to
Hollywood and bolstered the latter's personal sayle technique with the greater resources
afforded by the American film industry. A very dist second for Selznick was the agonizing and
ecstatic effort to make a star out of his musegi@nd finally wife, the ravishingly beautiful
Jennifer Jones. Thus Selznick proved, despite dh@-hosed reputations that executives cultivate
about themselves, that auteur critics are apparaotithe only romantics involved with film.

If Sarris has ever written, or even inferretiatvSchatz claims of him, that the director is the

sole purveyor of film art, | have yet to find itamy of his writings. What Sarris has written isth

382 Thomas Schatz (1996) [198Bhe Genius of the System: Hollywood FilmmakindnénStudio EraNew

York: An Owl Book. New York: Henry Holt & Company. 5.

33 | oc. Cit.

34 Philip Kemp “Billy Wilder”, Andrew Sarris (ed.) @08) The St. James Film Directors Encyclopedietroit:
Invisible Ink Press. pp. 560-564. The same coubdably be said for Preston Sturges (the first wadieector in
Hollywood) and theBéte noireof the auteur theory, John Huston.
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But a movie is a movie, and if by chance Robeltébnard should reign over a respectable produditien
Pride and Prejudicgits merits are found elsewhere than in the direcpersonality, let us say in Jane Austen,
Aldous Huxley, Laurence Olivier, Greer Garson arwb#dain tradition of gentility at Metro-Goldwyn-Mer.
[...] Studio domination in the thirties and fortias the rule rather than the exception, and feectbrs had
the right of final cut. Educated Americans wereugat up on the jaundiced Hollywood chronicles oSEott
Fitzgerald, Nathaniel West, John Dos Passos, Rargrier and John O'Hara. The vulgar but vital preduc
entrepreneur was the sun king in this saga, ansltesenliterary types were left out in the shaderdtrospect,
however, the studio system victimized the screelewmore than the director. It was not merely astjoa of
too many scribes spoiling the script, although nststlios deliberately assigned more than one widter
eliminate personal idiosyncrasies, whereas thewiralmost invariably received sole credit for disection
regardless of the studio influences behind theestebhis symbol of authority was not entirely laxgkin
substance even in Hollywood, or perhaps espedialollywood, where the intangibles of prestigertoo

large3®°

The case Sarris makes for the auteur theory amddiflectors is actually rather more limited than

Schatz makes it seem:

The purity of personal expression is a myth oftthébooks. The camera is so efficient a manufacifre
“poetic” images that even a well-trained chimpanzae pass as a “film poet.” For all its viciousnard
vulgarity, the Hollywood system imposed a usefstgline on its directors. The limited talents dbeegory

La Cava could be focused on an exquisite departstent-window whimsy involving Claudette Colbertlaa
family of mannequins. The genre expectationStoé Married Her Bos®ok care of the rest of the movie, but

in those few moments in the department store windbg/La Cava touch was immortalized as a figure of

style 3%

The point is that Sarris is more cautious on bebfathe director and more aware of the production
context of movies than his detractors make outpidesis reasonable hypothesis and thorough
documentation on the subject, | am not convince&dlyatz that the director, even in the most
repressive Hollywood context, has a serious ri@altainly, Pauline Kael did not think so either,
for all her emphasis on film as a collaborativeaendl her canonization of Herman J. Mankiewicz.

| have made the point that Sarris is a cilifit@ historian rather than a strictly empirical
one, but in one respect his work is concurrent wittrent trends in properly non-filmic historical

scholarship, which has become more sensitive wryrend more involved in synthesizing its

385 Andrew Sarris (1996) [1968]he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 30.
3¢ |bid. p. 32.
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findings in overarching schem&¢.What is worth noting is that contemporary histosi@utside

film studies tend to be more open about their owasitpns than their predecessors. Historian
Thomas L. Haskell insists that the writing of histdepends on explanatory schemes which should
not be implicit®®® Sarris's formulation of auteur theory is exastigh an explanatory scheme, even
if it is almost embarrassingly weak as a theory.

The subject of history in general is, like fistudies, inevitably caught in an often painful
process of continual renewal, but if a core diffeeis to be noted between history and criticism,
we might say that history is determined by researahattempts to illuminate fragments of the past
in a way that strives to go beyond personal rafiestand at least betersubjectivewithout ever

achievingobijectivity, if by the term “objectivity” one means a kindwalueless “neutrality”:

There is no such thing as objective film historgck historian weights his presentation by the gearent of
chapters, the length of his paragraphs, the tomésafentences, the choice of words. The histarizategories
are usually implicit in his text, but he usuallyiats to preserve a spurious facade of “objectivity not
seeming to have strong opinions. | choose to makeategories explicit for the convenience of nadezs.
Also, | feel that marginal distinctions are the magportant distinctions a critic can make. Thegligate a

critical sensibility at work over the entire exparf cinema, not just in the currently fashionadsetors’®

Just how personal and subjective the entire prdjee American Cinemaas for Sarris is
indicated by the fact that its time frame almosfegely corresponds with his own lifetime. But
there is evidence that Sarris, contrary to thequigry quotation, actually believed that film histor
can at least attempt to be objective, and candndiain a status that, to put the matter in nedat
terms, is less subjective than the project he Hinasiempted. In fact, his quite damning piece on
Fred Zinnemann can only be seen this light. AfteiSarris claims that “Zinnemann's inclusion in

any objective film history is mandatory>®

387 probably the most conspicuous trend in histoschblarship for the past two decades, so-caledbal History,is
an embodiment of this wider and more speculatit®ol. Andre Gunder FrankReOrient: Global Economy in the
Asian Agg1998) Berkeley: University of California Pressid David LandesBhe Wealth and Poverty of Nations:
Why Some Are So Rich and Some So Pd&i¥8)New York: W.W. Norton & Company are two relativelcent,
major works of the genre, where the authors argametrically opposed hypotheses and draw diamdirica
opposed conclusions.

3% Thomas L. Haskell (199&)bjectivity is not Neutrality: Explanatory Schenieslistory. Baltimore and London:
The Johns Hopkins University Press. p. 2.

389 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192868.New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 17.

390 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]The American Cinema: Directors and Directioh&w York: DaCapo Press. p. 169.
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This insight about “objective” film history is deaps strange. Although he apparently sees it as
theoretically feasible, this is certainly not Sgiemetier. His own conception of film history can be
characterized as either bold or reckless, and deshriptions are probably justified.

Basing his approach on the hypothetical natibthhe auteur, Sarris’s synthesizing mode of
history seems perhaps closest in spirit to thewdpsee thinker Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel,

though Sarris himself may well deny any such analog

A history which aspires to traverse long periodsirog, or to be universal, must indeed forgo therapt to
give individual representations of the past astiially existed. It must foreshorten its picturgsabstractions,
and this includes not merely the omission of evants deeds, but whatever is involved in the faat th
Thought, is, after all, the most trenchant epitanfsbattle, a great victory, a siege, no longeintaans its

original proportions but is put off with a bare rtien.***

Consider, in the light of Hegel's quotation, howr8acan write of(f) the long-forgotten director

Jack Garfein:

One of the last and least of Kazan's imitators fédaattracted some attention with his first filthen dispelled
any incipient hopes with his second. His style hsag it is, consists of little more than contrivedteria. Until

anger is considered an adequate substitute fartt@arfein's status will remain dubioif.

The Icelandic philosopher Stéfan Sneevarr has cteized Hegel as a romantic rationdft$ta
description that perhaps can be applied to Saitisequal justification.

It is clear that Sarris sees film history esselytias a study of texts to unearth traces of domntinan
personalities who come to the fore through a hearieep structure in the correlation between the
director and his films. As such, Sarris's perspeads unapologetically internalistic: “The thousand
of sound films in the English language exist faittown sake and under their own conditions.
They constitute their own history, be it sublimeridiculous, or, as is more likely, a mixture of
both.”%* This is clearly a textual idea, but the boundakietween text and context have blurred in

recent years. A notion of not just films but alke entire realm of culture as a text has takeniroot

391 Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (199The Philosophy of HistoryAmherst, New York: Prometheus Books. p. 5.
Translated by J. Sibree.

392 Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19268 New York: DaCapo
Press p. 259.

Stefan Snaevarr (200Bunstfilosofi: En Kritisk InnfgringBergen: Fagbokforlagétiegel og Rasjonalismé&n

pp. 79-92.
3% Andrew Sarris (1996) (1968he American Cinema: Directors and Directidk®29-1968 New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 25.
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some segments of film studies that are not padrtuhistorically inclined. As Jeffrey Geiger and
R.L. Rutsky point out: A number of theorists have argued that the entigm of culture can itself
be seen as a texir a set of texts—to be read and interpref&d.”

The more or less purely textual basis ofiSarapproach nevertheless places himin a
precarious position as a historian and pegs himsightly decadent aesthete rather than a
dispassionate historian. This was a necessaryatimedo the critics and historians who did not
really pay attention to what was on the screerinffiistory is both filmsn history and the history
of films. The forest critics tend to emphasize fibrener at the expense of the secofiti.”Sarris, in
other words, did not partake in the still-commohdfe¢hat Siegfried Kracauer, arguably the most
famous of the “forest critics,” was necessarilyperiorfilm historian simply because he “was
more interested in Hitler than ®aligari.”>%’

For Sarris, the cinema past is a vast repertdiaesthetic experiences which not only
affords butdemandgpassionate personal involvement. His preferencthéoclassical cinema and
expertise on old films is based on a curious hatf-half mix of misty-eyed nostalgia and

hardnosed pragmatism:

Film history constitutes a very important part of eautobiography. Fortunately, the resources ofiaesh
television, museums and revival houses make itiplest® reappraise nostalgic memories in the cleald
light of retrospection. Old movies come out of thastorical contexts, but they must be judgedmatiely in

the realm of now®

This is the aesthetic critic dealing with the phsbugh the eyes of the present, without any
conscious attempt to recreate the original vievgilgation by sympathetically judging the film on
its own historical terms. Sarris is not as consigge‘presentist” throughout his criticism as this
passage would indicate, but for some scholarsjngdtpe past in terms of the present is a risky
business which tends to lead astray. The auteiccin general could also be accused of the

reverse fallacy, judging the present in terms efghst.

39 Jeffrey Geiger & R.L. Rutsky (20055ilm Analysis: A Norton Readew.W Norton & Company: Introduction p.
27. Emphasis in original text.

3% Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19288 New York: DaCapo
Press. pp. 24-25.

397 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955-18&8v York: Simon & Schuster. p. 14.
Sarris is referring to Siegfried Kracauer's mostdas bookfrom Caligari to Hitler: A Psychological History fo
the German Film(1947) Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton UnivetRBitess.

39 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968]jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19268 New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 25.
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Conservative, or rather orthodox, historians waqarkefer to call this simply criticism.
Historian Herbert Butterfield is extremely negatwmclined towards such enterprises: “The study
of the past, with one eye, so to speak, upon tesent, is the source of all sins and sophistries in
history. [...] It is the essence of what we meamblistorical.®*°

Even so, | wish to make a limited case for iSas a critical historian, and feel compelled to
point out that many modern historians pride thexmesebn the diametrically opposed attitude to the
one outlined by Butterfield; this is, in fact, tbely plausible way to understand Benedetto Croce's
celebratedon mot All history is contemporary histofy° | take this puzzling formulation not to
mean that all history igboutthe present in any direct sense, but rather teadumts of the past
must have someelevancen the present tense in which they are writtenraadl. This, | think, is
precisely what motivated Sarris.

So what, in the final analysis, is Sarridmate standing as a critical film historian?aivie
already pointed out that he introduced the concefetassical art history to film scholarship. He
performed the essential primary function of writeng aesthetically oriented, critically opinionated
and subversive film history from a critic's perdpe, by using the examples of the older arts as hi
simile. Honing in on style as one of very firstihistorians by simply seeing so many more films
than his predecessors, he laid an important groaridwiargaret Finch writes the following about

style in art history in a way which finds its pafeinematic analogy in Sarris's writing:

Style may be defined as those distinctive charesties that enable an observer to link an artwoitk wther
works. There are fundamentally two types of stiiese are an individual personal style, and tHe sty
common to a group of artists. In other words, tiséintttive traits in a work of art enable the obserto link

an artwork with other works by the same artist @hwther works by a different arti&t*

Sarris may be seen as naive for focusing on palstyle, on what John Alsberg has termed

42 in collectively madecommercial and popular movies, but at least hgérigd an

stylu
awareness about not only how movies can be workstobut also how they look and how they
convey unified themes and meanings that refledt thakers. When Sarris looked back on his long

career as an auteurist in 1977, he observed:

39 Herbert Butterfield quoted in Edward Hallett C&r981) [1961What is HistoryHarmondsworth, Middlesex:
Penguin Books. p. 41.

90 Arthur C. Danto (1965Analytical Philosophy of HistoryCambridge: Cambridge University Press. p. 130.

01 Margaret Finch (19743tyle in Art History: An Introduction to Theorieb$tyle and Sequendéetuchen, New
Jersey: Scarecrow Press. p. 1.

02 John Alsberg (1983ylodern Art and its Enigma: Art Theories from 1860L850.London: Weidenfeld & Nicolson.
pp. 62-76.

152



153

After years on the front lines, my own attituddtie auteurist controversy may be summed up by¢efiard
words sung by the late Edith PiaRlén, non je ne regrette riérStill, if had to do it all over again, | would
reformulate the auteur theory with a greater emigh@sthe tantalizing mysteries of style than aaribimantic

agonies of the artist§’

In a sense, others have taken up that mantle. Stvétih scholar Per Persson has remarked:
“Research on specific directors and filmmakerssaéitein Schwungbut they always focus on
social, economical and historical parameters, ratian the biography of the actual filmmaK&?.

The work, however, of fostering stylistic agaess for audiences and fihistorians, is not
yet done. The structural auteurists that followe&arris’s wake more or less left style out of the
equation, erecting instead massive theoreticatttres dedicated thhemesthat other great
Sarrisian concern. “A vision of the world”, whichet pantheon directors supposedly projected
according to Sarris, must of course be understaagkly in terms of themes. Where | feel the
structural auteurists that followed in his wake twerong was in focusing on the most questionable

aspect of Sarris's thinking. | have in mind whatmeey call the residue of interior meaning:

The auteur theory is not so much a theory as #&ndst A table of values that converts film histamo
directorial biography. The auteur critic is obselsa&h the wholeness of art and the artist. Thespdowever

entertaining individually, must cohere meaningfiiffy/

But there is no binding reason why they should oeneeaningfully, and we must raise the
guestion as to whether such meaningful coherenodésent or superimposed by the critic.
However, as | have indicated, an awareness of @tierstyle in Anglo-American criticism could
be said to have begun with Sarris, and it is litage his importance has yet to be played out. Sarri
methodological individualism is not beyond crititignd cannot be claimed to be historically
sophisticated in an academic sense, but it is tiesless preferable to the sociocentric outlook he

rebelled against—which is reductive not only offihistory but history itself, reducing Clio, the

93 Andrew Sarris (1996 [1968Jhe American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 272
Per Persson (2000nderstanding Cinema: Constructivism and SpectB&ychology Stockholm: PhD. Diss..
Stockholm University. p. 4.
1. Andrew Sarris (1996[1968]) The American Cinemagdtors and DirectiondNew York: DaCapo
Prese. 30
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proud muse of history, to the subservient handmmagdesociology, to paraphrase the Swedish
historian Rolf Torstendaif®

Faced with the question of what is undeesented in film historical scholarship today,
there is a strong case to be made not for a neevddi sociologically inclined film history, (a
tradition which has grown immensely for the |lgg&neration or so since the publication of Garth
S. Jowett's in many ways hugely impressive bk — The Democratic AH?), but on the
contrary for the position that the intersectiotwsen style and technology in film history is the
aspect of film scholarship which is most dimly ureleod, and here the literature is still almost
embarrassingly thin. The number of empirical his®of film style can, with little exaggeration, be
counted on the fingers of one halfd.

Barry Salt, a pioneer of so called statistmese-en-scenanalysis, pays homage to Sarris
and his art- and artist-centred approach, everewaillting it for being too impressionistic and too
much the work of a critic: “The auteur theory isigally an evaluative theory having implicit
subsidiary analytical and interpretive componehas are only demonstrated in practié®”

This practice however personal in complexion, was essentifilntostudies, and few have praised

it so movingly as David Bordwell did from the peespve of 2001:

408 Rolf Torstendahl (196&)listoria Som Vetenskap — Introduktion Till Histddeskningen Stockholm: Férlaget Natur
och Kultur. pp. 117-133.

407 Garth Jowett (197@Jilm — The Democratic Art: A Social History of Ariean Film. Boston: Little, Brown &
Company. Despite its title, this book is concernet with the art of the cinema, but rather d@sislogy and its social
history.
408 Of those worth noting apart from Barry Salt's grdlreaking work, four quite different works staout from
the pack:

Victor F. Perkins (1972Film as Film: Understanding and Judging Movié&ew York: Penguin Books

Paul Schrader (1972yanscendental Style in Film: Ozu, Bresson, Dreerkeley: University of California
Press.

David Bordwell, Steiger, Janet & Thompson, Krigtl®85)The Classical Hollywood Cinema: Film Style and
Mode of Production to 196@.ondon, Routledge.

David Bordwell (19970n The History of Film Styl&€ambridge Mass: Harvard University Press.

Of the three, Perkins's book (the work dflavie- critic) is clearly the one most steeped in the
auteurist tradition. Schrader's book is also rifeanarked by the influence of auteurism. Schrdzbgan his
career as a critic and became known @aaletteafter Kael helped him get in to UCLA Film Schoelspite
him lacking the formal qualifications. It is notriaularly perverse, | think, to argue that Schrésleareer as a
director during the last fifteen years has yieldetler and far more interesting films than thiabartin
Scorsese in the same period, his frequent and tauded collaborator.

09 Barry Salt (1992[1983])Film Style and Technology: History and Analysisndon: Starword Revised and
Expanded Second Edition p. 11.
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For those of us who learned so much from Sarré&setbemains much to do. [...] “The auteurists,riSar
remarked over thirty years ago, “are still fightiaug uphill battle to make movie audiences conscidistyle.”

La lutte continugas the French used to 4.

All'in all, Sarris succeeded extraordinarily wellhis actually quite modest aim of leading us dut o
the forest and into the trees. His advice for flomolars is still sound and his claims for the theo
he promulgated modest:

The film scholar should see as much as possiblenaitel about as much as possible. To avoid passing
judgement on a film because of lack of sympathgnisict of intellectual arrogance. Nothing shouldéreath
criticism or contempt. | take the transcendentalwof the role of the critic. He must aspire tatity even
though he knows he will never attain it. The tramstental view disposes of the either/or tone ofyman
opponents of the auteur theory. This tone suggleatghe critic must make an irrevocable choiceveen the
cinema of directors and the cinema of actors, twéen a cinema of directors and a cinema of geores,
between a cinema of directors and the cinema aéktiemes and so on. The transcendental vieweof th
auteur theory considers itself the first step nathan the last stop in the total history of theecna.

Eventually, we must talk about everything if thexenough time and space and printer's‘ifk.

We cannot really blame Sarris' formulationttad auteur theory for having been too
effective or for having obscured other aspectslior fiistory. To blame him for all those auteur
monographs that others have since written, whicloraiing to many do pass muster as film
histories, is as absurd as blaming him for all ¢hasful first-year term papers which ride on
viciously circular premises: “I love Tim Burton#nfis so his films must be art. His films are art so
he must be an artist/autelif’ Auteur-centred studies was never meant by Strie the last word
on film scholarship, and there are indications thatviews on it have evolved over the years. When
he attended a conference in 1975, he noted abdlidwRothman’s exegesis on Hawksian
symbolism: “I was very stimulated by Rothman's pafieavas audaciously and uncompromisingly

auteurist in a way that | am not so much any m8¥éFew of us believe today that uncovering

“19 David Bordwell “Sarris and the Search for StylEtnanuel Levy (ed.) (200Ditizen Sarris: Essays in Honor of

Andrew SarrisLanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press. pp.165-173.
1 Andrew Sarris (1996) [196d]he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press. p.34.

| speak from personal experience. The ultimateaut of my first year in college was a very undgtiished

auteur-driven paper on Sam Peckinpah, one of allael's pet directors. At the time | respondegbtieto the
muscular technical accomplishment and artistytod Wild Bunclbut recent re-viewing of the film has made me more
acutely aware of that film's rather uneasy mixiireomanticism and nihilism. The film must still beémired as one of
the few truly groundbreaking fountainhead filmsTéle New Hollywood Cinemaut | cannot help but regard the film
with a slight, (if deeply ambivalent) distastetthzartly obscure its awesome merits.
13 Andrew Sarris (1978olitics and CinemaNew York: Columbia University Press. p. 156.
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interior meaning is a condition or goal for filmtaism, but without Sarris’s example, it is diffilt

to imagine that the current batch of film scholgmsunded in historical methods would have had a
tradition in film scholarship to modify or rejedtall. Film studies has its own traditions and its
own internal history, and without the idea that gap films could be art and their directors artists
it is difficult to see where the hypothetical aminterfactual impulse for film history would have

come from.

So much for film history. It is time to wind dowmdtake in the wider perspective of Sarris and
Kael not only as film historians, but also to lcatkwhat, in the final analysis, is their tronetier—
their works as critics and cultural commentators.

What, finally, is current today of the Kagligambit of playingrt andtrashagainst one
another? Is the Sarrisian auteur theory still vibalhas it been much altered during its jourrreynf
a novel countercultural interpretation to the statenjoys today—a part of our common
understanding so obvious that we barely reflechupdlt is time for a few concluding remarks. In
the conclusion, scholarly analysis will finally ideto journalism as | attempt to pass judgement,
from my own personal standpoint, on who is actutléy/best critic of our two protagonists, and
address the outcome of Raymond J. Haberski's contéphe duel for the soul of American film

criticism”—which, after all, is repeated in thddibf the thesis.

Final Thoughts

True to the spirit of the work of the two critiisat this thesis has been an attempt to shed
light on, elucidation must at this point succumisdonething resembling a final evaluation. | can no
longer dodge the persistent question which has beeficit throughout my text: Who won the
battle for the soul of American film criticism? Tlaaswer, though multifaceted and longwinded,
probably cannot help but disappoint some readeoffer an answer somewhat tempered with
reservations and qualifications.

First of all, the very question might be seenjournalistically oversimplified and a bit
tacked on, playing up as it does Sarris's and &awlginal feud over the auteur theory while
neglecting other aspects of their criticism. Whestady encompasses more or less their whole
body of work and attempts to give a full compamtpicture of their collected writings, as | have

done, it is tempting to quote Sarris: “I am grate€ufilm for allowing me to focus my intellectual
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insights and worldviews within a manageable frahteelieve that the subject of film is larger than
any one critic or indeed the entire corps of csitft:*

Sarris's formulation could be construed as actigje of Haberski Jr's idea that American
film criticism in fact hada soulto be won by the critic who was most cogent, timplsrceptive or
whatever. Although perhaps essentially true, thewill a case to be made for the odd mixture of
subversion of taste and cultural gravitas providgdountainheads of film culture beginning in the
mid-twentieth century, when film seemed not onlg tliveliest art, but the most aesthetically
exciting and culturally relevant as well.

Few commentators are as sympathetic to bothsSard Kael as | am, and regarding the
qguestion | first posed with reckless rhetoricaldbér at the end of the last chapter, | must admit
that it is tempting to hedge my bets. However pnidinis course of action would feel like copping
out. | will, however, attempt to answer the questio two different ways. Empirically, in terms of
who won the battle ovdilm studies per sehere can be little who's impact and influence Ieesn
the greatest. As Emanuel Levy pointed out in 200Mhose claiming that "auteurism is dead”
may actually mean that, as a critical method, gasabsorbed in our consciousness and so integral
to our movie culturehat there is no need anymore to fight for it. Dlag¢tle over auteurism is long
over and the winner is...Andrew SarHs:

Quite ironically, Sarris came out on top and ewually emerged victorious out of the
“Circles and Squares”- debate in the long run, evegircles and Squares” is a much stronger
piece of writing than “Notes on the Auteur Theamyl©62.” However, this is actually just one way
to see this issue, from a viewpoint, moreover,ciwhs quite limited. The output of works in film
scholarship by the university presses since the stahe 1970s may have vindicated Sarris as a
film scholaf'®, but we may still make the case that Kael is thetter critic overall. This, in turn,
depends on what you want to emphasise, and #rereertain distinctly positive qualities in Kael's

criticism which are less pronounced, if not quitsent in Sarris's body of work.

414 Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955/1989v York: Simon & Schuster. pp.
15-16.
415 Emanuel Levy "The Legacy of AuteurisnEmanuelLevy (2001)Citizen Sarris: American Film Critic —
Essays in Honor of Andrew Sarrisanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press Inc. pp. 77-99.

416 An outstanding example of how romantic auteurisay fe applied, brought up to date, deepened and
supplemented by other critical approaches is S\W#aite's definitive study of Sarris's pantheon fgguvlax Ophuls:
Susan M. White (1995)he Cinema of Max Ophuls: Magisterial Vision and Eigure of WomarBerkeley: University

of California Press.
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Though Sarris's prose style is no less personal ael's, it is unquestionably more formal and
measured. What Kael captured better than anyonetheagxcitement of 'going to the movies,'
whereas Sarris's body of work is a near perfagstilhtion of the principle of ‘films recollected.’

No one can argue that Kael is as good a writemgsree who have their attention to films. Even a
Sarrisan like Kent Jones admits this much:

What is winning in Kael - moving, in fact, is thegency of her need to communicate her emotiorsgaeses to films
and, especially actors who made an immediate impaatcorrespondingly immediate style so breatiijeimtoxicating
that it haunts film criticism to this day. Her bgseces shimmer and throb like a Tommy James sigid that has
always been the rub, for her and her devotees. himytthat smacked of premeditation or intellectoaddiation,

anything that moved in any other direction thanamg the immediate, was anathetHa.
When Kael used her powers of intellectual reflegtizhich were considerable, she did so to
debunk other writers. Her own aesthetic doctrine wsensory, immediate and grounded in direct
experience. But what a writer! But for the pullrobvies, she probably would have been a novelist.
| think she identified with the “Lost Generatioauithors who treated movies with a genuine if
slightly ambivalent amusement, and | suspect shagldvbave given up criticism to have written
something likeBeat the Devil(John Huston, 1953 - adapted by Truman Capote flames
Helvick's novel.)The opening chapter of “Trash,,Amd the Movies” contains her most evocative
writing and is a case in point. This piece seemsaice been modelled on the opening passages of
John Dos Passod$.S.A There is enough in her criticism to suggest #ia could have been a
significant writer of fiction.

Sarris, on the other hand, mapped the culturdt fif cinema by systematizing his

impressions and intuitions in a way that was ineigible for nascent film scholarship:

The auteur theory was [...] never any theory attalt rather a collection of facts, a reminder avies to be
resurrected, of genres to be redeemed, of diretddns discovered. To sum up, montage, the doutdgery
of documentary and fiction, the use of fables tpress feelings, the sheltering cultural inferiodgtymplex of
the medium, the industrial organization of movieking and the contrasting demands of repetition and
variation combined to create a situation in whiabvies managed to break the most sacred rules,ddratdtthe

first became last, and the last became fifst.

a7 Kent Jones (2005) "Hail the Conquering Hero" Flmmment, May/June 2005.
Http//www.nyfilmfestival.net/fcm/5-6-2005/Sarristht

418 Andrew Sarris (1973) The Primal Scre&ssays on Film and Related Subjeblsw York: Simon & Schuster
p. 58.
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Sarris was one of the first to probe these ratatips, but that is not why | think he was a better
critic. Kael settled into dogmas too quickly andd®a cult out of seeing films only once, as if they
by definition do not bear close scrutiny. Sarrig, tbhe other hand, very famously reversed his
judgement or2001: A Space Odysseyth a candour and humility that Kael could nevarster. In
The American Cinemdarris had written off Kubrick's film: “UltimatelyStanley Kubrick shares
with Claude Lelouch a naive faith in the power wfages to transcend fuzzy feelings and vague
ideas. The ending &001 qualifies in its oblique obscurity as instant Iraii**° Three years later,

he was persuaded to revisit this most prestigidinead movies under other circumstances:

| must report that tecently paid another visit to Stanley Kubrick@01 while under the influence of a smoked
substance that | was assured by my contact wasveaamstronger and more authentic than oreganoking
Sanolcigarette brand] base. (For myself, | must confgst | soar infinitely higher on vermouth cassist
enough of this generation rap.) Anyway, | prepacedatch200lunder what | have always been assured were
optimum conditions, and surprisingly (for me) Idimyself reversing my original opinion. [...] Hovay |
don't think2001 is exclusively or even especially a head movied (aspeak now with the halting voice of
authority). [...] | am still dissatisfied by thepen-ended abstractness of the allegory, not to iorenhe
relatively conventional sojourn into psychedeliamndtheless2001 now works for me as Kubrick's parable of

a future toward which metaphysical dread and mdrdamusement tip-toe side by sitfé.

That | think Sarris was right the first time is ansense irrelevant. He has always been willing to
revisit, rethink and reformulate. It is almost a&ael saw this trait as pedantry, or even a sifjn o
intellectual weakness. Thus, there is probablyaad lzore of truth to David Thomson's charge that
her breathlessly vivacious prose and headlongtfhgim one topic to the next tends to discourage
reflection®* She did not grapple with Andrei Tarkovsky or théel films of Robert Bresson, for
instance. | think a lack of faith in reflection évident in her famous statement from “Trash, Art,
and the Movies”: “Responsibility to pay attentiomdaappreciate is anti-art, it makes us too anxious
for pleasure, too bored for responé&.” The question is whether younger American filmntake
with an auteurist view of themselves took Kael et Wword, and contributed to the development of

movies with her extolled excitement and sensati@r sense and thought?

419 Andrew Sarris [1968(1996)]he American Cinema: Directors and Directions 19268 New York: DaCapo
Press. p. 196.

420 Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Films and RelatedeStdbNew York. Simon &
Schuster. pp. 202-203.

421 David Thomson (2003Jhe New Biographical Dictionary of FillNew York: Alfred A. Knopf. pp. 449-450.
422 Pauline Kael (1970B0ing SteadyBoston.: Little, Brown & Company. p. 104.

423 What is beyond question is thiwshas had an enormous impact not only on how films aaglerbut also
on how they are exhibited and marketed. For &atiintroduction to this somewhat troubling sidecontemporary
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For all the respect afforded to Robert Altman andrtM Scorsese, the most influential
figure to emerge in the sixties and seventies wageB Spielberg, even if his desire to be seen as a
Menschlater in his career displeased Kael and still sakeung film students mock him. At a
young age, his grip on the visceral aspects ofnfiaking was uncanny and his eye innovative,
while his views on film have always been that o$tadio head who thrives on consensus and
enormous audience responses. Kael wrote admirin§lyis first big hit and his first truly
characteristic theatrical feature: “There are paft3aws(1975) that suggest what Eisenstein might
have done if he hadn't intellectualized himself ofitreach.*** Spielberg has been one of the
pioneers who have taken film beyond film, exploritige technological boundaries of movie-
making rather than thematic boundaries. His usspetial effecrs, notably digital compositing and
CGI has led the way in Hollywood, and has made lihsis for mise-en-scéne criticism that
underscores the auteur theory a murkier proposttianm when Sarris first formulated his theory.
The kind of filmmaking process that occurs on taeand under the director's control that Truffaut
valorised inDay for Night(1973) is no longer current, least of all in Hollyad.

What Sarris rightly thought was obvious in 1930much less so now:

The extent to which actors (documentary) not amigrpret but augment characters (fiction) givessgbreen a
double aesthetic image. The inescapable realisthefdocumentary image restricts the scope andrstatiithe
fictional imagé®

There is much yet been written about how this siflethe digital revolution impacts on
screen acting: As John Baxter remarks: “To talkualymerformance' in movies at the beginning of

the twenty-first century is to discuss an art asilised as Egyptian wall-paintirig®

The basic ideas of auteurism and style are stiltl ha dismiss as critical tools, however.
Writing about one of Spielberg's first attemptgistigious filmmakingEmpire of the SuL987),
John Baxter has noted:

Style is more than a suit of clothes; it embodiesadies of experience. Spielberg's influences rwougjin
Empireas the name “Brighton” runs through a stick ofkcd8reak it anywhere and there's the mark of a comi
book in the emphatic low-angle splash in a puddli¢he influence of Hollywood classics in a crahetsover

a crowd of refugees that recalls b@bne with the WindndLawrence of ArabiaTo have become a different

Hollywood history see: Justin Wyatt (2003[19%4igh Concept: Movies and Marketing in Hollywodsstin:
University of Texas Press.

424 Pauline Kael (1980)Vhen the Lights Go DowiNew York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston Inc. p. 195.

425 Andrew Sarris (1973) The Primal Screen: Essayiilom and Related Subjects. New York: Simon & Sclust
p. 57.

426 John Baxter (2003[2002PeNiro: A BiographyLondon: HarperCollins Publishers p. 3.
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filmmaker, Spielberg would have needed to go backis childhood and not sedihe Greatest Show on

Earth, CaptainsCourageousandBambi*?’

It has become more important than ever to censidd raise questions about the importance
of cultural influence on even the most dexteroud dazzling artist or showman, at a time when
filmmakers (especially in Hollywood) are often ased of knowing too much about movies and too
little about everything else. But Baxter's perspecon Spielberg does not really address how
quickly auteurism moved from vanguard critical &gy to a kind of co-opted marketing strategy.
The writing was on the wall by 1970, when Josepint&epublished an anthology of interviews
entittedThe Film Director as Superst4?® No film scholar has discussed the subsequent cocemer

of auteurism as incisively as Timothy Corrigan:

The idea of the auteur-star may appear merely o hack to earlier avatars of auteurism who weee@d in
certain aesthetic and intellectual pantheons; f@nson Welles to Robert Bresson, the celebrity efdhbteur
was the product of a certain textual distinctios.generally consistent as that tradition of theéusixauteur is,
more recent versions of the auteurist positionsehawerved away from its textual center. In linehwtihe
marketing transformation of the international drteena that defined the film artist in the seventmsteurs
have become increasingly situated along an extuwéypath in which their commercial status as astesi
their chief function as auteurs. The auteur stamesningful primarily as a promotion or recoveryaofovie

or a group of movies, frequently regardless offilngic text itself*?°

This has obviously less to do with how movies duelied than how they are consumed, but in the
multiplex and in the art house, the economic legd@uteurism i€ashiers du Cinema.

It was Kael who clearly wanted to be seeth@American populist among film critics, but
it was Sarris who caught the popular imaginatioaelkfought for the immediate, unpretentious
pleasures of the movies, because the movies haalisbb more to offer than simply great art, a level
of achievement she felt movies, even the besteshthrarely attained.

When she insisted that most movies weyeaje not works of art, she felt she was protectin
that concept as a term of value or quality. Inhydilm was one of the last cultural areas wheee th

concept of art as a term of value orientation d&eddanon had any subversive meaning. During the

421 John Baxter (1997 [199&teven Spielberg: The Unauthorised Biograptogndon: HarperCollins Publishers.
p. 333.
428 Joseph Gelmis (1970he Director as Superstar: Kubrick, Lester, MailBlichols, Penn, Polanski and Others
New York: Doubleday Inc.

429 Timothy Corrigan (1991inema without Walls: Movies and Culture after Wan New Brunswick, New

Jersey: Rutgers University Press. p. 105.
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sixties, the practice of art history, for examptegved decisively towards visual culture, with much
less emphasis on the canon and questions of antetie. (In art history proper, the sixties sa@ th
arrival of so-called post-painterly abstraction, iadication that painting had become so stripped
bare that it simply self-destructed, or perhapsaugd is a better word.)

Value remained the core of Kael's views on art, ahe no doubt felt she defended her
position on behalf of something important: “It'ssposterously egocentric to call everything we
enjoy art—as if we could not be entertained byf it iwere not; it's just as preposterous to let
prestigious, expensive advertising snow us intokihg we're getting art for our money when we
haven't even had a good tifi8.

There is a tenor in Kael's writingielhseems to underline just how the aesthetic,@gns
aspects of films can be more overwhelming than kiragistic or stylistic ones; there is something
in film art (as opposed to other art) that is pyieinotional and goes beyond the detached aesthetic
attitude we often take in relation to traditionaldahigh modern art. In the preface of her last

collection, she noted:

An avidity for more is built into the love of moweSomething else is built in: You have to be ofgethe idea

of getting drunk on movies. (Being able to talk abonovies with someone — to share the giddy high
excitement you feel — is enough for a friendshi@yr emotions rise to meet the force coming fromgbreen

— and they go on rising throughout our movie-gdings. When this happens in a popular art form -envh's

an art experience that we discover for ourselvésis- sometimes disparaged as fannishness. Bué tiser

something there that goes deeper than connoisseunstaste. It's a fusion of art and lot&.

This almost seems like an auteurist credo. Afterfahnish binging on favourite directors in the
way earlier generations of more or less bright mihdd binged on their favourite writers seems to
be the most lasting impact of auteur criticism ba young and impressionable film students on
campuses the world over, even if the actually talegmaterial of what is published by the
university presses is a more visible and more anamdly legitimate legacy inherited from the
auteurists who transcended the obscure magazimesich they were first promulgated and entered
academia. It was this idea inherent in auteurisnthivbhecame the most useful. Kael's ideas about
the subversive elements of trash in art today feasajor outlet in the very safe and cozy films of
John Waters, whose films show how quickly an ad¢sthef trash merged with camp, which was

430 Pauline Kael (1970p0ing SteadyBoston: Little, Brown and Company p. 92.

431 Pauline Kael (1991)lovie Love: Complete Reviews 1988-199&w York: A William Abrahams Book.
Dutton. p. xxi.
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certainly not Kael's intention. More than an aesthdoctrine, the fruitful interplay between trash
and art seems to have arisen out of a need toadhitze an intellectual guilt. Andrew Sarris is spot
on when he speaks of a “quaint reconciliation oatKael] can enjoy viscerally with what she can
endorse cerebrally*® In the early sixties, the study of film took ofédmuse of critics who took in
what was on the screen and relayed their enthusisough no card-carrying auteurist, Kael was
in a very similar position from the outset and edlion similar strategies. In 1973, Sarris actually
attributed to Kael what he must consider the bylangk positive, if theoretically neutral, virtuek
his own criticism: “[Kael is] screen-oriented, J.concerned to the brink of hysteria [and] more
readable than literaté

Studio executives feared Kael in the seventias Jarris's influence on the American film
has arguably been greater, if less direct, becatiske impact of the auteur theory as sketched
above. This is a fact he regards with mixed fealjirfigelings that also disclose that he did noteshar
Kael's high (some would say panegyric) regard New Hollywood Cinemawhich today has

become ingrained as the most persistent intergretighé in film current historical scholarsfip

Now | do think a great many directors became salfiigent during this period and | think that they'r
oversimplifying their power. There was a whole dugdture in the sixties and seventies and a lotheke
directors just went completely crazy. They didetept any limits of any kind. Perhaps that's whe/fims of

the thirties and forties are considered classiesabse they were filmed in a rather controlled remvhent.
When you look at the great books of literature, hoany of them were done in a society that was rathe
constrained? I18Var and Peacéess of a novel because Tolstoy could not indirdell frontal nudity? | mean,
come on! You know, people are babbling. There lista@f licentious babbling going on in the namefiafe
expression, and it has nothing to do with anythetsge. And | am certainly am not going to say tHathis
auteuristic fervour and ferment, of which | wasatpwas designed for the greater glory of Michaiehino,

Martin Scorsese, Francis Coppola, Peter Bogdahawi@ny of the directors working during that patt&

Sarris may not quite have seen the range of heuast polemic and Kael could not escape its basic

proposition, even if she tried to modify it on nanalytic terms and reject its excesses. For all her

432

p. 117.
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Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related 8tshjdew York: Simon & Schuster

Andrew Sarris “The State of Cinema Criticism ie tnited States”, Donald E. Staples (ed.) (1948
American CinemaWashington D.C: Voice of America Forum Series. pl-380.

434 The clearest indication of this ingrained biasl @s apotheosis is arguably to be found in a exélg one-

sided book crammed with gossip that appeareldeitate 1990s: Peter Biskind (1999[1988{3y Riders, Raging
Bulls: How the Sex-Drugs-and Rock'n Roll GeneraSawed HollywoodNew York: Simon & Schuster. A Touchstone
Book.
435 Andrew Sarris, quoted in George Hickenlooper (39®del Conversation: Candid Interviews with Film's
Foremost Directors and Criticdlew York: A Citadel Press Book. p. 3-16 .
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resistance against the academic appreciation rafdhd suspicion of high culture, the final proof
that Kael had entered the mainstream of interpeginactices on film came at the end of her career
when the Walker Art Center published a selectiohasfreviews in connection with a retrospective
of the films of Jonathan Demni& Kael had herself, in effect, if not intention, raly entered
high culture but written a belated study of a dioectwenty-two years after the Museum of Modern
Art had published Sarris's first bookhe Films of Josef Von SternberGonsider the last time you
read a monograph on a director, and it will dawryou that the achievements of the auteur critics
are not minor. Before th€ahierswriters, there were no book-length studies one&lfHitchcock,
and today it is difficult to imagine that thereasything new left to be said about him or his films
The vast amount of literature on Hitchcock is atlduahe clearest indication that auteurism
prompted discovery, and, perhaps, over-discovery.

The reasons that Sarris and Kael broke throughspoke to so many interested in film must
be at least partly explained by referring to tleeim fervour and intelligence. Theeitgeistof their
formative period may have been informed with a eesgbility for film culture largely because the
other arts seemed historically and conceptuallyaasted and done to dedffibut just as not every
film is equally good or aesthetically worthwhilerms every critic equally important or interesting
A critic may have more or less favourable condsgidout a lot still depends on the critic.

According to film scholar Ernest Callenbacthomvas the editor dfilm Quarterly at the
time “Circles and Squares” was first publishedthegi Kael nor Sarris had a real theoretical bone in
their bodies'®® But ideas can rarely transcend the words whictuseel to express them, and Sarris
and Kael were thankfully much better and consistetiters than theorists. They succeeded better

than most in establishing an aesthetic discoursilran As journalists, they also performed what

436 Pauline Kael on Jonathan Demme: A Selection ofd®e/Accompanying the Retrospective Jonathan Demme:

American Director Presented at the Walker Art Center. 15-27. Au@ass.
437 Dutch philosopher Maarten Doorman has outlinedittipasse in the traditional arts that opened tne far a
different kind of film criticism thus:

"The historical avant-garde rejected art as eefhperesthetic phenomenon that had conquered an@utius
domain within societal relationships: in this persjive, art had become a kind of sanctuary thatiodking more to do
with society or life itself. In this sense, art hetled. The fact that during the twentieth centheyavant-garde
nonetheless became the most important institutiariahovement and the most prominent ideology withe still-
upheld domain of art is thus also proof of its weeds: the social success of the avant-garde istalgoeatest failure.”
Maarten Doorman (2003rt in Progress: A Philosophical Response to thd Bhthe Avant-GardeAmsterdam:
Amsterdam University Press. p. 56.

Seen in this light, it is not far fetched to se@r8's romantic form of auteurism as subversiveparaphrase
Henry Miller, the great libertine Sarris perhapanghave to have been: the auteur theory as foteuilay Sarris is
gob of spit, not in the face of Art, but in the éaaf that most prevalent and characteristic attvwedthe twentieth
century — the de-personalized readymade.
438 Ernest Gallenbach “Recent Film Writing: A SurveBrian Henderson and Ann Martin (edsilm Quarterly:
Forty Years: A SelectiomBerkeley: University of California Press. pp. 26-
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can be regarded as the primary task of the moderari&an intellectual. For once, Camille Paglia
is measured and reasonable: “The American inteléécshould mediate between academe and
media, the past and the present. Language shouictioe concrete, direct with the brash candor of
the American people and the brusque can-do rhytbmsmerican life.** Sarris may have
attempted to graft vestiges of French intellecamlion American pragmatism, but he was always
his own man, quite apart from the offic@hhiersline. In Paglia's formulation, we see not only
Pauline Kael's unacknowledged influence, but atsaraplification of Kael's excesses.

Sarris and Kael's preferred subject was Ameridandnd its relationship with a more self-
conscious and self-declared artiness of Europdancfilture. Their conclusion was that the former
was not necessarily less artistically valuable thiaa latter. Furthermore, they agreed that the
particular greatness of the best American movieslike anything found elsewhere.

Here is Kael:

If debased art is kitsch, perhaps kitsch may beestd by honest vulgarity, may become art. Ourrbesies
transform kitsch and make art out of it; that is feculiar greatness and strength of American rsoyie]
There is more energy, more originality, more exoiat, more art in American kitsch likeunga Din Easy
Living, the Rogers and Astaire pictures I&&ing TimeandTop Hat,in Strangers on a Train, His Girl Friday,
The Crimson PirateTo Have and Have Not, The African Queen, SingithénRain, Sweet Smell of Sucgess
or more recentlyThe Hustler, Lolita, The Manchurian Candidate, H@harade,than in the presumed High
Culture ofHiroshima Mon Amour, Marienbad, La Notte, The Es#ipnd the Torre Nilsson picturé®.

We may agree or disagree with Kael's blast agadtlms, but what is really worth noting is the
argument that kitsch is debased art and art islkitsansformed. This is a perversion of the high-
toned ideas that were always inherent in Clememrteferg's criticism, but there is something
absurd about the argument: since film art is kiteetheemed, she seems to say equally that art
without the elements of kitsch is not art. Ententaént need not be art, but art must abgo
definitionbe entertainment; otherwise it is a chore. Itnisdeea that may still work in film criticism,
but it is arguably less useful in the others am@asulture, at least if entertainment is to havg an
common-sense meaning as something distinct frone reatertainment. This has a bearing on
current film culture. While the films of Kurosaw&ergman, Antonioni and Fellini played to

relatively large and respectful audiences durivghieyday of film culture, the only foreign auteur

439 Camille Paglia (1992%ex, Art, and American CulerrEssaysNew York: Vintage Books. A Division of

Random House, Inc. p. ix.
440 Pauline Kael (2002[1965])Lost it at the Movies: The Essential Kael Colieatfrom '54 to '65London:
Marion Boyars. p. 24.
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that has a rather large and consistent followintgidea the festival circuit today is arguably Pedro
Almodovar, whose roots are squarely in popular rilaking and popular art. Kael sums him up
thus:

He absorbed the avant-garde slapstick of thetiesiand the seventies along with Hollywood's fious and romantic
pop, and all this merged with the legacy of Beinand his own intuitive acceptanceloto impulses. Generalissimo
Franco kept the lid on for thirty-six years; hedlia 1975, and Pedro Almodovar is part of what jechpout the box.

The most original pop writer- director of the eiglst he's Godard with a human face — a happy*face.

That Kael enjoyed and understood Almodovar is atnseff-evidenta priori, but | cannot help
wondering whether or not she would have dismisgeembraced a ravishing and often difficult
sensualist like Claire Denis who has not reachedatidiences she clearly deserves.

Andrew Sarris, the critic Kael accused of tugnimash into art, has, if anything, been more
measured than Kael about the status of the comah€fainerican) film as opposed to the art film.

As early as 1973, he wrote:

As film scholarship becomes more sophisticated fdlede distinctions between so-called “art filmasiid so-
called “commercial films” become less and less megfnl. Out of the sifting and winnowing emergeseaw
division of “art” and commercial films on one sided bad “art” and “commercial” films on the othéfot
only do art and commerce intersect, they seemtwitegd in the muddled processes of filmmaking. Ewen
films have to make money, and even commercial fiage to make some statement. To put it in anatiagr
more and more critics are demanding more fun inaartl more art in fun. The post-Marxist pop and gam
movements have perhaps overreacted to the sodafgcious solemnity of the past, but the increasing
scepticism about mere good intentions is a hedity of higher standards. Unfortunately, the pemauhas
swung from the extreme of sobriety to the extremaliiness. Suddenly every director is entitlecetpual time

on the American critical scene in which critics ammpelled to abandon many of their cherished piegs

and snobberie¥?

Kael died in 2001 and her last pieces of criticiware written nearly twenty years ago. She was a
great writer, but few people are more difficultsentimentalize; according to David Thomson, she
was “a terrific journalist who took enormous paioseem spontaneous, who believed that it ought

to be possible to write about entertainments in ay what made them more stimulating for

441 Pauline Kael (1991)lovie Love: Complete Reviews 1988-199éw York: Dutton. A William Abrahams
Book.

442 Andrew Sarris “The State of Cinema Criticism i tinited States”, Donald E. Staples (ed.) (1918
American CinemaWashington DC: Voice of America Forum Series. $fil-378.
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thousands of people. [...] She was obstinatelyaunteurist because she fell into a stupid New York
feud with Andrew Sarris (and because he'd madekthapoint [of authorship] first)™?

Kael fought for popular movies and soon ov&red the benefits dieing popular, but it is
hypocritical to scorn critics for wanting to be pdgr when we consider how much tactical
positioning takes place in academia. Still, shed legurt, and was depressed by all those lonely
moviegoers who are drawn to film out of a nakeddnfee reassurance and comfort, whereas Sarris
intendedThe American Cinemfor those perennial cinephiles, the solitary mgeiers*** Sarris is
still active, and film scholars have sometimes make upon themselves to be nostalgic and
sentimental on his behalf. David Bordwell writeg&s"for auteurism, everybody knows the word,
but when Oliver Stone and Quentin Tarantino areg@e upon us as having a vision of the world,
we can only recall Sarris's melancholy speculafiom 1968: ‘In ten years or less there may be no

American cinema of great artistic significanc&™

In this instance, Bordwell the scholar is more weahtal than Sarris the critic, who does not
believe in golden ages, but rather believes, like of his favourite subjects, John Ford, in the

benign drift of (film) history**® Quizzed about the state of film culture in 1994rr8 said:

The so-called Golden Age of the forties was a peviben Orson Welles and Preston Sturges were dauen
of the industry. What's so golden about that? I imehey keep talking about hype, hype, hype. Bat'sh
journalism. Journalism has to constantly fuel tlema, the apocalypse, whatever. Look, | think thare as
many good films now as there have ever been, &mbw this because | don't have time to see evargthi
want to see. And that doesn't even count the qedaiszes | want to catch up with. So | don't knowaty

everybody's yapping abotft.

George Hickenlooper, the interviewer on this ins&grwent on to pose the nagging question that is

eating away at many current film scholars concemgia film as a popular art:

Hickenlooper: Well, why isn't there as much argutr@rfervor as there was?

443 David Thomson (2003Jhe New Biographical Dictionary of FilnNew York: Alfred. A. Knopf. pp. 449-450.
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Sarris: Because we are all much smugger. We all pfamany of the same rules, whereas both Paulidd a

were outsiders. And were really sort of screwb#fls.

So, the film culture in the latter half of the'26entury depended on a confluence of various events
the impasse in the traditional arts, televisiowhasal facilities for old flms and an academically
virginal territory, there for the taking. There ar®re good writers on film today than there have
ever been, but just because more visual artisgugta from American universities each year than
there were inhabitants of $%entury Florence does not mean that the qualifinefarts produced
today is aesthetically better or even more inventhan the art of the Renaissance. What is beyond
guestion is that art today is less relevant asting, and intentionally so.

Still, there is enough of the methodologigadividualist in my makeup to recognize that the
single critics do matter. We would have had theautheory in some form without Sarris's input,
just as the value of trashiness that Kael argued&s a sign of the times in the sixties.

This takes nothing away from the fact that Saansg Kael were witty, engaged and vital
writers who caught the pulse of the medium at time twhen the movieseemednost vital. The
guestion as to whether or not the average movieoise now than it was then is impossible to
answer because we can never agree on the termscofsion. Video may have killed both the
radio star and a certain kind of film culture, lastSarris observed in 1998: “Happily, these are the
best of times, technologically speaking, to catphwith old movie classics clustered around their
directors, writers, actors, cinematographers, sstgthers, and all the other artists and technicians
involved in what is still liveliest art of them &

Film as film may be dead—but whatever the futurlelfoemains tseen.

Conclusion — What Has Been Done?

The preceding chapters constitute an attempt td,dhaessayistic form, the contexts as well as the
aesthetic ideas and underlying tastes of AndrewisSand Pauline Kael. | have openly claimed that
they are the most important film critics in Amenchistory. As such, | have placed them in a
precarious but important position as mediators betwjournalism and academic film writing and

demonstrated their importance as both critical y@stsaand aesthetic film historians. The large

general chapter on criticism is made up of a @itdiscussion of their general ideas that are of

448 George Hickenlooper (199Reel Conversations: Candid Interviews With Filmigdmost Directors and
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permanent value to criticism as such in a metapetsf@, with emphasis on the nature of value
judgements and how these can yield systematic lauiyel. The debate stemming from Sarris's
“Notes on the Auteur Theory 1962” and Kael's subset|attack, “Circles and Squares”, has been
afforded ample space as the most important poléndielaate carried out by journalistic critics.
Secondly, there is a historical side to the issingl, their positions history and their positionas
historianshave been described and evaluated in some detalild have included a paragraph on
the development of structural auteurism in theiesxtl chose not to, because this has had no impact
or influence whatsoever on Sarris's criticism.

The argument could be made that structaugurism is theoretically more advanced and
ought to have been discussed in a thesis thatdaffes much space to the auteur theory, but Sarris
never attempted to explicate themes in binary dpgmsin the words of David Bordwell, Sarris
always preferred to observe cinematic style thraigimatic clusters® something which obviously
afforded a more flowing prose. Furthermore, ithe tvanguard oppositional fandom of stylistic
auteurism that still survives in film studies arsdaacultural strategy among fans. Sarris's metlasd h
in recent years been applied to European exploitatirectors like Mario Bava and Lucio Fulci by
discerning horror buffs, while structural auteurissna dead relic of the Marxist-inflected film
theory of the seventies. Pertaining to this, Incdnreally see the relevance or feel the impathef
sustained argument made by Graeme Turner thautkaratheory belongs in a discussion about the
decline of [film] aesthetic&>* (It was obviously rather beginningof film aesthetics with a strong
historical element.) This is nevertheless a comranough complaint among those who (like
Turner) are grounded in cultural studies, but itdifficult to discern even a semblance of an
aestheticremedy in the writings of those who clutter thesadings of films with readymade and
often quite spurious ideology and jazzed up agpmrguments.

A similar complaint could be made against my dsston of Kael's trash/art interplay because |
make no reference to the role of camp in that ctintecan only point out that camp is a form of
textually engaged, self-conscious audience-centidtism in which Kael did not participate:

“Perhaps movies came to fore in the sixties becausdié&ke books but like rock music, movies can

be experienced tribally*®® Tribalism in the enjoyment of movies were quite giymot her thing,

450 David Bordwell (1989Making Meaning: Rhetoric and Inference in the Iptetation of CinemaCambridge,
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and | think she disdained that cultist trait anccpaved it as a negative feature of the Brifidbvie-
auteurists and the “right on” American studentsraversity campuses.

Lastly, my analysis of Sarris and Kael asfilistorians could be faulted for an insufficient
focus on various modes of non-aesthetic film histdrfeel | can do no more than acknowledge
their existence, as | have done, and present nsthetee film history merely as a foil to aesthetic
film history. For the film historian as critic, abstic considerations, if not necessarily evaluativ
ones, take precedence over other aspects of féorlyj even from the wider metaperspective of
historiography. The last chapter, “Final thoughts’,intended (and hopefully understood) as the
historical conclusion of this thesis, evaluatingitadoes contemporary film culture and the roles
Sarris's and Kael's criticism continues to playislian attempt to grasp the tangible but elusive
nachleberof their critical feud and its fallout.

If I have finally made the case that Sarris &slbetter critic, | must also point out that Sasrisddy

of work and Kael's body of work are necessary ¢ates which deepens and enrich one another; in
many ways facets of the same tastes, prioritiesagptoaches. The conclusion to be drawn is that
the actual duel itself for the soul of Americalmficriticism was more important than its outcome.
Only two critics of genuine stature could embody tfeated battle for film culture, notwithstanding
that Sarris could discern 'no overriding moral essinvolved in the conflicting tastes of two movie-
reviewers*>*With this, | want to say that the similarities beem Andrew Sarris and Pauline Kael
are greater than the differences, if not necegsadire important. The only thing left for me to ido
guote Sarris and make his words my own: “At thiaktic moment of self-revelation, all | can do

is to commend my critical soul to your mercy andenstanding**

453

p. 56.
454

16.

Andrew Sarris (1973)he Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related Stdbjdew York: Simon & Schuster.

Andrew Sarris (1970Fonfessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955/19&9v York: Simon & Schuster. p.

170



Bibliography

Primary Sources: Books CiteRauline Kael

Kael, Pauline (2002[1965])Lost It At the Movies: The Essential Kael Cdilec '54-'65.London:
Marion Boyars.

— (1970 [1968]Kiss Kiss Bang Band.ondon: Calder & Boyars.

- (1970)Going SteadyBoston: Little, Brown & Company

—(1984[1971])The Citizen Kane Bookew York: Limelight Editions.

—(2002[1973])Deeper into Movies: The Essential Kael Collecti®®"72 London: Marion Boyars.
—(1992[1976]Reeling: Film Writings '73-'79.ondon: Marion Boyars.

—(1980)When the Lights Go Dowhlew York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston Inc.

— (1995[1986])Taking it All in: Film Writings 1980-1983.ondon: Marion Boyars
—(1985[1987])State of the Art: Film Writings 1983-1985ndon: An Arena Book.
—(2002[1989]Hooked: Film Writings '85-'88.ondon: Marion Boyar

—(1991)Movie Love: Complete Reviews 1988-199éw York. Dutton: A William Abrahams
Book.

—(1991[1982])5001 Nights at the Moviedlew York: Henry Holt & Company.

Primary Sources: Books CitedAndrew Sarris

Sarris, Andrew (1966) The Films of Josef Von Stergb Garden City, New York: Doubleday.
Museum of Modern Art.

—(1967) (ed.)nterviews With Film DirectordNew York: Bobbs-Merrill. Avon Books.



—(1996[1968])The American Cinema: Directors and Directions 192%8.New York: DaCapo
Press.

— (ed.) (1969)The Film New York: The Bobbs Merrill Series in Compositiand Rhetoric.

— (1970)Confessions of a Cultist: On the Cinema 1955K&w York: Simon & Schuster.
—(1973)The Primal Screen: Essays on Film and Related $th)¢ew York: Simon & Schuster
—(1975)The John Ford Movie Mysterloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Press.
—(1978)Politics and CinemalNew York: Columbia University Press.

—(1998)You Ain't Heard Nothing Yet: The American TalkinlgnFin History and Memory- 1927-
1949.New York: Oxford University Press.

—(ed.) (1998)rhe St. James Film Directors Encyclopediatroit: Visible Ink Press.

Secondary Sources: Books and Dissertations Cited

Agee, James (2000[1958}gee on Film: Criticism and Comment on the Mavidsw York:
Modern Library Edition.

Aldrich, Virgil. C. (1963)Philosophy of ArtEnglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall
Publishers. Foundations in Philosophy Series.

Alexander, John (1994l in the Script: Dramatic Structure in Narratiglm. Surrey: Inter-
Media Publications.

Allen, Robert C. & Gomery, Douglas (1985)m History: Theory and PracticeNew York: Alfred
A. Knopf.

Alsberg, John (1983Ylodern Art and its Enigma: Art Theories 1800 to Q950ondon: Weidenfeld
& Nicolson.

Bal, Mieke (1997Narrotology: An Introduction to the Theory of Natikge. Toronto: Toronto
University Press. Translation ®heorie von Vortele und Verhaleédecond Edition.

Baxter, John (1997[19968teven Spielberg: The Unauthorised Biograptgndon: HarperCollins
Publishers.

—(2003[2002])DeNiro: A Biography London: HarperCollins Publishers.



Beardsley, Monroe (198 Besthetics: Problems in the Philosophy of Criticisndianapolis:
Hackett Publishing.

Benoit - Levy, Jean (194@)he Art of the Motion PicturdNew York: Coward McCann. Translated
from French by Theodore Jaeckel.

Bergmann, Fred L. (197%ssaysDubuque, lowa: Wm.C. Brown Publishers. Secondi&i
Bernard, Jami (199%)uentin Tarantino: The Man and His Movié&ew York: Harper Perennial.

Biskind, Peter (1999[1998Basy Riders, Raging Bulls: How the Sex-Drugs-anckR Roll
Generation Saved Hollywoottew York: Simon & Schuster. A Touchstone Book.

—(1997)Who The Devil Made 1t?: Interviews With LegendailynPDirectors.New York: Alfred A.
Knopf.

Bogdanovich, Peter (200¥Yho The Hell's in it: Portraits and Conversatiotew York. Alfred A.
Knopf.

Bordwell, David (1989Making Meaning: Rhetoric and Inference in The Iptetation of Cinema.
Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

—(1997)0On the History of Film Styl&Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.

Bordwell, David, Steiger, Janet & Thompson, Krigtl®®99[1985]) he Classical Hollywood
Cinema: Film Style and Mode of Production to 1966ndon: Routledge.

Brunius, Teddy (1970glementar Estetik: En Inledning Til Studierr&tockholm:
Utbildningsforlaget Liber.

Bullough, Edward (1957Esthetics: Lectures and Essakgslited and With an Introduction by
Elizabeth Wilkinson. London: Bowser & Bowser.

Bywater, Tim & Sobchack, Thomas (198®) Introduction to Film Criticism: Major Critical
Approaches to Narrative FilnNew York: Pearson Longman Inc.

Cameron, Kenneth M. (199America on Film: Hollywood and American Histofyew York:
Continuum Press.

Carr, Edward H.(1981[1961What is History"Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Penguin Books.

Carroll, Noél (1988Mystifying Movies: Fads and Fallacies in Contempgrilm Theory New
York: Columbia University Press.

—(1998)A Philosophy of Mass ArOxford: Clarendon Press

Caughie, John (1999[1981Theories of Authorship: A Readé&ondon & New York: Routledge.

Coates, Paul (1994)iim at the Intersection Between High and Mass @eltCambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Cook, David A. (1990[1981]\ History of Narrative FilmNew York: W.W. Norton & Company.
Second Edition.



Cooke, Alistair (1971[1937parbo and the Night Watchmen: A Selection Made©Bi71From the
Writings of British and American Film Critickondon: Secker & Warburg.

Corliss, Richard (1973)he Hollywood Screenwriters: A Film Comment Bddéw York:
Discus/Avon Books.

Corrigan, Timothy (2005} Short Guide to Writing About Filrhlew York: Pearson Longman™5
Edition.

Corrigan, Timothy (1991A Cinema Without Walls: Movies and Culture Afteetiam.Brunswick,
New Jersey: Rutgers University Press.

Danius, Sara (1998enses of Modernism: Technology, Perception andelhisgt Aesthetics.
Uppsala. PhD. Diss. Uppsala University.

Danto, Arthur C. (1965)nalytical Philosophy of HistoryCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Davies, Francis (200Afterglow: A Last Conversation With Pauline Kagkew York: DaCapo
Press.

DeFleur, Melvin L. (1966Y heories of Mass Communicatiddew York: David McKay &
Company.

Dewey, John (2005[1934Art as ExperienceNew York: Penguin Books.

Dickie, George (1974Art and the Aesthetic: An Institutional Analydibiaca: Cornell University
Press.

Dickie, George (2001Art and Value Malden, Mass: Blackwell Publishers.

Dogan, Mattei & Pelassy, Dominque (1990 [1984]\WHDo Compare Nations: Strategies in
Comparative PoliticsNew Jersey: Chatham House Publishers. Seconmkditi

Doorman, Maarten (200&rt in Progress: A Philosophical Response to thd Bhthe Avant-
Garde Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press. Transl&taad Dutch by Sherry Marx.

Carringer, Robert (1985) The Making of Citizen KaBerkeley. California University Press.
Ducasse, Curt J. (1955[194#jt, the Critics and YouNew York. Bobbs - Merrill. .

Eagleton, Terry (1984he Function of Criticism: From The Spectator tasR8tructuralism
London & New York: Verso Books.

Eide, Martin (1991Nyhetens Interesse: Nyhetsjournalistikk Mellom TegKontekstOslo:
Universitetsforlaget.

Elam, Katarina (2001Emotions As a Mode of Understanding: An Essay ifoBtphical
AestheticsUppsala. PhD. Dissertation: Uppsala University.

Elkins, James (2003)hat Happened to Art Criticisnt2hicago: Prickly Paradigm Press.

Ellis, Jack C. & Wexman, Virgina Wright (200&)History of Film Boston: Allyn & Bacon. %
Edition.

Ellis, Jack. C. (1989yhe Documentary ldea: A Critical History of Enghisanguage Documentary
Film and Video Englewood, Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Pshers.



Emery, Michael & Emery, Edwin (1988he Press and America: An Interpretive History béT
Mass MediaEnglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Psidirs. & Edition.

Feyerabend, Paul (198The Philosophical Papers VolumeNew York: The Free Press.

Finch, Margaret (19743tyle in Art History: Theories of Style and Seqeeht=tuchen, New
Jersey: Scarecrow Press.

Fine, Marshall (2005)ccidental Genius: How John Cassavetes Inventedmherican
Independent FilmNew York: Hyperion. Miramax Books.

Fine, Richard (1985jollywood and the Profession of Authorship 1928A.%\nn Arbor,
Michigan: UMI Research Press.

Foss, Sonja K. (200HKhetorical Criticism: Explorations in Theory anddetice Long Grove,
lllinois: Waveland Press. Third Edition

Frank, Andre Gunder (1998eOrient: Global Economy in the Asian ABerkeley. University of
California Press.

Frascina, Francis (2000[198%bllock and After: The Critical Debatdlew York: Routledge.
Second Edition.

Friedlander, Max J. (196@n Art and ConneisseurshiBoston. Beacon Press. Translated from
German by Grethe Ring.

Frye, Northrop (1966[1957Bnatomy of Criticism: Four EssayNew York: Anthenum Books.

Gelmis, Joseph (1970he Film Director as Superstar: Kubrick, Lestercihbls, Penn Polanski
and OthersGarden City, New York: Doubleday & Company.

Gjelsvik, Anne (2001Mgarkets @yne: Filmkritikk, Vurdering og Analys€aslo.
Universitetsforlaget.

Gow, Gordon (1968puspense in the Cinemaondon: A. Zwemmer. Ltd.

Haberski. Jr., Raymond J. (200f¥ Only a Movie: Films and Critics in American IGue.
Kentucky: Kentucky University Press.

Hampton, Benjamin B. (197@®jistory of the American Film Industry: From its Begings to 1931
New York: Dover Publications. Originally publishedA History of the Movie§€1931) New York:
Covici Friede.

Haskell, Thomas L. (199&)bjectivity is Not Neutrality: Explanatory Schenmeslistory.
Baltimore & London: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich (199The Philosophy of HistorlAmherst, New York:
Prometheus Books. Translated from German by Je&ibr

Heylin, Clinton (2005Despite the System: Orson Welles Versus the Habligh&udis. Chicago:
Chicago Review Press.

Hickenlooper, George (199Reel Conversations: Candid Interviews With FilFosemost
Directors and Critics New York: A Citadel Press Book.



Hoesterey, Ingeborg (200Pgstiche: Cultural Memory in Art, Film and Litera Bloomington:
Indiana University Press.

Hollows, Joanne & Jancovich, Mark (eds.) (198pproaches to Popular FilnManchester:
Manchester University Press.

Honnef, Klaus (2006) Pop Art. KéIn. Taschen Verlggsic Art Series. Translated from German by
John Gabriel.

Horowitz, Josh (2006)he Mind of the Modern Moviemaker: 20 Conversatidfith a New
Generation of FilmmakerdNew York: A Plume Book.

Howell, Wilbur S. (1975Poetics, Rhetoric and Logic: Studies in The B&ssciplines of
Criticism. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Jacobs, Diane (197Aollywood Renaissance: Altman, Cassavetes, Copptaaursky Scorsese
and Others.South Brunswick & New York: A.S. Barnes & Company.

Jowett, Garth S. (197®)lm: The Democratic Art: A Social History of Amean Film Boston:
Little, Brown & Company.

Kammen, Michael (1999%merican Culture, American Tastes: Social Changtthe 28' Century.
New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Kauffmann, Stanley (196@ World on Film: Criticism and Commemew York: Harper & Row.

Kjgrup, Sgren (1999Yannisko-vetenskaperna: Problem och Traditioneunthnioras
VetenskapstearLund: Lund Studentlitteratur. Translated From Barby Sven-Erik Torhell.
Originally published aMenneskevidenskaberne: Problemer og Traditionearnidnioras
Videnskapsteoi(1996) Fredriksberg: Roskilde Universitetsforlag.

Kracauer, Siegfried (194%rom Caligari to Hitler: A Psychological History dfie German Film.
Princeton, New Jersey. Princeton University Press.

Landes, David (1998)he Wealth and Poverty of Nations: Why Some Are &d Some So Paor
New York: W.W. Norton & Company.

Levinson, Jerrold (199Music, Art, and Metaphysics: Essays in Philosophdastheticsithaca:
Cornell University Press.

Lindgren, Ernest (1962[1948])he Art of the FilmLondon: George Allen & Unwin Ltd.
Livingston, Paisley (2005 rt and Intention: A Philosophical Stud@xford: Clarendon Press.

Malmanger, Magne (200®unsten og Det Skjgnne: Vesterlandsk Estetikkiogsteori Fra
Homer til Hegel Oslo: Aschehoug.

McCarthy, Todd (1997Howard Hawks: The Grey Fox of Hollywaddew York: Grove Press.

Milne, Peter (1922Motion Picture Directing: Facts and Theories of thewest ArtNew York:
Falk Publishing Company Inc.

Monaco, James (1977[1978]he New Wave: Truffaut, Chabrol, Rohmer, Rivéty York:
Oxford University Press. A Galaxy Book.



Murray, Edward (1975)Nine American Film Critics: A Study in Theory and&ice.New York:
Frederick Ungar Publishing Company.

Paglia, Camille (1992%ex, Art, and American Culture: Essalew York: Vintage Books. A
Division of Random House Publishing.

Park, Sung-Bong (1993n Aesthetics of the Popular Arts: An Approacth®Popular Arts From
the Aesthetic Point of Viewppsala. PhD. Diss.: Uppsala University.

Perez, Gilberto (1998)he Material Ghost: Films and Their MediuBaltimore & London: John
Hopkins University Press.

Perkins, Victor F. (1972Film as Film: Understanding and Judging Movi&gew York: Viking
Penguin.

Persson, Per (2000@nderstanding Cinema: Constructivism and SpectBsychology
Stockholm: PhD. Diss.Stockholm University.

Prince, Stephen (2008)ovies and Meaning: An Introduction to FilBoston: Allyn & Bacon.
Third Edition.

Pye, Michael & Miles, Lynda (1979)he Movie Brats: How the Film Generation Took Over
Hollywood. New York: Holt, Rhinehart & Winston Inc.

Raphaelason, Sampson & Kael, Pauline (1988ge Screen Comedies by Sampson Rapahelson.
Madison: University of Wisconsin Press.

Rohmer, Eric, & Chabrol, Claude (1996[195Hjjchcock Paris: Ramsay Poche Cinema.

Rosenbaum, Jonathan (200@yvie Wars: How Hollywood and the Media Limit WNadvies We
Can SeeChicago: An A Capella Book

Rutsky, R.L. & Geiger, Jeffrey (2005)Im Analysis: A Norton ReadeNew York: W. W. Norton
& Company.

Schatz, Thomas (198Hollywood Genres: Formulas, Filmmaking and the &iugl/stemNew
York: McGraw-Hill Inc.

—(1996[1989])The Genius of The System: Hollywood Filmmakin@pénStudd Era. Boston.
Henry Holt & Company. An Owl Book. Revised Edition.

Scheide, Frank. M. (1994ntroductory Film Criticism: A Historical Perspeeot. Dubuque, lowa:
Kendall/Hunt Publishing Company.

Schrader, Paul (197dyanscendental Style in Film: Ozu, Bresson, DreBerkeley: University of
California Press.

Seligman, Craig (2008ontag and Kael: Opposites Attract Méew York: Counterpoint.

Sharff, Stephan (1982)he Elements of Cinema: Toward a Theory of Cinbatistimpact New
York: Columbia University Press.

Sheppard, Anne (198Aesthetics: An Introductio®Oxford: Oxford University Press.



Sneevarr, Stefan (2008unstfilosofi: En Kritisk InnfgringBergen: Fagbokforlaget.

Solomon, Stanley J.(1978eyond Formula: American Film Genrégéew York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich.

Sontag, Susan (196Apainst Interpretation and Other Essajdew York: Farrar, Straus & Giroux.

Starr, Paul (2004)he Creation of The Media: Political Origins of Mexd CommunicationdNew
York: Basic Books.

Stolnitz, Jerome (196 esthetics and The Philosophy of Art Criticism: #ti€al Introduction.
Cambridge, Mass: Riverside Press.

Suber, Howard (2006)he Power of FilmStudio City, California: Michael Wiese Productson

Sutton, lan (1999%Vestern Architecture: A Survey From Ancient Grdedbe PresentLondon:
Thames & Hudson.

Taylor, Greg (1999Artists in the Audience: Cults, Camp and AmericdmFriticism. Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Thompson, Kristin (1988Breaking the Glass Armor: Neoformalist Film Anady$irinceton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Thomson, David (199Beneath Mulholland: Thoughts of Hollywood and itso&ts.New York:
Alfred A. Knopf

Thomson, David (2003)he New Biographical Dictionary of FilnNew York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Tolstoy, Leo (2001[1896\What is Art?New York: Replica Books. Translated from Russign b
Aylmer Maude.

Torstendahl, Rolf (196@)istoria Som Vetenskatockholm: Forlaget Natur och Kultur.

Turner, Graeme (1999[1988}jIm as Social Practicd.ondon & New York: Routledge. Third
Edition.

Vasari, Giorgio (2005[1550)asari's Lives of the Artists: Giotto, MasaccioaHilippo Lippi,
Botticelli, Leonardo, Rafael, Michelangelo, Tiziaviineola, New York: Dover Publications Inc.
Translated by Mrs. Jonathan Foster. Abridged Edlitio

Venturi, Robertet al (1977[1972])Learning From Las Vegas: The Forgotten Symbolism of
Architectual Form Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. Revised and Expakdign.
Weitz, Morris (1950Philosophy of the ArtsCambridge, Mass. Harvard University Press.

Wexman, Virginia Wright (ed.) (200F)ilm and AuthorshipNew Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers
University Press. Depth of Field Series.

Wharton, David & Grant, Jeremy (200b¢aching Auteur Studyondon. British Film Institute
Education.

White, Susan M. (1999)he Cinema of Max Ophuls: Magisterial Vision and Figure of Woman.
Berkeley: University of California Press.



Wilson, Robert (ed.) (197The Film Criticism of Otis Fergusohiladelphia: Temple University
Press.

Wood, Robin (2003[1986Hollywood From Vietham To Reagan...and Beydelv York:
Columbia University Press. New and Expanded Edition

Wyatt, Justin (1994[2003pligh Concept: Movies and Marketing in HollywbdAustin: University
of Texas Press.

Primary and Secondary Sources: Articles Cited

The Economics of Film Criticism: A Debate [betwedehn-Luc Godard and Pauline Kael”. In
Camera Obscur&/9/10 (1982) 162-185. Reprinted in Will Brantleyd() (2001)onversations
with Pauline Kael:Mississippi: Mississippi University Press. pp. B5-

Alpert, Holis (1971) “Raising Kael”, Will Brantleyed.) (2001)Conversations with Pauline Kael.
Jackson. University Press of Mississippi. pp.9-15.

Aufderheide, Pat, “Pauline Kael on the New Hollywttdn These Timeg-13 May 1980 12- 23,
Reprinted in Will Brantley (ed.) (199&onversations with Pauline Kaglackson. University Press
of Mississippi. pp. 41-49.

Beardsley, Monroe (1983) “An Aesthetic DefinitiohArt.”, Peter Lamarque and Stein Haugom
Olsen (eds.) (2004 esthetics and the Philosophy of Art: The Analytadition. New York:
Blackwell Publishers. pp. 53-59.

Bordwell, David “Sarris and the Search For Styledyy, Emanuel (2001gssays in Honor of
Andrew SarrisLanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press. pp. 165-173.

Brantley, Will. “In Defense of Subjectivity: ThelRi Criticism of Pauline Kael.” New Orleans
Review. N0.19. 1992. pp. 38-52.

Cobos, Juan, Rubio, Miguel & Pruneda, J. A.“A TiopDon Quixoteland: Conversations with
Orson Welles”Cahiers Du Cinemég&English) No. 5. (1966) p. 34-47. Reprinted in Rdna
Gottesman (ed.) (197Fpocus On Citizen Kan&nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey Prentice Hall
Publishers. p.7-25.

Cook, David A. “Auteur Cinema and the ‘Film-Genérat in 1970s Hollywood” in Jon Lewis
(1998) (ed.)The New American CinemAurham And London: Duke University Press. pp. 11-35

Danto, Arthur C. (1964) “The Artworld”, Peter Lamae & Stein Haugom Olsen (eds.) (2004)
Aesthetics and the Philosophy of Art: The Analytadition. Malden Mass: Blackwell Publishers.
pp.27-34.



Davis, Martha (1988) Introduction to "Pauline Kael Jonathan Demme: A Selection of Reviews
Accompanying the Retrospective Jonathan Demme: #erican Director.” Presented by Walker
Art Center 5-27 August 1988. pp.7-9.

Ebert, Roger “The Original, or Maybe the Third GayHave Seen Every Movie of Any
Consequence”, Levy, Emanuel (e@ijizen Sarris — American Film Critic: Essays in htw of
Andrew SarrisLanham, Maryland. Scarecrow Press. pp. 31-36.

Faulkner, Christopher “Debates 1830-1960: Critigabates and the Construction of Society”,
Michael Temple & Michael Witt (ed.) (2004he French Cinema Bookondon. BFI Publishing
pp. 172-180.

Gallenbach, Ernest (1971) “Recent Film Writing: Ar&y.”, Henderson, Brian, & Martin, Ann
(1999) Film Quarterly: Forty Years —A SelectioBerkeley: University of California Press. pp. 26-
46.

Gendron, Bernard “Pop Aesthetics: The Very ldeaip§ud, Jostein (ed.) (200The Aesthetics of
Popular Art.Kristiansand: Hgyskoleforlaget A/S. pp. 15-32.

Grogg, Sam L. and Nachbar, John G. “Movies andiéaces: A Reasonable Approach for
American Film Criticism”. Michael T. Marsdent.al. (eds.) (1982Movies as Artefacts: Cultural
Criticism of Popular Film Chicago: Nelson Hall. pp. 1-9.

Isenberg, Arnold “The Technical Factor in Art”, \laim Calagharet. al (eds.) (1973Aesthetics
and the Theory of Criticism: Selected Essays oblrisenbergChicago & London. Chicago
University Press. pp. 53-61.

Jones, Kent “Hail the Conquering Heréllm CommenMay/June 2005. World Wide Web:
http://nyfilmfestival.net/fcm/5-6-2005/Sarris.htRetrieved May 1. 2009.

Kael, Pauline (1956) “Movies, The Desperate Artgriel Talbot (ed.) (1966ilm: An Anthology.
Berkeley: California University Press pp. 51-71.

—It's Only a Movie!” Performing Arts Jounal No. 1IM4y 1995) pp. 8-19.

Knight, Arthur (1969) “Citizen Kane Revisited”, Rald Gottesman (ed.) (197Epcus on Citizen
Kane Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey. Prentice Hall. peStrum Book pp. 120-124

Levinson, Jerrold “Defining Art Historically”, (I®) Lamarque, Peter & Haugom Olsen, Stein
(eds.) (2004RQesthetics and the Philosophy of Art: the Analytiadition. Malden Mass:
Blackwell Publishers. pp. 35-46.

Levy, Emanuel "The Legacy of Auteurisnh’evy, Emanuel2001)Citizen Sarris: American Film
Critic —Essays in Honor of Andrew Sarrisanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press Inc. pp. 77-99.

Mark Feeney “The Pearls of PaulinB®ie Boston Globe Magazidd. June. 1989 Reprinted in
Brantley ,Will, (1996) Conversations With Paulinad{. Literary Conversations Series. Jackson,
Missisippi: Missisippi University Press pp. 122-132

Maurois, Andre (1943) “The Ethics of Biography”aStey Weintraub (ed.) (196Biography and
Truth. New York. The Bobbs - Merill Series in Compositidnd Rhetoric. pp. 44-50.



Olson, Elder “An Outline of Poetic Theory”, R.S.@@e (ed.) (1957¢ritics and Criticism: Essays
in Method By a Group of Chicago Critid@hoenix Books. University of Chicago Press. Abritige
Edition pp. 3-24.

Rivers, William & Schramm, Wilbur (1957) “The Irapt of Mass Media”, Casty, Alan (ed.)
(1973 [1968]) Mass Media and Mass Maxew York: Holt, Rinehart And Winston Inc. pp. 4-12.
Second Edition.

Sarris, Andrew (1957) “Citizen Kane: The Ameriddaroque”, Ronald Gottesmann (ed.) (1971)
Focus on Citizen Kand&nglewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice Hall Psiiéirs. A Spectrum Book.
pp. 102-108.

—(1962) “Preston Sturges — Recalled By Andrew Sa9B2”, Andrew Sarris (ed.) (1971)
Hollywood VoicesLondon. Secker & Warburg. pp. 85-94.

- (1973)"The State of Cinema Criticism in the United Stgt€saples, Donald E. (1973he
American CinemaNashington D.CVoice of America Forum Series. pp. 371-378.

— (1975)"Billy Wilder Reconsiderel] Lopate, Phillip (2006) American Film Critics: Adnthology
From The Silents Until Now. New York: The Library America pp. 307-311.

— “Sarris vs. Kael, the Queen Bee of Film CriticisnVillage Voice.1980 Vol. 2-8 July. p. 1, 30-
31,70

— “Alfred Hitchcock: Prankster of Paradox”, GeneRhilips (1984)Alfred HitchcockBoston:
Twayne Publishers. Preface. Unpaginated.

Schiff, Stephen “The Critics Talk ShoBpston Phoenix22. April. 1980. pp-16-18.

Wilde, Oscar, “The Critic As Artist.” Maine, G.Fed.) (1948)The Complete Works of Oscar
Wilde.London & Glasgow: Collins pp. 948-998.

Wimsatt Jr., W.K. & Beardsley, Monroe “The Intemtal Fallacy”, Wimsatt Jr., W.K.
(1958[1954])The Verbal Icon: Studies in the Meaning of Poaiigw York: The Noonday Press.
pp. 3-18.






