1 - Introduction
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the cinema is quite simply becoming a means of expression, just as
all the arts have been before it, and in parlicutar painting and the
novel, After having been successfully a fairground attraction, an
amusement analogous to boulevard theatre, or a means of
4 preserving the images of an era, it is gradually bacoming a
language. By language, | mean a form in which and by which an
artist can express his thoughts, however abstract they may be, or
translate his obsessions exactly as he does in the contemporary
essay or novel. That is why | would like to call this new age of
cinema the age of caméra-stylo.

Alexandre Astruc (1948)*

The politique des auteurs has had its day: it was only a stage on the
way to a new criticism.

Fereydoun Hoveyda (1961)°

As a term, Aslruc’s caméra-stylo (camera-pen) failed 1o take root, but
the association of the film artist with the 'serious’ writer, and the insist-
ence on film as individual self-expression, had a considerable polemical
importance, forming the basis of the cingma d'auteurs constructed in
the pages of Cahiers du Cinéma in the 1950s. Traditionally, the refer-
ence 1o the auteur in French film criticism had identified either the author
who wrote the script, or, in the more general sense of the term, the artist
who created the film. In the work of Cahiers the latter sense came to
~-replace the former, and the aufeur was the artist whose personality was
“writtent’ in the film,

~ Within its distinguishable currents — Cahiers in France, Movie in Britain,
"Andrew Sarris in America - auteurism shares certain basic assumptions:
hotably, that a film, though produced collectively, is most likely to be
luable when it is essentially the product of its director ('meaningful
voherence is more likely when the director dominates the proceedings’:
irris%); that in the presence of a direclor who is genuinely an artist (an
Biteur) a film is more than likely to be the expression of his individual
ality; and that this personality can be traced in a thematic and/or
consistency over all {or almost all) the director's films. Most
“critics made a distinction between the auteur and the (mere)
r-en-scéne: the one consistently expressing his own unigue
510N, the other a competent, even highly competent, film-maker,
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but tacking the consistency which petrayed the profound involvement of
a personality. The distinction opened out energetic controversies along
the borderiine between the two: over Minnelli, for example, or Hustom.
gach of the currents had its own set of values and its own areas of
privilege, and within the currents there were ditferences; bul each
seemed to assume that, if film were 10 be considered an art, as it quite

generally was, then what they were urging inevitably foflowed: film is an

art, and art is the expression of the emotions, experience and 'world-

yview' of an individual artist.
The business of introducing this section on auteurism s made con-
e presence of Edward Buscombe's adicle, ‘Ideas

siderably easier by th
of Authorship’. Simply 1o repeat the points of Buscombe’s critique would
d it seems mare useful here to fill out something of the

be redundant, an
place of auteurism within the history of film criticism and theory, giving

an indication of the history into which auleurism intervened, and the

history which 1t initiated: the history, that is, of the before and after which

is implied by the two quotations which head this introduction, and which
finds a starting point in the extract from Abrams which follows.

tronicalty, the intervention of auteurism, 1ts critical revolution, was sim-
ply the installation in the cinema of the figure who had dominated the
other arts for over 2 century: the romantic artist, individual and set-
expressive. Established film criticism had long 890 accepted that film
was an art (it was the necessary justification for its own discourse), but
it had meant it at the most general level, at which art has something to
do with truth and beauty. Film theory had concerned itself almost exclu-
sively with the relation between the representation and the real thing,
and had not developed an aasthetic 10 explain the place of the artist in
film an. Since the cinema which was v..oaoi:m&:. valorized was the
less apparently industrial cinerna of Europe and Asia, the problem of the
diction between a commercial industry and an art was

apparent contra

not fully confronted, and where it arose (as in the films of Ford, Welles

or Griffith) it tended 10 be dealt with either in terms of overriding genius,
orbya compromise position in which, by a combination of exceptional
circumstances {a good subject, @ goad script, @ good cast, an artist and
freedom}, & work of art which was personal might be produced despite
the constraints of the industry. Established criticism valued as arists &
gmall number of directors, v_.maoi:maz European, who produced work
which had a certain highly variable quality of 'greatness’ (which was
al quality or a soclal vm:m:m:oa and a certain

typically gither a mor
‘geriousness’ (which involved the apparent commitment of the artist to

his theme). Art was simply a value term, and the theoretical questions
which it begged went largely unanswered. Auteur criticism, on the other
hand, proposed as arlists a much larger pumber of directors whose
work, viewed over & number of films, displayed & consistency of under-
lying theme and style which was surprising in the industrial and com-
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mercial system in which the
AN y worked, and which therefore, i
Mcm_mmmwozm mxwwmmmmzmdA:_Mqﬂmmmﬂowsmzmﬁnwoﬂw umao_._m:%_mﬁwmh._ﬂﬂw
raints. In fa : Cors .
e gzmaﬂmﬂzm.oﬁﬂ Mﬁmm_m between the desire for momﬂﬂﬂ"“mwuw s
e T ainis of the I _.-__mi could .Eoncoo a tenslon in the films _...m:a
L e ch was lacking in the ‘art’ cinema, enco . mso
o aut :mmm_.__.m.._.oe.o <w_o:~.m Hollywood cinema above m_._ else cq_”mm_zm
dalmig ootabiahed o of buried u.oao:m_amm_ and, in the u_domm. Pl
e araidtanes o.ﬂn_o_m_.:.. Uniqueness of personality Qmmsw__ wom...
owier above that of 5 _.a.vamm_o: and originality were n_<o_.d an evi ﬂ_ ftve
o e o o%omw istic smoothness or social seriousness aluative
_ put thus, e crie shift which auteurism effected within the hi
O e Can e Mma: asa step backwards to a romantic oo_m_oé
nn the moment at which wwﬂwwwmn“wdb%hwﬂwn bbb Em”mmow__ﬂ
ranches of critici i o e ;
et oxoross M__J__wwwa_rwma in a medium in which an mmmm.:mﬂmonn_«_.w:% ﬂsmq
“ninad partly oy the| least .muman«_mﬁm. This Bma_mmmo: can __us -
P o et ”_.m%_ozmwx & a.&.::.o: which had been given to the otion
e o :w mz:n_ma. a lack of definition which allow :% o
fourlsm 1o bour ciner a ._.u.__zo 3@. mould which was alrgady uasn_m amc.
oo e 1o mxui:. . e relation between aufeurism and Bamaw_ _c<
B S e @ process by which, after the initial s il
fourist was eas mum .mm_a__man. into the dominant aesthetic Bomm_.am_.
25 nothing more an ﬁ__”_mmx_u_m_z_ao away Astruc’s ‘new age of nm%o. '
il S _.... d age .o.__ romanticism, it fails to explain ﬂm
T ot auteurem 10 mz:mi criticlsm’ which Hoveyda invokes =" .
ecthore o bourgeors E ng more than an escape into the 3_.“._ e
oeon e pocee M.z._omma. away from the actual conditions o*ma_n
i it s, ohy arume __J_”..ue a dead end of history, albeit one E_,__oﬂﬂ.
O ol e oy 2rgum would be that auteurism did in fact prod a
oregresson 1 the e development of film theory, which :mm ex oand
airogrossh &m_oomzo:uqmmmcam of m_._msm”zm aesthetics and _39._“0 m.mn
can be associated Ezsnwah%_“._wmm_.m”ﬂ wﬂﬁma_ o s of o omcmoa””m
8 1] . . C i -
.ﬁ_‘_ﬂwo“.__mq__w _,.“”._w.oﬁ %m.,m.omz_,.m_ to mc%:hwﬂﬂﬂﬁﬁ of emphasis and
2y s which e “zm _w.m shift E.z_o: auteurism effected was a shift in th
bersomalty of the diree conceived and grasped within film criticism d_m
, xo_ %._o explicit mcuwmo.oywmmq.ﬁsmhﬂ:ﬂwhumm‘ o rooesupy & s_m_‘m :ow
sm, simpl ‘given’ o e shed
:v_.onawmu o“ ﬁ._whw M_m a‘given’. .3.6< had to be sought oﬂ« MMMME”MQ
fon 1het tre oy M mm:a attention to a number of z_am_. The _,%nq .
o o his oun mm:.mxm not always able to choose the best m:c.om.w
@'to the conditions of wﬂwwm%onmmh”w e oo mEm:hma
as explicitly about, could in most FMM_:MMM:MM Pﬂmmwmow\m. M_“_.mm_ iy
me-



‘II‘||‘

12 Auteurism

work given to the director by the studio,
of the critic was 10 di

and not necessarily of his
scover the director within

choosing. The business

the given framework, to find the traces of the submerged personality, t0

find the ways in which the auteur had transformed the material so that
hat the film was really about

ect matter was no longer W
Criminal centres on @ race-
certainly not the subject of the film.* Film criticism became a
discovery, a process which, while it remained firmly within the herme-
neutics of romantic criticism, forced a more precise attention to what was
actually happening within the film than had been customary for a trad-
itional criticism which tended to be satistied with the surfaces of popular
films, assuming that the conditions of their production prevented them
from having depths. More than this, auteurism forced an attention to
what was actually happening in & 1ot of films. New aufeurs were discov-

ered like new stars in the sky; and Andrew Sarris, in particular, insisted
a not only of each putative

the explicit subj

—‘The story of The track robbery, but this is

process of

on a rigorous and comprehensive knowledg
auteur's output, but also of as much of the total output of all cinema, and
particularly of the undiscovered Hollywood, as it was physically possible
to see. This attention 10 individual films, to groups of films, and to the
whole of cinema was, of course, necessary, paneficial and, in the context
of the history of film theory, progressive.

in one form, the attention involved simply a discovery of recurrent

to the critic the role of interpreter, separating
1, finding the depth below the surlace, easing
While the awareness of recurrent themas

is clearly useful, there \s a continual danger in predominantly .:mamzo
a critical reductiveness: 2

approaches that they will lend themselves to
‘eureka syndrome’ in which the aim is 10 ‘crack the code’, 10 libarate the
theme and the values from the film which contains (and conceals) them.
Because of the fundamental and perpetual difficutty of guotation in film
criticism (of quotation from a visual discourse In @ verbal discourse)
thematic analysis {(which verbal discourse copes with by repressing the
visual) tended more and more 1o establish itself in many of the currents
of auteurism, amerging clearly in .mEoE..m:coE_‘m:wB..
Elsewhere, however, auteur critics avoid reductiveness by a close
attention to mise en scéne, and much of the best auteurist criticism
(Barry Boys on Minnelli,* Hoveyda of V. F. Perkins on Ray®) focuses On.
mise en scéne as the stylistic ‘gignature’ of the director, complicating &
simple elaboration of themes with a constant retumn t0 the way in which:
they appear on the screen. The logic of this attention Is clear within the;
auteurist project — given the conditions of production in which subject
matter and script are likely to be in the control of the studio,
least has the possibility of being under the contro of the director, !
is there that his personality may be the most legible. Mise en scéne he
a transformative eftect. it is with the mise en scéne that the aute

underlying themes, giving
the true from the apparen
the object into consumption,

wi
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transform i j
e mowamm. ﬁm.:aowww_“m_ js_oz has been given to him; so it is in the mi
o soone ~ u_momamnwm_aos of the scene, in the camera movem o
ihe camers pla nt, in 5@. movement from shot to shot — o the
o ¥ _swm :_w individuality into the film shot - fhat the
; motivation for this aftention ¢ .
arie Ihe m. 0 mise en scéne ithi
e _m.o _m o M._”_ m"wowwmnsn m:a oa_.qumﬁ_su auteurs, it also B_HMM nﬂw._“_s_z
1 o st i s o st e i e o
scére be clivity, producin
5m3=mo ﬂwﬁ.ﬂww ,w .ﬂoys_zmm.. rather than as a .E:mnmhrmow_d_“_m_uom;mnn
acking shots mv.umm_.m_ oullet’s notorious ‘Morality is a n:.mm_mo_.. m
o e o pears onmm scandalous than it did to the critics of Si m
bomeon sifatogin of e to indicale an awareness of the relation m ﬁ
Delween sirategies =a§.m en scéne and the production of ideok mﬂ o
ot o m_._m 8”3 ention to mise en scéne gives criticism a %M .mJ
oot raaaning, A hm u_mmm_.__.muﬁ.o. pointing to its fascination as «qo__
e o.__ il 3@2 _”.mno_.__m.go pleasure in visual delights i y
Rt one Ineists on nﬂaso in Cahiers in the mid-1950s {Hove nmm m
o s rabten :..%m that Party Girlis rubbish, then | v_.wn_ .oq
el hvos ma 8 aim which so pleases my eyes, fascinates m :m__._...
oo e fon _._w_mm_. of w:m kingdom of heaven.” "), and it __.m< :mm;.
o ot the ”._ .Ma. but when one places Cahiers’ nméhn.ﬂu_.\_
e a0 it Bt s..”o soberly traditional joumals, it is hard not ﬂ
ot o 18 o ) :mz he says, ‘at least in Cahiers we pref .
D v b Sﬂumwﬁ._.ﬁ in 3m=<.8mumﬂm. the attention zw. Sﬂmﬁﬂm
o orotant the mast 1 ofa om:.muz historically necessary formalisi 4
vt of oot ,vonma _uom_.ﬁzm contribution of auteurism to 53.
ol machunia :mmon‘mo. and a.ms__ma film criticism, engaging with .:m
e machanis™ nmaﬁmmﬂhrmhmnocqum_ freeing it from literary Boqumm
o_.._zzﬂ.am_ma o oral commitmen Mois_o: weare prepared o validate z__._._m
is_is the positive oo:ia::m: ]
ldoriod : . i . of auteurism to film critici
ibuted aomm..ﬂwn_%%_.__:a.%oomzo: s_:_oz it produced is Boﬂwa“”wﬂ.a_:_o
iim. Auteurism was a _m.__o:m which it exposed within the aesthati o
e o Emumaa:ﬂwn :Mm_% a theory: Cahjers proposed it as a _U_M” om
Ao opared a .:.: it was mora of an attitude than a _:82“
el voms.woq.m__nm_ m_maoqmﬂ_os. But by adopting a tair no?
 comtiaost _o.: h_.. o_.mm_m:o_._ lo m..oﬂ.?:S it exposed film mma_“ﬁzm
oy s o the J romantic principles of individual creativit
applied to A o q._:amm:_:- and twentieth-century o%&maw.
fal and popuia m__..sommzm _o_,a _.zzo: was collective, 8:.32&&.
il nn_...mam contradictions of a resolutely romantic mmm.
U o1 coping wit 1 a4 came to be generally recognized, and 3.
. e s ﬂmma were developed. On the one :m_.ﬁ. a nm:mm”
= oven moan 1S Moo:_nmn. and the rules were S_mxmm fo all
ominance — to enler at other levels (a _umnm_d







