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3 

BERNARD WEINER 

Radical Scavenging: 

An Interview with Emile de Antonio 

Emile de Antonio is a former longshoreman, art impresario, and college 
philosophy professor who, at the age of 40, began to produce and direct 

some remarkable American political films: Point of Order, about the 
Army-McCarthy hearings of the mid-fifties; Rush to Judgment, on the 

assassination of President Kennedy and the subsequent Warren Report; 
America Is Hard to See, about the Eugene McCarthy campaign; and 

In the Year of the Pig, on America's involvement in Vietnam. His new film, 
Millhouse: A White Comedy, is about a man named Nixon. 

In many ways, de Antonio has created a whole new genre of political 
documentary films-halfway between "objective history" (whatever that is) 

and propaganda-and a whole new style he describes as "radical scavenging": 
searching through hundreds of hours of television out-takes, say, 

in order to locate the one short sequence necessary for the development 
of the didactic message. In the interview below, which was stitched 

together from several hectic days of conversations in Bellingham, Wash., 
and to which he has added a few later remarks, de Antonio discusses his 

work, his politics, the American documentary, the dilemma of 
the revolutionary artist, and some future projects. 

Why don't you talk about your own political 
development over the past ten or twelve years 
and how this has been expressed in your films? 

In the "Quiet Fifties"-which were only quiet 
on the part of the American people; the 
government was very active in promoting the 
images of the Cold War and in absolutely 
inundating the country with Cold War rhetoric, 
films, cases, investigations, etc.-in that period, 
not because I was a victim of the Cold War, 
persecuted, or even because I was afraid (be- 
cause I wasn't then and I'm not now), but 
simply because I had tuned out of any kind of 

artistic or political life, I was leading a life that 
any good upper bourgeois might have envied. 
I was screwing every girl I wanted to screw, 
and getting drunk whenever I wanted to, and 
not doing very much of anything. 

Finding film was, in a sense, like a mystical 
experience. It was a mystical experience. It 
was like being reborn. Because I suddenly dis- 
covered the Protestant Ethic: I discovered that 
I liked to work-I still do. Work plus alienation. 

But as I started to make these films in the 
early sixties, I discovered in myself a rapidly 
escalating political position. And as I've made 
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4 DE ANTONIO 

each film, it's become almost a balletic motion, 
in that I could feel the resistance of the Estab- 
lishment against what I was doing. So every- 
time they raised the ante, I raised the ante. 
And with the Vietnam War, they really raised 
the ante. I mean the war showed us America 
for what it really is. Anyway, as the ante went 
up and up and up, then all these subjects that 
I happened to become involved in tore away 
another aspect of the veil of America that no- 
body was really penetrating, at least not in 
film. 

What happened at Port Huron [where SDS 
was formed] was of real importance because 
the American left of the fifties had no place 
that a leftist could repair to. The American 
Communist Party was an imbecilic joke, full of 
broken fools and old hacks and unimaginative 
people who had a bourgeois life-style and Rus- 
sian ideas and loyalties. It was the younger 
generation in America which saw the possibil- 
ity of political life-which has since dissipated 
somewhat, but the beginning of SDS was the 
beginning of a beautiful thing. And what 
brought SDS about, of course, was the early 
business of the war, the sellout by the 
Kennedys (which they were bound to do), 
and then the assassination of President Ken- 
nedy. The way the government closed all the 
doors to that investigation enraged me again. 
Only this time the ante was higher, and I made 
a totally didactic film, Rush to Judgment. 

By this time, I was a middle-aged radical 
without a party, as I had been before really. 
But the war stepped up my political escalation 
another notch. I think that In the Year of the 
Pig is as didactic as any of the films that 
Newsreel has made about Vietnam. I think the 
difference is that I have some idea of what I'm 
doing and I don't think they have any idea 
what they're doing in film-making. 

The Nixon film which I've just finished is 
the hardest film I've made in the sense of being 
the most didactic. It's not at all a personal 
attack on Nixon. This film attacks the System, 
the credibility of the System, by focusing on 
the obvious and perfect symbol for that System. 

Why don't we talk about the individual 

films, starting with the Nixon film since it is 
your latest and also because it is likely to be 
seen by millions more people than have seen 
your other films. 

The Nixon film is, I think, the first attempt 
at a real documentary comedy. It's done as 
comedy although parts of it I find very sad 
and touching. It begins with one of the fun- 
niest scenes I've ever seen: contrived and 
made-up and yet it really happened. There's 
a great blare of trumpets-Nixon loves pagean- 
try, pomp, the military, more than any other 
president we've had in my lifetime (more than 
Eisenhower, more indeed than the military 
generals themselves)-and a voice says, "The 
President of the United States." The music 
underneath is "Hail to the Chief." Then there's 
a shot that pans up and it's Madame Tussaud's 
Wax Museum and they're putting Nixon to- 
gether-out of wax, sticking his head on his 
torso, trimming his hair, arranging his tie. 

The Nixon film is like the cave of the winds: 
its theme is rhetoric. It's also about the Protes- 
tant Ethic, it's about poor-boy-makes-good 
while walking on the necks of people, it has 
the Checkers speech in it, it has a good bit of 
juicy scandal like the Hughes Tool Company 
loan of $205,000 to his brother Donald, it has 
Joe McGinnis in it who wrote The Selling of 
the President, and who describes Nixon using 
Mike Douglas's warm-up man to heat up the 
studio audiences; applause signs were used; 
TV's deodorant-selling tools. The point is that 
these shows were advertised as Richard Nixon 
"live" in a TV-arena format. Thus, the real 
history of the United States in the Cold War is 
out-takes. The networks shoot but don't tele- 
vise the raw spots which reveal. 

O.K., so the audience sees Nixon, sees the 
kind of system he's enmeshed in and represents, 
and so they vote for Humphrey or Muskie. 
And what's really changed? 

I couldn't agree more. Obviously, I would 
not be very happy if Muskie or Humphrey-or 
McGovern or Birch Bayh or whoever-won the 
Presidential election; I'm not interested in 
electing Democrats. But again, this film is part 
of my personal thing; my personal anger at 
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DE ANTONIO 

Nixon and what he represents is so great-at 
the falseness of his rhetoric, which has to do 
with all of our society. That's a very tough 
question you raise, but my film won't help 
elect or unelect anyone; that's the other thing. 
I don't know how many people will see it. It 
might be a more mass-film than my previous 
films, but other issues are going to beat Nixon 
-like the essential creepiness of the man him- 
self, that and the economic issue. 

How about In the Year of the Pig? What 
did you want to do with that film and what 
effects do you think it's haId 

Nobody can be that confident about a film, 
about how or whether it changes people. If 
you're honest, you can't even be sure about 
precisely what kind of effect you want it to 
have; you really don't know. About In the Year 
of the Pig, I would hope that it would con- 
vince anybody, any rational person, that the 
war was totally immoral and evil from the 
very beginning, and that this film helps put it 
in some kind of historical framework. 

In the Year of the Pig opened commercially 
in Boston where it ran eight weeks, and it's 
played New York commercially. It has yet to 
play commercially in the nation's capital, 
where the good "liberal" theater-owners have 
refused to show it. It's had trouble commer- 
cially in this country because so-called "pa- 
triotic" conservative groups have taken a strong 
stand against it. In Los Angeles, where it was 
booked into a very good Joe Levine theater, 
people broke in and wrote "Traitors!" on the 
screen with black paint. In other cities, the 
American Legion has picketed it, and so on. 
They regarded this film, with some justifica- 
tion, as an attack on the American war which 
they support. I've had this happen to other 
films of mine; with Rush to Judgment, people 
threatened to cut the seats of the theater with 
knives, so the theater just dropped the picture. 

But I don't expect people who own theaters 
to applaud my work; people who own theaters, 
after all, represent that class in this country to 
which I am opposed. The people who run 
theaters-except for some like The New Yorker 
in New York and some in Berkeley and else- 

MILLHOUSE: A WHITE COMEDY 

where-and I share very little points of view in 
common, and I suspect that there aren't many 
films of a political nature that get into ordinary 
theaters owned by these people. 

On the other hand, In the Year of the Pig 
was picked up by McGraw-Hill which saw it 
as a perfect college-market film, and they've 
done fantastically well with it. The first 
Moratorium, it played 50 universities at $350 
a screening. 

Where did you get some of that extra- 
ordinary footage? And how much did you 
shoot yourself? 

The footage came from the National Libera- 
tion Front, the Democratic Republic of Viet- 
nam, French Army, American Broadcasting 
Company, British Broadcasting Company, and 
my own shooting. Most of the sound is from 
my own shooting; probably 70% of the sound 
is my own, and maybe 35% of the image. I 

I I I- 
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6 DE ANTONIO~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

asked the Defense Department if I could look 
at their footage and they said no, which was 
a quite proper answer because they knew I 
was making a film against them. So I "ob- 
tained" some of what they had anyway. 

What do you like best about In the Year 
of the Pig? 

Part of what works specifically for me in 
the film-and most critics have simply not 
commented on this-is the technique that I 
think I helped develop, which is the use of a 

collage of people, voices, images, ideas, to 

de,elop a story line or a didactic line, unin- 

terrupted by external narration. For example, 
when I wanted to deal with the French his- 

tory of Vietnam, I went to Paris and filmed 
the three outstanding French left-liberal schol- 
ars of the Vietnam area, as well as the out- 
standing conservative historian on Vietnam 
(who was a friend of Ho Chi Minh's and, of 
course, was violently opposed to our war). So 
from these interviews on film emerges a kind 
of biography of Ho, a history of the French 
colonial experience, the reasons for its failure, 
and how and why the US took it over. Now 
not one of these people had ever covered all 
those subjects in his books but it did come 
out in the give-and-take of the interviews- 
which is an expensive process in film because 
of the vast amount of stuff I throw away. I will 
ask 50 questions I don't care about getting 
answers to in order to get to the point of 
almost a preconceived idea. Preconceived in 
the sense that all the things I'm involved in 
take a lot of homework; I mean, I read all 
those people or I would be a fool to film them. 

Now the only coup in that film was that I 
heard that Senator Morton was willing to talk, 
even though he was going to be Nixon's 
campaign manager, about his secret meeting 
with John Foster Dulles back in 1954 when 
the US was planning to bomb Dien Bien Phu 
on behalf of the French. So I was able to ar- 
range that interview, and the results are in 
the film. 

I think-and this is something the Newsreel 
guys don't see-that it's always a coup to get 
the Establishment to undress for you, to have 

one of the leading Republicans in the Senate 
say, "Ho Chi Minh is to Vietnam as George 
Washington was to America." To have that guy 
say, "We have made Vietnam into a concen- 
tration camp"-that has much more dramatic 
force, more credibility, it's a more political act, 
than if Rennie Davis says it. Because if Rennie 
Davis says it, all those people out there say 
"Fuck it, we know he says that," but when 
Thruston B. Morton says it-millionaire, Yale 
man, destroyer commander, personal friend 
of the great of this country-when he says it, 
it has some force to it. 

I understand that In the Year of the Pig 
did quite well in Europe, particularly on tele- 
vision. Will it ever be shown here on national 
television and if not, why not? 

It ran for about 14 weeks in Paris in a very 
good theater, with French subtitles, and it's 
played a great many countries in Europe on 
television, Sweden, Holland, Finland among 
others. It was shown in East Germany where 
it won the major prize at the Leipzig Festival; 
in West Germany, they didn't want it for 
television, but it played for different groups, 
particularly in West Berlin. 

It will never be shown on American tele- 
vision. American commercial television shows 
something controversial maybe every four or 
five years as a kind of gag. CBS, which I 
excoriate and attack wherever I go, did an 
Edward R. Murrow program on McCarthy in 
1954, they did a show on hunger in 1964, and 
in 1971 they did a very inartistic but very 
interesting program, The Selling of the Penta- 
gon. Every four or five years they come up 
with one. But they will not buy anything con- 
troversial from the outside. This applies to the 
major networks, and the same holds true with 
PBL, NET, or whatever you prefer to call it, 
which skirts the sides of controversy. They 
have very solid little programs in which give- 
and-take occurs but for the most part they 
avoid films which have picked up a "con- 
troversial" tag. 

I would like to sell In the Year of the Pig to 
television in the United States on this basis: 
"OK, you say this film is biased, you say this 
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DE ANTONIO 7~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

film is against the US position. I accept that be- 
cause it was made that way, so what I pro- 
pose is that you show the film and then you 
have people attack it. Take Bill Buckley and 
a couple of others and let them tear the film to 
shreds, if they can." But the networks won't 
do it; they say, "We generate our own news 
programs," and my answer is that that's the 
trouble. There is nothing as bad that's hap- 
pened concerning the war as the networks' 
coverage of it, because it seems as if they're 
covering the war whereas in fact they're not. 
The networks have made the American people, 
in a final way, comfortable with the war-be- 
cause it appears between commercials, every 
day; it's become part of our quotidian exis- 
tence, like armpit commercials. There's never 
the question asked, "Why are we doing this? 
What is this war about?" It's never suggested 
by anything that occurs on television that we 
should even be interested in that type of 
question. Television is a way of avoiding com- 
ing to terms with the fact that we're in this war. 

Getting back to your films, what can you say 
now about the Kennedy assassination film, 
Rush to Judgment? 

It was a very hard film to make. It was my 
first contact with physical fear of a sustained 
order in the making of a film. I went down to 
Dallas alone and spent two weeks looking at 
their television footage, and by this time the 
FBI was after us-because any attack on the 
Warren Commission was an attack on the FBI, 
the Secret Service, etc.-and there were people 
following me around. You know, I'd make a 
phone call to arrange to see X and X would 
agree to see me, and then I'd show up and X 
would say, "I don't want to see you, go away." 
It was obvious someone had intercepted. This 
happened all the time we were filming. 

In fact, the very first day we were in Dal- 
las, I was briefing the film crew-I couldn't get 
my regular film crew to go to Dallas; they were 
afraid, so I could only get kids from San Fran- 
cisco who were very young and inexperienced 
-and I was explaining what the problems were 
when there was a knock on the door and two 
detectives came in. It's a long story that I 

won't go into, but the crew quit right there. 
I had to spend the whole evening cajoling, 
pleading, calling on their honor and every- 
thing else. I even used the most specious kind 
of reasoning, saying things like "We're safer 
here than we'd be by flying home, because if 
they kill us here it would be an obvious con- 
fession that there's something crazy going on." 
But anyway, we'd go to shoot and suddenly 
there'd be a sheriff's truck with two guys star- 
ing at us. There was continual harassment. 

All my films are financed by, for lack of a 
better term, "rich liberals"; usually, they are 
people who have been friends of mine for a 
long time. But for this film, it was almost im- 
possible to raise money for it; I had to go to 
England to raise the money, from people like 
Tony Richardson and Oscar Lewenstein of 
Woodfall Films. It was impossible to raise the 
money in the United States, because this sub- 
ject really touched the psychic uneasiness of 
America about as deeply as anything we've 

IN THE YEAR OF THE PIG c 
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8 DE ANTONIO 

had to face, including the war. 
Rush to Judgment is a film that most people 

find to be entirely boring-although its style 
has been imitated a lot, since it was the first 
film that went into really big interviewing. 
What I wanted to show, at great length, was 
that one guy could take on the FBI-or two 
of us really, Mark Lane and I-and the Warren 
Report, and prove that they had lied, by film- 
ing people at great length describing events 
that happened in Texas in November of 1963. 
I felt that the Warren Commission's investiga- 
tions, or really lack of them, was outrageous, so 
I went down and filmed these witnesses. I 
liked the idea of their slow Texas speech while 
telling a story-just ordinary working people, 
not Marxists or anything, just guys who worked 
for the railroad or whatever-and I didn't give 
a damn if people were bored by it or not. 
I liked it. 

How about Point of Order, the first film that 
established you as a major documentary pro- 
ducer-director? What can you say about it 
today? 

I probably treated McCarthy in Point of 
Order more from a liberal point of view than 
radical-but I don't know how to scale these 
things really; after all, I was a Communist at 
Harvard. I might make the film a whole lot 
differently today; I wasn't as angry about what 
was going on in this country ten years ago as 
I am now. 

Why don't you talk about how you obtained 
the footage for the film, and what you set 
out to do with it? 

The networks never even knew what they 
had. As a result of quite a bit of research, I 
learned that CBS had this film, 188 hours of 
it, and where they had it stored. They denied 
they had it; they said, "We don't have it; it's 
all destroyed." So I said, "No, it's in your Fort 
Lee warehouse." Their attitude was, "The 
guy's dead, let's just leave it alone, forget it." 
But the president of CBS News at that time 
was replaced by the present president of CBS 
News, who was more interested in money, so 
we began bargaining over film they obviously 
weren't going to use. It was found money for 

them. I ended up paying $50,000 for it and 
half of all the money that would be made 
from it-which, frankly, has been a great deal. 
So they got 50? of every dollar off the top 
from material they didn't even know they had 
and were afraid to use. 

Why did I make Point of Order? I wanted to 
make documentaries; the only documentaries 
I liked had been made before World War II. 
Television and the Cold War had taken the 
content out of documentary. In the beginning 
Dan Talbot and I worked very closely on 
Point of Order. In fact, it was his idea to see 
if we could get hold of the original TV ma- 
terial and he and I screened the whole 188 
hours of it together. That started it. I felt 
strongly about McCarthy, I also had ideas 
about taking material that already existed 
(which used to be done in leftwing films and 
was no longer being done), I felt I wanted to 
make an anti-McCarthyism statement (not 
anti-McCarthy statement), I wanted to say 
something about what I thought was wrong 
with American life and which is still wrong, 
and that is our emphasis on Technique. That's 
what this film is really about, Technique. 

McCarthy devised a technique that was 
wholly meretricious and wholly false and 
wholly insane, and yet he played it like a 
master over the American people. And then 
he was shot down, wiped out, again by Tech- 
nique, particularly the technique of Welch. 
Welch gives one of the great acting perfor- 
mances in the history of American film. I'm 
not talking about his personal feelings (he was 
pro-McCarthy until 1954 when he was re- 
tained by the Army), or his truth; I'm talk- 
ing about his "acting" in this film, because 
what Welch did was act and that, after all, 
is what a great trial lawyer does. As you know, 
Welch succeeded so brilliantly in these TV 
hearings that he went on indeed to become 
a professional actor: he was in Otto Prem- 
inger's Anatomy of a Murder, and then went 
on to have a television program of his own. 
I mean, this has something to say about 
American life, and it is contained in the film. 

Did the film emerge from a full-blown orig- 
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DE ANTONIO 9 

inal conception or did the format develop as 
you were editing? 

Point of Order was a lot of agony, since I 
had never made films before. Starting to make 
films at the age of 40, I did the traditional 
thing: I hired a writer to make the film. We 
had a narration-which Paul Newman vol- 
unteered to do for free-and the film was 
almost half finished. I looked at it one day 
and it had all the stuff in it: explanations, nar- 
ration, a Vermont church cutaway, McCarthy's 
wedding with Nixon in attendance, and so on. 
And suddenly I knew this was all wrong. 
What I really wanted, I knew, was that one 
enclosed event, without anything intruding, 
and so I fired the guy, fired everybody, and 
started over. I took a scissors and started 
cutting and shaping, and suddenly I had an 
idea what the film was going to look like. It 
took a year to get all those little cutaways, to 
get a continuous flow without any interruption. 

How do you handle the oft-expressed criti- 
cism that in putting down McCarthy-or rather, 
allowing McCarthy on film to put himself down 
-you make the Army look good, and make so- 
called "liberal" senators like Symington and 
Jackson look good? 

The criticism that I make the Army look 
good is totally unjustified. Stevens comes out 
a lunk, a coward, a weakling, and the army 
generals and colonels come out as clods. As 
for the senators, it is plain in the film that 
not once do they ever attack McCarthy on 
substantive grounds, on real issues involving 
the Bill of Rights, for instance; they finally 
broke McCarthy because he had gone beyond 
the rules of the Senate "club." 

I don't usually like telling anecdotes, but 
this one is indicative. When the film came out, 
there was a screening of it in Washington, DC, 
and all the people came because it was safe to 
be against McCarthy then-he was dead, for 
one thing. Senator Henry Jackson came up to 
me after the screening and said, "Mr. De 
Antonio, I found your film terribly interesting, 
but I have one criticism." I said, "Yes, Sen- 
ator?" And he said, "There wasn't enough of 
me in it." I felt kind of silly, like I was dealing 

with some kind of 18-year-old starlet who 
wanted a bigger part. That was the great 
courage of the Senate. 

I'm usually attacked for not jumping on 
McCarthy hard enough, or not explaining 
certain events with a voice-over narration. I've 
always thought that it's wrong to explain things 
to audiences. The material is there, and inter- 
pretations can be made. I mean, I could have 
stopped the film and inserted outside explana- 
tions, but I'm really not terribly interested in 
that. I disagree with that approach from every 
point of view aesthetically, and even politically. 
I think it's a mistake to show everything. And I 
think this is what is most wrong with so-called 
didactic or political films, that they become so 
utterly didactic that they forget that a film 
is also a film. 

I mean, this was the first time that anybody 
had taken a huge closed political event and 
made theater out of it. It's something we now 
see in the theater rather than in the film (with 
Inquest, In the Matter of J. Robert Oppen- 
heimer, The Investigation, etc.), but which 
happened first in this film. 

The Army-McCarthy hearings were a peak 
moment in American political theater. And 
there were lessons derived from it. For ex- 
ample, no great hearing of this kind has ever 
been held again. You get something like the 
Army-McCarthy hearings on television-in all 
its body, all of it-and something is revealed 
about the nature of our governmental struc- 
ture, our society, where the real power is. They 
don't want anybody to see that again. Because 
the whole thing about American politics is that 
it's a game, a game whereby you hide what's 
really happening from the American people 
while it's happening. And that's part of what 
this film is all about, to show that game. 

I was disappointed by the inanity of the 
reviews, because what happened was that the 
whole liberal press sort of had a pipe-dream 
about how brave it had been back in '54 now 
that this was '63, nine years later. The reviews 
were fantastic, but nobody discussed the film- 
they just went back to how bad McCarthy was 
and how good they were. But then I can't be 
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DE ANTONIO 

SOME DISCRETE INTERRUPTIONS ON FILM, STRUCTURE AND RESONANCE 

"The history of KinoEye has been a relentless struggle 
to modify the course of world cinema, to place in cinema 
production a new emphasis on the 'unplayed film' over 
the play film, to substitute the document for the mise- 
en-sc6ne, to break out of the theater and to enter the 
arena of life itself." -DZIGA VERTOV 

1) In 1963 Richard Roud excluded Point of Order from 
the New York Film Festival on the ground that it was 
television and not film. Eight years later the distinction 
seems reactionary and short-sighted; even then it was 
old-maidish, faddist and self-serving. It's not where it 
comes from that matters but what is projected. Anything 
that can go through a projector is film (see 4). Three 
months later Roud made the discovery that Point of 
Order was a film, after all, and invited it to the London 
Festival. 

2) The audio-visual history of our time is the television 
out-take. Each hour cameras, as impersonal as astro- 
nauts, grind away film and tape which the content-free 
networks will never transmit. Our television is content- 
free not because it is regulated but because it is a 
commodity-not news or art or entertainment but a 
product. Its masters see it that way. The regulators don't 
regulate television anyway-they regulate us. The mas- 
ters most ardently want public regulation to continue 
in order to perpetuate private monopoly structure. Don't 
all public regulatory agencies behave in the same way: 
phone, light, gas, etc.? 
McLuhan's dictum is a show business half-truth. The 
medium has changed the mode of perception without 
changing the quality of what is perceived; television 
time is time for sale. Marx on the ownership of the 
means of production is still a better insight as well as 
a more informative one. 

3) The Bill of Rights was written with a quill pen and 
beautifully, so that every word of it needs to be made 
operational today. More views, more access, more com- 
munity control, less corporate profit. One specific need: 
a national electronic archive where nothing is thrown 
away because it costs money to store it (our history), 
whose retrieval and indexing systems are electronic and 
instant, where everything is made available for us for 
use, free. Cost of operation? Rental of our air to the 
networks. 

4) "'A film' may be defined operationally as 'what- 
ever will pass through a projector.' The least thing that 
will do that is nothing at all. Such a film has been 

made. It is the only unique film in existence."-Hollis 
Frampton, "For a Metahistory of Film," Artforum, Sept. 
1971 
The key word is not film but Artforum. The entire issue 
on film. An invasion of body-snatchers? Annette Michel- 
son, guest editor, on shiny, expensive page 8, makes it 
clear that a "new criticism" has arrived, and for film- 
using a vocabulary formerly preempted by painting and 
for bourgeoise mystification. 
Why? The exhaustion of American painting and sculp- 
ture has driven many to gouge the earth, make mile- 
long walls, and robe the seaside in plastic, to make 
arrangements with haystacks, to create a conceptual art 
in which the painting is described on a typewriter sheet, 
framed and sold. That's real exhaustion. In a more lit- 
erary effort, one artist was photographed riding a 
horse round a ring in a pasture. And now, having done 
all that, they're moving into film. Jonas Mekas and his 
troupe of mercenary, trend-sniffing cavalry have pointed 
the way; a great army swells, together with its sutlers 
and camp-followers. 
The filmic ideas collected by Artforum are damp hand- 
me-downs from John Cage and Jasper Johns. The salons 
des refuses are going to the movies. Also dealers, critics, 
corporations, collectors, scene-people, film schools, mu- 
seums. Can Andrew Sarris be far behind? 

5) Structure and resonance are coefficients of the film 
of content. Film is not shot but built up from various 
strips of celluloid (Pudovkin). And when it works, there 
is resonance - not only between one shot and another 
but between one strip and another, between one scene 
and another; and like the idea of correspondence in the 
poetry of Donne, there is resonance between the film 
and that which exists outside the film. Like ambiguity 
in poetry, resonance is a literal fact as well as a meta- 
phor. Renoir's Rules of the Game or Rossellini's Rise of 
Louis XIV are what I mean. 
Films which are "products" customarily lack resonance, 
are supermarket cake and icing. When it is mechanical 
(Easy Rider) structure is artificial, the resonance rings 
but once and content is an additive. 
Dependence on the technical is also an aspect of no 
content. Cinema-verite. Whose verite? No one can 
fault the development of fast, light, mobile equipment. 
What is wrong is the space the best known practitioners 
of c-v occupy today: publicity films for rock groups. 
(Stones, Beatles, Monterey, Woodstock, Altamont.) 

6) Having laid about, both in the interview and these 
interruptions, it may seem graceless to discuss my own 
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work. Here are some specifics which are not necessarily 
illustrative, I simply want to raise them. 
No film-maker expects any critic to discover all that is 
in a film. In spite of its critical success, in spite of its 
going on to be treated as a classic, I have always been 
uncomfortable with the critics for failing to see that in 
Point of Order each segment was analogous to a spe- 
cific technique of Sen. McCarthy's prior to the 1954 
Army-McCarthy hearings. Example: in the film Joseph 
Welch accuses McCarthy and his aides (Roy Cohn and 
Juliana) of having doctored a photograph to prove that 
Secretary of the Army Stevens and G. David Schine had 
met alone. The aloneness was accomplished by snipping 
off a Colonel- Bradley who had been in the original 
picture. 
Four years earlier, McCarthy had caused the defeat of 
conservative, wealthy Sen. Millard Tydings of Maryland 
in his bid for reelection. He accused Tydings of being a 
Communist. The master stroke was the "proof": flooding 
the state with a doctored composite photograph show- 
ing Tydings together with Earl Browder, then chairman 
of the American Communist Party. They never had been 
together, of course. Tydings lost the election. There are 
six other such correspondences in the film, never pointed 
out. 
A minute example from Milihouse: beginning of the 
film. Mme. Tussaud's wax museum. Shot tilts up from 
feet to head, disclosing Nixon in wax, surrounded by 
wax images of Kennedy, Washington, etc. Seven reels 
later, camera angle and motion are almost exactly 
similar. This time, however, it is Premier Ky (1967) run- 
ning for election in Vietnam. 
A problem. In the 1954 Army-McCarthy hearings, ob- 
scure, back-hall politicians were shot into momentary 
prominence because of 36 days of TV exposure. Eight 
years later, when I was working on Point of Order, they 
were once more obscure paper-shufflers. For example, 
John Adams, counsel to the Army. How could one "fix" 
him in seconds? I tried doing a cast of characters in 
synch sound. It didn't work. We're so accustomed to 
synch sound that it was too normal, too continuous. 
However, by running stills and frozen frames with 
voice-over (same sound, no more than would have been 
used in synch) the five seconds became jarring and dis- 
continuous, and memorable enough to fix the character. 
Thus, when Adams said, "I've never filed a brief. I've 
never drawn a complaint. I'm strictly a Washington- 
type lawyer," his image was substantial enough to 
read him in context throughout the film. 

responsible for those idiots. 
Would you say something about how the 

various sequences were edited and how this 
relates to "objective" reporting and artistic 
truth? 

Of course the stuff was not always in its 
original time-place context. But nothing was 
put in or moved around in such a way that it 
was untrue to what actually happened. And 
bad editing is the only place where a film- 
maker can get shot down; the right wing has 
tried to shoot this film down, but they've never 
been able to do it with facts. 

Of course the film is edited-that's what the 
process of dealing with historical material is 
all about. I wasn't interested in reporting in 
that film; the whole hearings, in a sense, are 
less true than this edited version of those 
whole hearings. I've looked at those hearings 
twice-and it takes about a month to look at 
each one, 188 hours long-but mirrors really 
don't interest me that much. 

I've been criticized for changing the ending. 
The hearings didn't really end that way; what 
really happened was that they banged the 
gavel and they all ran away and tried to sweep 
it under the rug. But I make films from a point 
of view, and I wanted to make the point that 
McCarthy was wiped out by these hearings, so 
I changed the material around and the film 
ends on the empty caucus room with Syming- 
ton walking out on McCarthy, which occurred 
long before the actual end of the film. 

11 DE ANTONIO 
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Let's talk about didactic films in general, 
since more film-makers are moving into this 
area. 

The real problem is that nobody in the 
world, at least nobody in the Western world, 
is ready for the pure didactic film. This is one 
of the problems I've had in talking, say, with 
the North Vietnamese and looking at their 
films. I'm not in a position to criticize them, 
and yet I felt like saying to them: "If you're 
making these films for the Vietnamese people, 
and this is what you feel you should have, 
that's fine. But if you're making these films to 
change minds and turn heads in the West, 
you're crazy-because these films will only con- 
vince people who already share your point of 
view. 

Now the American didactic films that I've 
seen-and I suppose the outstanding examples 
of that are by Newsreel-are not films. I mean, 
these are films that are seen by nobody. They 
are like grey left-wing tracts of old: column 
after column of heavy type with no headlines 
and no pictures and no graphic design. As 
films, in addition to the fact that they're badly 
shot, they're technically inept. The politics is 
good and the film is lousy. When you're in 
that particular situation, you obviously don't 
reach anybody except those who not only are 
already converted but who share a rather nar- 
row, constricted view of what's happening. 

I'm intrigued by the difference between your 
film-making and the work of anybody else who 
has anything to do with documentary. Godard 
sometimes uses historical footage or quotations 
(which stick out like ribs); other directors use 
narration. I don't see many film-makers doing 
what you do in the way of collage. Is there 
somebody I've missed? 

I think even the television networks are 
doing more and more collage work, but of 
course are not doing it totally. I can see the 
difference even between a CBS documentary 
done around the Point of Order days and the 
recent Selling of the Pentagon, which is badly 
done but which attempted that collage effect. 
But the difference between CBS and me, is 
that they have a fundamental distrust of the 

audience; they never believe the audience can 
make that jump from one place to another, so 
there's always that disembodied voice-Roger 
Mudd or Walter Cronkite or somebody-to 
"help" the viewer along. I may be wrong about 
this, but my assumption is that people who 
have lived in the electronic world can make 
those leaps from one time and place to another, 
which after all are not that dazzling, can under- 
stand the shifts of sound while the image 
changes, can understand the image changes 
while the sound remains constant, and so on. 
I mean, after all, it's exactly what goes on in 
a Beatles song; it's what we've been prepared 
for by our painting; in a sense, we've been 
prepared for it by things that go on in tele- 
vision-and nothing gives away what American 
life is about, I suppose, like the fact that CBS 
does professional football better than anything 
else they do. Which is why I watch a lot of it. 

But, yes, I do believe that many of the tele- 
vision documentaries are beginning to move 
in directions that my films have used. I think 
it's beginning to sink in that this is a more 
effective way of reaching people. I think most 
people know that the commentators are ass- 
holes who don't know a thing. What I'm doing 
is presenting the real authorities rather than a 
hollow voice like Cronkite. Cronkite, like most 
narrators, reads what writers write. That's a 
little disembodied for me and removed from 
fact, news, documentary. I'm looking for the 
integral fact in which the man who says it is 
the man who wrote it, thought it, believed it, 
experienced it. 

You've talked about political film-makers like 
the Newsreel people. What about directors like 
Pontecorvo with Battle of Algiers and Burn? Or 
Robert Kramer's Ice? Or Godard? Or Anton- 
ioniP Or Costa-Garras? 

Godard is the most interesting living film- 
maker. And Godard is even more hung-up in 
the paradox of making films for the masses and 
having no audience than I am. His big films, 
which are rightwing films, have great audiences 
-like Breathless-but when you get to Vladimir 
& Rosa, well, the audience for that could be 
fitted into a tiny hall. I think his cinematic 
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genius gets in the way sometimes; some of the 
things he does in films are done for no ap- 
parent reason, not even dada. If anything, 
they're disruptive of the ideology. I don't think 
Godard is at home with ideology-it's encum- 
bering to him. Do you know what the response 
to La Chinoise was during the May Revolution 
in France? There were lots of young French- 
men who said, "We're going to make this 
fucking revolution because Godard laughed 
at us!" 

The guy I thought would become the great- 
est film-maker of our time was Antonioni. But 
his last two films were such disasters. I think 
the negative is as important as the positive, and 
I think L'Avventura expressed the hopelessness 
of upper-middle-class life in the Western world 
as well as any film that I've ever seen. It re- 
mains even today a film of extraordinary bril- 
liance. But when he came into color-color is 
unnatural; I have doubts about color, even 
though my next film is in color-with Red 
Desert, he got into trouble. I think Blow-Up 
is a disaster, although he made a good deal 
of money with it-which was the other dis- 
aster, because that led him to that stinking 
movie he made out in the desert (Zabriskie 
Point). It was really a bad movie: dishonest, 
badly made, badly directed. Costa-Gavras is 
political like Mike Nichols is political. Sleep- 
ing Car Murders is his best film; the others 
use pseudo-political trappings for commercial 
ends. Z makes liberals feel warm and good, 
also theater owners. 

Do you accept the label "documentary" on 
the films you make? Is that what you consider 
yourself making? 

Eisenstein thought he was making docu- 
mentary films, when actually most of his foot- 
age is re-creation shot with actors. But I agree 
with him. It's only because of television that 
we've picked up this idea that a documentary film is about teenagers in Joplin, Missouri, or 
something. 

The Nixon film I've made isn't a docu- 
mentary-and neither is Point of Order-but 
there's no other way to classify it. It will be 
classified as a "documentary" because it's made 

largely out of documents, out of material which 
exists and material that I shot. But there's a 
lot of material in the Nixon film that it would 
be very hard to call "documentary." 

I think documentary is a much more sophis- 
ticated medium than fiction films. It's harder to 
do well, and you expect more from your 
audience. It's a more sophisticated process of 
communication, therefore you automatically 
don't reach the off-the-street traffic, the guy 
who simply wants to go to a movie. The only 
people who go to documentaries are, first of 
all, those people who have a feeling about 
film and about history. But film first-they 
care about how it works, curiously enough, 
whereas the average person who goes to a 
movie goes there to have that experience wash 
over him. My films are different: they're hard, 
they make demands on the audience. 

Do you consider this a strength or a weak- 
ness? I mean, you're not drawing in the 
masses, and yet you say you want to educate 
and change people. 

Yes, that's probably the main weakness of 
my films, that they will never reach the real 
mass audience-which is something I'm going 
to try to break into about a film from now. The 
Nixon film, I think, if it's allowed to gain a 
wide distribution, will reach the widest aud- 
ience of any film I've done. But, in general, 
it's true to say that at least in America I've 
never reached a very wide-based audience. My 
best audiences are cultivated Europeans, Amer- 
ican universities, New York, Boston, Washing- 
ton, Los Angeles, San Francisco-not Philadel- 
phia, not Baltimore, not the South, not St. 
Louis, not unsophisticated areas. You're ab- 
solutely right that the films do require a certain 
intellectual effort, or even a certain degree of 
knowledge on the part of the audience, and 
I look back on all my work as being partially 
a mistake in that my own intellectual hang-ups 
are obviously reflected in my work. Compli- 
cated, difficult work is always more interesting 
to me than work of extreme obviousness. My 
weakness as a film-maker is perhaps also my 
strength: I'm motivated in all my films I've 
made by the fact that I feel strongly about 
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something or that I'm outraged and angry 
about something, or that I'd like to see some- 
thing changed. 

Let's talk about how you finance and dis- 
tribute your films, whether young film-makers 
who want to do something similar to what 
you're doing in the way of political films can 
still finance their projects and distribute them 
as widely as you do. 

If you're making films outside the Establish- 
ment, you can't expect the Establishment to 
finance them. You can't really expect the 
normal sources of money for film to come to 
you. So what you really have to find is the 
only person who has ever given money be- 
yond his own expectations-and that's the rich 
liberal. 

But you already have these contacts on the 
basis of your life and your friends. What about 
people who are just starting out? 

I think it's very hard indeed. You have to 
spend time making contacts and reducing pro- 
duction costs-as Kramer did for Ice and as 
Newsreel is trying to do. You can reduce pro- 
duction costs to very little; film can be very 
cheap if you don't pay anybody. Films can be 
made as true cooperatives, in which nobody 
gets paid. With my small documentaries, which 
run in the area of $150,000 to $160,000, 
everybody gets paid about a union wage. That 
means the payroll is a $1,000 per week, a 
third of the budget. 

There's a depression in the film world, just 
as everywhere else. You can get unlimited 
credit for processing, but you have to find 
someone who will bankroll you to the tune of 
a modest sum of money-as Newsreel did; 
someone has to pick up the bill somewhere 
along the line. But if you want to do it badly 
enough, you'll do it, it'll happen. And there is 
money; there are rich people with money who 
will back radical causes. There are many rich 
young people. 

I have a young friend who worked for me 
who has made a very important 20-minute film 
on Tommy the Traveler, the agent provocateur, 
for $1,500, which is about as low as you can 
get it. I gave him my equipment (I'll give any- 

body my equipment-at night, when I'm not 
using it), he was able to con a lab into process- 
ing his footage for a penny a foot, he got some 
young guys to help with the camera crew, and 
the $1,500 went for transportation. So it can 
be done. 

What are your next projects? How do these 
fit into institutions that you're examining? 

After the Nixon film, I'm working on a film 
which I've already shot-in 35mm color, which 
is a technical trick for me-called Painters, 
Painting, New York. The cinematographer is 
Ed Emschwiller. I'm interested in applying 
this collage technique, perhaps for the last 
time, to the guys who made collage themselves 
as painters. This is a film about the System of 
the art world, in the words of the people in 
that world: De Kooning, Motherwell, Jasper 
Johns, Andy Warhol, Robert Rauschenberg, 
Frank Stella, Barney Newman (now dead), and 
so on. Most of these are people I've known and 
who are friends of mine, but the film also in- 
cludes the collectors, the manipulators, and 
the museum people and how an art market is 
created. There's never been anything quite like 
this around, which is one reason I'm interested 
in doing it. 

However, it's presented me with several 
problems personally, which anyone who has 
seen my work would guess, since I regard my- 
self as a Marxist social critic of the existing 
social system in this country and yet the paint- 
ers and the way in which they work are es- 
sentially manifestations of a very conservative 
aspect of America. The painting itself is not 
conservative (though it is apolitical), but it's 
part of a machine which runs this country. 
And so, if I have to make a choice between 
American painting and the attempt to turn 
men's minds and the search for a collective 
soul, then I'm more interested in what Mao is 
doing than in the art of my friends. And yet 
I'm making the film: perhaps it's something I 
have to get out of my system. 

The film which I'm really interested in doing 
is one for which the negotiations are protracted 
and difficult, which is a film on China. I've 
been negotiating with the Chinese Embassy in 
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Ottawa and it's difficult to negotiate about be- 
cause I don't seem to want to do what most 
people want to do there. I want to go with 
two camera crews all over China for a long 
period of time and do what I would hope 
would be the definitive film of the Chinese 
Revolution from an American point of view. 
One of the things I would want is absolute 
access to their own film archives, because the 
stuff that's in Edgar Snow's film about the 
early days of the Revolution is not very in- 
teresting, and I know they have the footage I 
want because they told me they have it: there's 
8th Route Army material, caves of Yenan ma- 
terial, material of the war with Chiang Kai- 
shek right after World War II. I would like to 
tie all that up through the Cultural Revolution. 

Have you ever considered doing a fiction 
film? 

Yes. I've had a script that I've done but 
every time I dip my hand into it-which I'm 
about ready to do again-something else comes 
up. If the China film comes through, I'm going 
to drop this idea obviously, because China is 
really the most exciting and interesting thing 
in the world. But I've been interested in mil- 
lenarian experiences for a long time, which I 
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think most people can understand. There are 
cults all over the United States that are hooked 
into Jesus-as a flying saucer pilot, or as signal- 
ing the end of the world, or whatever-because 
life has become intolerable not just for intel- 
lectuals and sensitives who can't bear the 
hypocrisy and rhetoric of narcs and Nixon and 
everything else. I think the emptiness of the 
promise of American life has become apparent 
to a great many people, including some of the 
craziest blood-lust people who sing Lt. Calley 
songs. There's a malaise that cuts through the 
John Birch Society as well as the White Pan- 
thers. I have a script about a millenarian cult 
which really exists (I can never leave the 
documentary fold!); it's in the desert, near Ala- 
magordo. I'd like to do a fictional film about 
their experience, with other stuff I'd add to it. 

The real trick for me, the real challenge for 
me, would be to make a film that blacks would 
like to go to see or that steelworkers would 
like as a film, and yet one which would have 
a strong message. I'm pretty much convinced 
that the only way to do this is with a fiction 
film-which, of course, is a denial of the last 
ten years of my life. 
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In a long, fascinating, anecdotal but perceptive 
letter to Cahiers du Cinema,l Yoshikata Yoda, 
a screenwriter who knew Mizoguchi for over 
twenty years, describes the demanding expe- 
rience of working with the great Japanese 
director. "I remember," writes Yoda, "as if it 
were yesterday, that to finish my scenarios, 
I would help my weak body by thinking, almost 
desperately, of all the obstacles I had to over- 
come, and which were set in front of me by 
Mizo-san (Mizoguchi). 'Be stronger, dig more 

In a long, fascinating, anecdotal but perceptive 
letter to Cahiers du Cinema,l Yoshikata Yoda, 
a screenwriter who knew Mizoguchi for over 
twenty years, describes the demanding expe- 
rience of working with the great Japanese 
director. "I remember," writes Yoda, "as if it 
were yesterday, that to finish my scenarios, 
I would help my weak body by thinking, almost 
desperately, of all the obstacles I had to over- 
come, and which were set in front of me by 
Mizo-san (Mizoguchi). 'Be stronger, dig more 

deeply. You have to seize man, not in some 
of his superficial aspects, but in his totality. 
We have to know that we lack, we Japanese, 
all ideological visions: the vision of life, the 
vision of the universe . . .' Completely dis- 
couraged by these words from Mizo-san, and 
making myself sorrier by thinking of the weak- 
ness of my brain, I tried to write, without ever 
being sure of myself...." 

What Yoda's story tells us that's so essential 
to Mizoguchi's directional method is that Mizo- 
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being sure of myself...." 

What Yoda's story tells us that's so essential 
to Mizoguchi's directional method is that Mizo- 
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