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ALL PHOTOS: NEW YORK FILM FESTIVAL

Alexander Kluge was born in the Prus-
sian town of Halberstadt on February 14,
1932. Three years earlier, Al Capone had
already robbed St. Valentine of some of his
sentimental magic, and Kluge's own
eleventh birthday was more immediately
overshadowed by the fact that, eleven
days earlier, the Press Office of the Third
Reich had officiallv acknowledged the end
ot “the heroic battle for Stalingrad” and
declared several days of national mourmn-
Ing.

For Kluge, the mourning for the millions
of lives wasted and scarred by National
Socialism is—Ilike the process itself—not
yet over. Images of senseless destruction
and mindless reconstruction are fre-
quently intercut with the frenetic activities
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of his screen heroines; while his prolific
“literary” output includes two documen-
tary novels: The Battle,  concerned with the
Germans’ defeat at Stalingrad in 1943; and
Attendance List for a Funeral, 2 of which one
story, “Anita G.,” contains the basis for
ABSCHIED VON GESTERN (YESTERDAY GIRL).

More recently, Kluge has co-authored
with SDS theoretician Oskar Negt a rather
formidable tome, Public Life and Experience, >
about the organizational structures of
bourgeois and proletarian experience; and
has also published a volume of his own
short stories, some of them science-fiction,
roughly translatable as Learning Process
with Lethal Conclusion.* He still practices as
a lawyer, and is a Protessor of Law at the

University of Frankfurt. On the lighter.
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INTERVIEW by Jan Dawson

side, he collects old Mack Sennett movies,
nursery rhymes and toys, and was
pseudonymously responsible for that
minor Latin classic, Winnie ille Pu.

Kluge’s latest film, GELEGENHEITSARBEIT
EINER SKLAVIN (PART-TIME WORK OF A
DOMESTIC SLAVE) stars his younger sister
Alexandra {from YESTERDAY GIRL) as Ros-
witha Bronski, an impulsive Utopian

Per Untergany der 6. Armee— Schlactbeschretbuny
(1964); published in translation by McGraw Hill,
1967.

Lebensliufe (1962); published in translation by
McGraw Hill, 1966 _
Offentlichkeit und Erfahrung: Suhrkamp, Frankfurt,
1972. | |
Lernprozesse mit todlichem Ausgang: Surhkamp,
Frankfurt, 1973. |

e

¥ Adexandra Kluge as Anda G in Alexander Kluge's YESTERDAY GIRL {1967},
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KLUGE INTERVIEW CONTINUED

whose devotion to her own family leads

her up and down a snakes-and-ladders
career as abortionist, political agitator and
sausage vendor. On Kluge’s own admis-

sion, the second half of the film-—the sec-

tion outside the Bronski home-—was
shaped by his sister’s ideas rather than by
his original intentions. (“The director’s role
is to interpret the experiences of his inter-
preters.”) Whatever their shared obses-
sions, the generation gap has evidently
exposed the sister to a less cautious faith in
the efficacity of localized militancy.

In Munich last July, while he was finish-
ing his latest book for a deadline in Frank-
furt and I was attempting to view all of
Fassbinder’s films, Kluge and | had a
fragmented, three-day conversation of
which only the last two hours were taped.
At the end of the recording, and again after
he'd read the verbatim transcript, Kluge
complained that it was all too abstract and
asked me to cut down the generalizations
and explicate his meaning with more con-
crete illustrations from the films. He him-
self has made some drastic excisions, and I
have done my provisional best. But since
he does affirm that “the real film is the one
in the spectator’s mind,” [ hope he won't
mind if FitM CoMMENT readers create their

own interview from the text which fol-

lows. The interview-film in my own head
may take some years to edit.

—Jan Dawson

].D.: PART-TIME WORK OF A DOMESTIC
SLAVE is most often discussed as a possible
tract for Women's Lib or in terms of the
abortion debate. Whereas it seems to me to
deal with a more comprehensive theme:
the fundamental incompatibility of family
values and social values—the impossibility
of what we might call social loyalty existing
in a social structure where family loyalty 15
the priority. Would you like to comment
on this?

A.K.: If the distinction between public
and private is the main element of the soci-
ety which believes in property, it follows
that the family is an elementary organism
of this society. In the same way that the
entrepreneur accumulates money, the
family accumulates warmth, human rela-
ionships, for themselves. Happiness for
themselves, and neglect for anyone else.

At the beginning of the film, we see a

family scene, with the parents and chil-
dren standing at the window. Outside,
snow is falling. Inside, the warmth; out-
side, the cold. Auschwitz never disturbed
the idyll of happy family life in the Ger-
many of the Thirties.

The organization of the family, the pn-
vate organization of getting children and
trying to be happy in an organizational
ruin like the family, is something which
only exists in the imagination of the
family’s members. And if you accept that
this elementary organization is a school for
idealogy, you are confronted with a rather
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difficult situation. Women have to do with
children, with making human beings
—producing something no factory could
do. They don’t produce cars, they don't
produce potatoes, they produce children.
And that involves a principle of satisfying
the needs of other human beings. A child
is nourished because it needs, not because it
demands. And I think that this relation-
ship between mother and child is a rather
progressive, rather hopeful relation be-

tween human beings. From one point of

view. But this form of production exists
only on a kind of private, Robinson Crusoe

“island. Jealousy or property, for example,

separate it from society. 5o you get the
contradiction that the “female experience”
is both progressive and conservative.
Women cannot liberate themselves on the
basis of this contradiction.

The new film offers an example of this.
Statistically, it's rare that a mother, in order
to get more children of her own, runs an
abortion clinic. It's more of a metaphor, a
device for conveying an existing attitude.
The idea of helping her children live by
killing other people’s is merely a concen-
trated expression of the contradiction
which exists in any family.

Marx always said that only the working
class have a sincere motive for changing
society. But they don't have the means to
do it. The proletariat is by definition a class
which does not possess the means of pro-
duction. Other social groups, intellectuals
for instance, have more means than they
need, but lack the motives.

Women produce the right things:
human beings. But there’s always the con-
servative element, they're defending their
private mode of production. Women, like
the working class, can only emancipate
themselves if they use the means and the
motives of all classes. You don’t achieve

e
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social change by eliminating human qual-
ihes.

J.D.: Butin all your talk of social change,
the element in the existing models which
you appear to challenge least strongly is
the contradictory relationship between
mother and child. You just defined it as an
example of non-alienated production...

A.K.: Not non-alienated. Without
alienation. It's surrounded by alienation
and determined partially by alienation, but
it itself is not completely alienated.

J.D.: But at the very beginning of vEs-
TERDAY GIRL, before what might loosely be
described as the film’'s narrative begms
there’s an isolated quotation about the evil
of separating mothers from children.

A.K.: Exactly! It’s from a text by a priest
in Ancient Egypt. Anita G. has just disco-
vered it in a library; and she’s reading it,

Alexandra Kluge, en famille and alone, in

and laughing at it, and taking it seriously at
the same time.

J.D.: And which are you doing?

A.K.: (Silence.)

J.D.: When you talk about history, you
say it's essential to know the past in order
really to exist in the present. To what ex-
tent is this true of the relationship between
mother and child? Don’t the possibilities
for change perhaps lie in children knowing
less of their individual histories and more
of their collective history?

A.K.: A child doesn’t only understand
what its mother says or does consciously.
Her habits and gestures are far more re-
vealing. If, for example, the mother is af-
raid the child will destroy one of her pos-
sessions, then the child learns quite a lot.

There’s another aspect to this. When the
mother and child are alone in what we like
to think of as an “action moment,” a mo-
ment of pure present tense—for instance
when the child’s supposed to be going to
sleep and the mother's telling it a story

2
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—their whole past 15 present: the absent

husband, the history of this woman and
her husband, the history of this woman
and her parents. They're all present. And
to some extent the child’s future is present
too. The reality 1s what you can't see.

Anyway, having children and educating
them has nothing to do with privacy. It's a
social relation. Only it isn’t seen as one or
lived as one; it’s lived in an anarchic way.
It's no longer collective and it's not yet
individual. It's nothing, it’s just the middle
of the road.

}.D.: Your films are always centered on a
fermale character who seems, in some curi-
ous way, to be immune from their general,
overall irony. I also think you offer a fairly
tough and basically unsympathetic treat-
ment of the male characters; and a rather
depressing view of the actual, possible re-

RT-TIME WORK OF A DOMESTIC SLAVE (1974).

lations between men and women. Is that a
correct impression?

ALK It would be pointless to say thatit’s
not. In a socetvy dominated bv men—a
soctety whose mentality and institutions,
from school to university to the law courts,
are essentially rather masculine—it's not
capricious to describe some men as
“character-masks.” They are. And in so far
as they belong to institutions and are
formed by institutions, they become more
like character-masks. The security officer
in the factory in PART-TIME WORK, for ex-
ample, or the chief doctor who quarrels
with Roswitha: each of them is doser to a

character-mask, in my opinion, than a real
being like Roswitha or Leni Peickert {of

ARTISTS UNDER THE BIG TOP: PERPLEXED] Or
Anita G. [YESTERDAY GIRL]. On the other
hand, there are some men—as you may
have recognized—who have some female
soul in a masculine body. Doctor Bauer,
the Attorney General who appears in YES-
TERDAY GIRL, is a real person; even though

he works in an institution, he would never
try to reduce to a character-mask some-
body who is not a character-mask.

J.D.: You use the words “female” and
“male” rather as if female meant “good”
and male meant “bad.”

A.K.: To some extent that's what I be-
lieve. I'm not talking about distinctions be-
tween male and female bodies. Men can
also have qualities which I'd consider
female. Kleist said of the arts that music is
female; in Britain you have ships, and you
think of them as female.

J.D.: Yesterday you said that, for you,
the male characters in your films are to
some extent invisible, that they don’t have

a very strong reality.
A.K.: Yes?

J.D.: I find it curious, or at least worth

talking about, that in your films the rela-

tions between men and women are usually
extremely functional—very hygenic and

unsatisfactory. They hardly suggest the
possibility of a harmonious co-existence

between male and female....

A.K.: I would never try to construct a
racism on the division of male and temale.
But I do think that it's always the suppres-

sed element in society that has to be de-
scribed: the dominant element describes
itself: there’s no need to add to it in the
cinema. It's much better to describe the
sub-dominant element, the suppressed
element. These are lives which society

does not intend to use in the good sense. It

takes them, it takes life, because it can’t get
rid of it, because it's necessary ftor work
and for making values. But thus society has

nothing to do with living. Whereas the

cinema has a lot to do with living, and with

the observation of living experience.

J.D.: But I was asking more specifically
about the lack of tenderness between men
and women. The only instance of tender-

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)

ness | could find was that between Leni
Peickert and her father; and the tenderness
between them was made possible largely
by the fact that the father was already
dead.

A.K.: Tenderness doesn’t necessarily
have anything to do with actual presence.
Presence, an actual situation, mostly de-
stroys it. But I believe there’s a lot of ten-
derness in my films as a whole: Anita’s
relation to her shoes, when she’s cleaning
shoes; or Roswitha's feeling for her hus-
band as she’s nearing Portugal to investi-
gate rumors about the new tfactory. When
they're together, they have nothing to say
to each other; when they're apart, they
have to say something. And I don’t mean
that as a paradox. There are situations n
which the destructive element in our rela-
tionships is less dominant: and those situa-
tions most frequently involve absence.

J.D.: There’s a moment in the last tilm
which [ find verv beautiful, and which also
seems to resume the relationship between
the couple: Roswitha buys books because
she wants Franz to see that she’s become a
serious person; but before she’s read them,
he insists on telling her what she’s to find
inside them.

A.K.: It's also a moment when they
don’t speak to each other. They're con-
cerned with each other, but they can’t ex-
press it.

J.D.: Both your films and your conversa-
tion suggest that, in terms of social change
and reorganization, the family 1s the struc-
ture from which we should attempt to
move away. It’'s therefore cunous that you
should have worked quite consistently
and very closely with your own family.
You made a short film, FRAU BLACKBURN
WIRD GEFILMT, about your grandmother;
and your sister has been the leading actress
in at least two of vour teature films.

A.K.: You don't get rid of something by
not caring tor it.

J.D.: But as you say in ARTISTS UNDER
THE BIG ToP, “‘merely to care is not
enough.”

A.K.: It isn’t enough. But without car-
ing, you couldn’t even work on it.

J.D.: But the film about vour grand-
mother is hardly an attempt to change her.
It's more like a monument to her, and to
the changes she’s experienced in her
lifetime.

A.K.: That's partly because she was one

thundred vears old at the time, and there

was no reason to change her tor her
hundred-and-first year. It's different it I'm
dealing with our generation. You have to
understand that [ believe in a different type
of change. I don’t believe you really
achieve change by decisions, or by killing
the past, or by killing people. That's not
the way to change anything. Robespierre
and Saint-Just tollowed the typical, Euro-

- pean mentality—and all they could do was

cut off heads. But they didn’t change any-
thing. Society changed in spite of them, in
spite of the decapitations. It's trying to es-
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tablish wvirtue on earth that gives
capitalism, or Napoleon, the chance to de-
velop. A better way to change things is to
accept the past and to completeit. Theonly
way to change history is to regain it.
1.D.: And how does that work out for
vou privately? In terms of your own fam-
tv? Or is that another abstract question?
A.K.: It's not at all abstract. I love some
members of my family: for instance my
sister, my mother, my father, mv grand-
father. At the same time I'm quite sure that
society couldn’t live, that T myself couldn’t
live, in the wayv my mother, my father, my
grandfather lived; not even the wav my
sister behieves in. And I think that's not a
personal problem of mine. During
anvone’s lifetime, existing life-styles and
programs for living become meaningless.
S50 that, whether we want to or not,
change and the observation of complex
situations are something we all learn. But

~the historv of our sodiety’s contradictions is

teaching a new sensuality that is less in-
terested in linear progression, or in “‘good”
and “bad,” than in recognizing the com-
plex and the contradictory as the dialectic
of things.

I don't believe in dialectics as a mode of
abstract thought. I believe in a dialectic we
can teel with our tingertips.

J.D.: You use the phrase “materialist
aesthetics,” and vou also talk about your
films as attempts to describe something
which doesn’t exist. And in order to make
this description, you have at vour disposal
the matenalist aesthebc....

A.K.: That's not a contradiction.
Materialist aesthetics means, in the first
place, a way of organizing collective social
experience. This collective socal experi-
ence exists with films or without them. It
has existed for about three hundred
thousand vears, and been “actualized” for
only about three hundred of them, be-
cause social development grew faster, The
invention of film, of the cinema, is only an
industrial answer to the film which has its
basis in the film in people’s minds. The
stream of associations which is the basis of
thinking and feeling—logic, or geometery,
or whatever are not the bases—this stream
of associations has all the qualities of
cinema. And everything you can do with

your mind and your senses, you candoin

the cinema.

You could understand film history as
merely the collected ideas of different au-
teurs or entrepreneurs. But it's not the
basis, it's an abstraction, it's the median.
Whereas the real mass medium is the peo-
ple themselves, not the derivatives like
cinema or television. And if you have a
conception of film which means that it’s
the spectators who produce their films,
and not the authors who produce the
screenplay for the spectators, then you
have a materialist theory.

For example, there’s a street in Frankfurt
where I can observe a very high concentra-
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tion of porno cinemas. And the immigrant
workers who watch the very bad and
anti-erotic pornography there see quite
different films from the ones | see. Because
they produce them as tender, erotic films,
even though the films are hostile to eroti-
cism. They change the films through the
production of their own minds.

Another example. Dovzhenko made
flms in which the spectators could contri-
bute their own experience; and the films
are enriched by the spectators’ experience.
And we call this position maternialist be-
cause it thinks from the bottom up, from
the spectator and the cinema inhis mind, to
the cinema on the screen. The cinema on
the screen is only a way of organizing ex-
perience that already exists before the film
is made. The question ot whether or not
you consider the fitm as “good” depends
on whether you believe in art, with all the
consequences of the disoriented artists
under the big top; or whether you're con-
cerned with the development of minds.
And minds are rather flexible, not very
fragile, and they always try to find exits.

J.D.. The obvious question is how you
reconcile your theory with the inescapable
fact that as a filmmaker vou're working as
an individual. You may be organizing ex-
isting matenial, you may be making a col-
lage; but vou are also making a selection.

A.K.: Of course “1 know that I*know
nothing.” Brecht's Socrates said that. I
think one can only be cautious, even pas-
sive to some extent. If the film is active, the
spectator becomes passive; that's a very
general rule. Hollywood films try to per-
suade the audience to give up their own
experience and follow the more organized
experience of the film. In my opinion, the
opposite is right.

You asked another question. Why a
film, because of its montage, etc, is only a
selective reality.....

J.D.: That wasn’t quite the question I
asked, but go ahead and answer it.

A.K.: Look, there are two principles that
I always control, and sometimes that's
nearly all I do control. One, the situation;
two, the actor’s state of mind. The situation
has to do with the acting; the acting has to
do with the social situation it
concerns...and so on, ad infinitum. And 1
can study and even control their relative
proportions; and the proportions are or-
ganized from the principle of authenticity.
That’s the ideal. And we do quite a lot of
things that are not very practical, like using
direct sound; and we have to have huge
cameras, which are not very practical, in
order to get this authenticity; and we lose
quite a lot of material. For instance, we
shoot twenty or thirty times as much film
as we need for the edited version in order
to achieve this authenticity. These are the
elements, the original material; and then
when we make the film, we cut it and this
changes. Because the cut film is not au-

thentic. And another of the director’s re-
sponsibilities is to see that different prop-

R e T gy i i T S 2 o 1

WARNING: This material may be protected by copyright law (Title 17 U.S. Code)

ortions together give a result that fits as a
whole with the authentic state of the soci-
ety or part ot society that he’s describing.

J.D.: But I was also referring to some-
thing you said yesterday: that vou're using
the raw materials of actual experience to
suggest something which doesn’t exist,
and which maybe cannot exist, or cannot
exist vet. Is that something you think

consistently, or just something vou tossed
off?

A.K.: Whether it exists or doesn’t exist is
none too certain. What you notice as realis-
tic, given the way our senses have been
educated, is not necessarily or certainly
real. The potential and the historical roots
and the detours of possibilities also belong
to reality. The realistic result, the actual
result, is onlv an abstraction that has mur-
dered all other possibilities for the mo-
ment. But these possibilities will recur.
Which is why I don’t believe too much in
documentary realismi: because it doesn't
describe reality. The most ideological iliu-
sion of all would be to believe thai
documentary realism is realism.

On the other hand-—to some extent be-
cause it’s the reality of our minds, because
to some extent it’s the reality of the best
parts, and imagination is more repressed
than documents or common sense—1I
think that the testimony of fiction is better
than the testimony of non-fiction. Fiction
1s mimetic, imitative, because it's hiding
behind non-fiction; and I think these are
two sides of the same thing. Which is why
[ always try to mix these two things—not
simply for the sake of mixing them, but
rather to create in any film the maximum
possible tensions between fiction and

Alexandra Kluge in YESTERDAY GIRL.

non-fiction. Roswitha, for example, meets
a real Minister from the State Govern-
ment, she follows the State Government's
study of the sodial situation; and there’s a
strong element of fiction in the enterprises
of these real ministers. It's really fiction. It
has nothing to do with reality: they're not
at all interested in the sodal situation,
they’re performing a play. And the play
only becomes real because I add a fictional
character to it. By adding fiction, [ tum the
fictional character of the non-fiction into
non-fiction!

J.D.: The theme of forgetting and re-
membering runs very constantly through-
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out vour films. In YESTERDAY GIRL, Anita
G. is encumbered with a double past
which society is encouraging her to forget:
at the beginning of the film she’s being told
by a judge to forget her wartime experi-
ences because they're not "relevant” to her
present situation; later, when she’s sup-
posedlv being rehabilitated for society,
she’s told by one of the prison counsellors
that she’ll soon be out and able to forget all
about it. It seems obvious to me that,
through your films, vou're attacking not
just the politics of oblivion, but also the
moral notion of absolution which this fre-
quently implies.

A.K.: Experience is always a question of
a specific situation. In this concrete situa-
tion, there is always future, past, and ac-
tual present: it's the same. In a mass
medium like the cinema, orin art, it seems
as if vou have a choice. A great deal of
art—DProust, for example, or any of the
nineteenth-century classic novels—
attempts to counter the dominance of the
present, to invent a second reality to serve
as viceroy to the torgotten or demolished
past. That's one choice. The other choice,
which is made by television and by the
press, is the actuality principle. It's also the
choice made by the film camera, which can
only photograph something that's pres-
ent. And I think it’s a false choice, because
In a concrete situation, such as we actually
live 1n, you can never make that separa-
tion: you can never give up the past, vou
can never exclude the future. Which is
why | prefer the past or the future to the
present. Whether I'm making a science-
fiction film or historical film, using inserts,
making a documentary or mixing fiction
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and non-fiction, it's exactly the same. The
three parts which exist in our minds and in
our experience are always present. When
Freud describes the way a person thinks
and feels, he always talks about free as-
sociation as the elementary unit.

- Grammar, for instance, is one of
mankind’s most interesting illusions. It's a
sort of repression of an experience, like
logic, or like rationalism. You have to un-
derstand that I'm never against grammar,
rationality, or logic; it's just that they're
only abstractions. In any concrete situa-
tion, these abstractions must be reduced to
the concrete situation. And that’s the pro-

vince of flm. This sort of mass medium
film has its basis in people’s minds and
experience over several thousand vears.

For instance, the title ABSCHIED VON
GESTERN provokes a contradiction. Because
you never can say goodbye to vesterday. It
you try to, vou get as far as tomorrow only
to discover yesterday all over again. The
whole film is a contradiction ot this
title...What part of your question shall |
answer now?

1.D.: Perhaps you could go through the
tilms, and give a few concrete examples of
these abstract principles.

A.K.: Anita G. was born in a Jewish
family which left in the Thirties, and she
got her socialization with the experience
that there is a form of society which will
suppress and kill vour tamily, and eventu-
ally yourself. After 1945, this family is hon-
ored in Leipzig, in the then Russian zone,
later the DDR; and someone who was
persecuted by the fascists now behaves
like a capitalist and attempts to reacquire
what the family thinks makes for happi-
ness. 50 then Anita’s parents—and her
story is based on an authentic case
history—are persecuted as capitalists, and
she goes to the Federal Republic, hoping to
find out about her fatherland. But this Fed-
eral Republic in no way recognizes the
situation in which it actually is. The Fed-
eral Republic would certainly not exist
without the DDR, nor without the Third
Reich. And I think someone who has con-
crete experience of our society’s history
and who comes into an ahistorical society
which is pressured not to notice its past
will have conflicts. And these conflicts

can’t be observed on the level of pure

commonsense, or on the level on which
institutions function. That’'s why the peo-
ple round Anita G. can’t understand why
she behaves like a criminal, or why she
tries to become happy but doesn’t succeed;

- or why she gives up opportunities and

tries to find chances where none exist.
Another linguistic difficulty is that we
have no expression for “what it is neces-
sary to do.”” Our education and our
philosophy and our language already mir-
ror false structures. We have expressions
for consciousness and for the senses, as if
senses were to do with instinct, or were
something lower than consciousness. The
senses are a substance of consciousness,
nothing else, and you can’t have con-
sciousness without its substance. And you

can’t have your senses without organizing

them. And so you get left-wing sects who

want to achieve pure consciousness; and

you get National Socialists who want to
achieve “pure instinct,” who want to make
power and life without consciousness, to

think not with the whole brain but with the

middle, atavistic part of it. In our sort of
society, you're taught that it's always pos-
sible to divide everything—to use yourself
and your capacities partially. But you have

virtually no expression for using them all,

not in an instrumental way.

T e Rk
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I think cinema has one possiblity other
arts don’t have. Because it's rather trivial
and derives from the fairground. It has
more to do with Punch and Judy than with
a serious art. And it hasn’t been developed
from the viewpoint of a small, educated
society; it's made for the plebeian people,
tor the proletarian component.

J.D. Do vou think that's particulariy
true of the films you make?

A.K.: Of course not. But because 1 like
the chance tilm offers, I try to reinvent its
possibilities. The difficult thing is to suc-
ceed. Because film is not produced by au-
teurs alone, but by the dialogue between
spectators and authors. And to the extent
that we fail to get into the real cinemas, the
ones which have the mass lovalty of the
mass audience, we have difficulties and
are wrongly inclined to become too easily
esoteric.

There’s another difficulty. The whole
culture industry is busy persuading people
to divide their senses and their conscious-
ness. Even language, the whole cultural
structure—the structuralists try to study
it—persuades people not to interest them-
selves in the elementary basis of their
awareness, in their way of observing, in
their sensuality. Karl Marx says that the
whole of human history made the five
senses and educated them; and then the
sense of property developed and domi-
nated all the other senses. So that the spec-
tators and the authors don’t possess the
senses they have.

J.D.o Yes. But we keep getting into
abstractions and away from the small,
concrete....

A.K.: It would be better if you asked
simpler, single questions. I can’t make
such long monologues without getting ab-
stract.

I.D.: It seems to me that the idea of
demolishing and rebuilding runs
throughout all your films, and it’s particu-
larly strong in the first two features.
Through the films, and through your use
of juxtapositions, it's presented as a de-
monstrably false idea, as a method that can
tead only to further chaos, confusion, and
unhappiness. | think that in PART-TIME
wORK, this idea is both more complicated
and less explicit.

A.K.: Oh, no. To some extent it’s always
the same subject. If it's impossible to sepa-
rate past trom present, it's equally impos-
sible for there to be a division of labor
between artists and workers, or between
Utopia and reality. You can’t make sepa-
rate societies outside society. You can't

begin like Adam and Eve; or like the

French Revolution, inventing the year
Zero and getting as far as the year 5; or like
the Soviet Revolution, in 1917, until the
New Economic Policy in 1920. All attempts
to divide a concrete social situation and to

‘invent a new world damage the possibility

of a subject/object relation. And it is rather

“necessary to change the mere individual

relation between man and socety into a

FLM COMMENT 55




F

i

KLUGE INTERVIEW CONTINUED

collective situation. It's necessary and it
costs a great deal ot work.

But establishing separate quarters in op-
position to the other society—the rive
gauche, for instance, or Godard’s attemp-
ted return to zero—is no solution to any
social relation. And if Roswitha tries to get
rid of her family problems—she thinks she
can’'t solve them within the family—and
goes into politics and tries to solve them
through politics, because that’s what other
eroups do, she'll merely import her private
way of acting and thinking into politics. It's
interesting, but it doesn’t provide her with
anv more solutions than she had at home.

J.D.: Isn't there a slight contradiction
there? You've said that one has to trv and
transform individual experience into col-
lective consciousness. Yet it seems to me
that the difference between Anita G. atone
extreme, Leni Peickert in the middle, and
Roswitha at the furthest extreme is that the

last two do attempt some form of group

activity. Obviously, the circus is a rather
obscure cultural ghetto....

A.K.: A left-wing sect is also a cultural
ghetto. So is being right-wing and conser-
vative. According to our cultural tradition,
being an artist is also a cultural ghetto.
Guilty or not guiity, a judge or not a judge,
it’s alwavs a cultural ghetto. Collectiveness
isn't just a question of founding groups
[t's also a question of your single
capacities, which are developed in a differ-
ent historical way. Your ears are developed
by societv separately, differently, from
vour eves. A worker’'s eyes aren’t de-
veloped the same as an oculist’'s or an
astronomer’s. All these single capacities,
the single sciences, the single, sensory
basis of human beings, are developed iIn
hot house conditions. Some are developed
very fast, and some are repressed and re-
duced. They have a different social deter-
mination. And it’s the cooperation of these
separated human capacities that makes the
individual.

].D.: To be just a little more concrete, it
seems to me that of all vour heroines,
Roswitha is the one who comes closest to

trving to put her different capacities, or at
least her different confusions, in the same
piaae

A K That’s true

 J.D.: ...But at the same time, she’s prob-
ably the one you treat most ironically.

A.K.: Well, we had the ‘68 student
movement and to some extent it showed
that there are some chances of changing
society. The way of thinking has become
more practical. Utopia and cineastic obser-
vation are more pure and look better it you
have no opportunity to become practical.
The more practical any situation becomes,
the more ridiculous it becomes.

Judging these things is not the aim of
cinema, and it's not my purpose in tryving
to make observations. But I think one
should show what one notices. 1 notice
that somebody has seen the possibility of
doing practical work; and I believe it’s not
impossible to go on with the work
Roswitha’s doing, because it would change
society after a while. It took eight hundred
years to develop capitalism to the French
Revolution; and it will take quite a lot ot
years to prepare experience and organize a
period that could make a more socialist
society. It will probably take more time,
more activity, and more interest than was

needed to invent this capitalist society.

Which is why Leni Peickert's methods,
either in television or in the circus, canlead
to no end. The more she tries, the more
she’s separated from the masses.

].D.: To return very concretely to the
theme of demolition and of rebMMg a
future society: where [ find PART-TIME
work more complicated, and perhaps
more contradictory than the other films is
that you not only have the political level,
which you've mentioned as Roswitha's
program, and which ends up reduced real-
ly to absurdity with her selling the workers
ulcer-giving sausages wrapped in tracts to
promote their political and mental health;
you also have the idea of demolition in a
form which is both more private and more
social—the act of abortion. And itseemsto
me that it's in that area that vour views on
the family and your ideas about the
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individual’s freedom of choice conflict
slightly with your semi-deterministic

views about the historical process.

A.K.: The historical process i$ never de-
termined. In the same way that the sea
isn't determined; but that doesn’t mean
you can’t study the tides. In the same way,
the planets are not determined; but vou
can, as an astronomer, study their laws. In
any situation you can behave wrongly or
correctly. You can fit, you can have a con-
sciousness adapted to the situation, or vou
can have a consciousness which has no-
thing to do with it. And I think these two
sides, and the choices, are produced by
history.

The student movement, for instance,
has two aspects which are both separate
and combined. On the one hand, they're
trying to begin like the French Revolubion,
returning to zero, destroving the
museums, and so on. On the other hand,
they’'re much more practical than we were;
they combine theory and practice in a way
I don’t think anyone did before. So there's
always an optimistic side and a pessimistic
side: something that fits reality and some-
thing that doesn’t fit it, both mixed to-
gether. And 1 believe it's necessarv to
begin by observing these things. Onlyv after
that can you take sides. Without seeing
anything, you can’t be partisan.

The difficult thing about taking sides is
that it means a lot of reality; and having the
possibility of recognizing reality some-
times damages your ability to take sides;
and you have to accept this dialectic. The
more practical a person’s activities are, the
more faults will emerge. The less prac-
tical the activities—Anita G.’s or Leni

Peickert’s, even though socety may inter-

pret them as social acts—the fewer faults.
It's because what they’re doing i1s not so
realistic as what Roswitha’s doing that it
looks finer, The fact that they have aline, a
direction, is not realistic. It slightly isolates
them on one of society’s wing-tips, and it
means they don’t have so many oppor-
tunities to make mistakes. Roswitha,
whose path in my opinion is closer to the
right one—because its more effective and




more practical—has more opportunities
tor making mistakes. The only possible

way to avoid mistakes is to do nothing.

J.D.: Tdon't think it’s clear from the film
whether you see Roswitha's work in poli-
tics as being in contradiction with her work
in the abortion dinic, or as being a similar,
parallel activity. In the abortion sequen-
ces—I] remember you said at your press
conference that they weren’t actual abor-
tions but that an abortionist would not
have performed them ditferently—the
clinical detail was for me a much more
powerful argument against abortion than
any more orthodox propaganda. Yet the
film’s theme—of the conflict between fam-
ily values and sodal goals—would suggest
that abortion is an essential sodal choice.
Do you think your film is entirely consis-
tent on this question?

A.K.: I think the same way of acting and
the same directness in satisfying her own
needs are involved, whether Roswitha is
performing an abortion or distributing leaf-
lets. Anvone who can perform abortions
side by side with attempting a happy fam-
ily life would be capable of attacking a fac-
tory in an equally direct way.

J.D.: But the proportions of the
camera . . .

A.K.: Yes. In terms of the camera, it’s not
the same. And there’s a reason for that.
First, I don’t think abortion is a legal ques-
tion or something you can stamp out by
legislation. And therefore I'm in favor of
abolishing Paragraph 218 of the Criminal
(ode. On the other hand, 1 think that sod-
otv, and women espedally, can hardly teel
friendly towards abortion. 1 don’t think
abortion i1s a fnendly thing for human be-
mgs. And in a matnarchy, certainly, an
abortion would be an absurd act. I'm also
quite sure that it does have something to
do with murder. I'm certainly not a
Catholic, yet there’s something in the
Church’s argument: that if you murder
children up to the age of three months, you
could equally say that people over the age
of ninety or who have mental diseases
should be killed; and that they should be

killed in a clinical, pure way.

If you think that human life is sac-
rosanct, then you can't be in favor of abor-
tion, you can’t advocate it. And the dialec-
tic is that in a social situation like ours, you
have to ask politically for abortion not to be
punished. Even if, outside the crude
realism of our society, you are still in favor
of abortion, you still have to explain both
things.

If I can’t solve the contradiction, then 1
have to explain it. And I tried to do it, on
the one hand by showing Roswitha’s prac-
tice as something matter-of fact; and on the
other hand, when she’s drinking a cup ot
coffee after an operation, by showing that
she’s practicing as something of a deli-
verer. I don’t impose a moral standpoint.
But on the visual and sensual level, the
level of the camera, I make a plea for this
aborted child. The more contradictory a

situation is, the more contrasts you need to
describe it. Neglect of the problem and
sensual density are the two possibilities |
can use.

].D.: Like your other heroines, Roswitha
is constantly obliged to change her type of
work. We see her going from being a not
unsuccessful abortionist, to being a very
unsuccessful militant, to being a sausage
vendor. We see Leni Peickert selling out to
television, abandoning her Utopia, and
taking a practical, compromised job which,
if she’s careful, may lead to the Ministry
when she’s older. With Anita G. we have
the extreme case of someone whose life is
totally dictated by the chances she takes
and the chances she chooses to ignore.
You're obviously greatly preoccupied by
the idea of people whose lives are com-
pletely alienated from their work.

A.K.: Yes. They're the majority in our
society. We filmmakers have some oppor-
tunity to love our work, so we ought there-
fore to show all the more clearly that the
greater part of work in our society is alien-
ated. One particularly difficult thing about
filmmaking is that if you want to make a
film about labor in a factory, nothing hap-
pens; or, at least, nothing seems to be hap-
pening. Over ten years a worker has
quite a lot of problems, but you can’t com-
bine them into an action story. That sort of
action—which is interesting and gives
pleasure, cinema-pleasure—is abolished
in the factory. So that you can’t describe on
film some of the major problems and ex-
periences of our society in the same way
that they exist in reality.

There’s another point. For instance, I've
always found the industrial sector of
Frankfurt very interesting. It's the densest
industry we have in Germany. It's not like
the coal industry in the North Rhine and
Westphalia; it's a mixed industry. For me it
has more reality than, say, Munich. And |
try to discover characters who've come
through different milieux. There must be
quite a lot of alienated and very singular
persons who've come through several
milieux. Usually, a worker or a university
professor spends his whole life in one
milieu, the one he’s working in, and he
can’t cut through the other parts. And |
think any one point of our society can only
be real in combination with all the other
parts. Most people are imprisoned in one
milieu, and that's a damaging expenence
—not good for film.

J.D.: Yes but. You say it's good for peo-

ple to experience more than one social sec-

tor, yet your heroines go from one job to

the next without really gaining in experi-
ence. Because in order to show them being
alienated from their work, you in fact re-
duce working as a nurse to working as a
switchboard operator to working as an
abortionist to working as a chambermaid.
Of course they're all jobs which belong to
the zone of the underprivileged, and to
that extent they are all the same. But you
treat Leni Peickert’s pretensions to work-
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ing in a privileged zone as being inter-
changeable with those of your less artistic
heroines. Isn’t there a slight contradichion
here?

A.K.: Yes. The different social milicux are
governed by the same laws. So on the one
hand it’'s necessary to know and observe
the differences between them; on the
other, to know some of the laws which
govern them. And in underprivileged
work, it's always the same: you don’t get
another experience if you change your job.
There are some privileged types of work:
art, forinstance, or the circus; the Detective
Squad in the Police; being a Deputy if
you're in Parliament. These “abstract”
forms of work function differently but
they're ‘no exit” jobs; whereas under-
privileged work, which has a lot of exits
and also provides the motive for finding
exits, doesn’t have the same freedom.

J.D.: This brings us back to the question
of false choices and the illusion of choice.
There’s a blatant example in YESTERDAY
GIRL, one which echoes the mother’s
choice is Brecht's Caucasian Chalk Circle. A
mother is asked by visiting paratroopers or
militaristic persons which of her two chil-
dren she’ll sacrifice to solve the population
problem; and she accepts this very phleg-
matically and calmly.

A.K.: What interests me most 1s show-
ing that people don’t react to these false
choices. The moral tradition and the politi-
cal tradition are constantly producing
them. Mitterand or Giscard d'Estaing i1s
really not the choice. And [ think it's neces-
sary to have in your nerves a sense of what
constitutes a false choice. I mustn’t invent
it. I can simply notice the inertia. People
have false choices in their minds and in
their feelings, and they know these choices
are false. So they don’t react. The German
soldiers march to Stalingrad, they've no
reason to be there, and therefore they're
defeated. Napoleon's Grenadiers marched
to Moscow; they could be victorious any-
where in Europe that they thought they
had a reason to fight; but in Moscow they
don’t fight at all, they march back. And
that's a very realistic attitude. People are
more clever, and societies are more aware,
than they think they are. Whichis whyI'm
so interested in this inertia It's an uncon-
scious protest against a false structure.

J.D.: But your films seem to present a
very pessimistic vision of the possibility of
true choices. True choices nearly always
seem to ihvolve some kind of Utopia,
something which doesn’t yet exist: “If only
tomorrow could happen yesterday, or
today could happen tomorrow.”

A.K.: I believe very constantly and with
good reason in Utopta; and I'd be a traitor
to Utopia if I didn’t show it in reality. I'm
not pessimistic at all. The more I believe in
the possibility and the reality of the imagi-
nation and of Utopia, the more realistic
and conservative I must be about Utopia. |
agree with Leni Peickert: the longer we
wait for Utopia, the better it gets. 2
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