University of

"1l Kent Academic Repository

Panse, Silke (2021) Subjectivity, (self-)reflexivity and repetition in documentary.
Doctor of Philosophy (PhD) thesis, University of Kent.

Downloaded from
https://kar.kent.ac.uk/87147/ The University of Kent's Academic Repository KAR

The version of record is available from

This document version
UNSPECIFIED

DOI for this version

Licence for this version
CC BY-NC-ND (Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives)

Additional information

Versions of research works

Versions of Record
If this version is the version of record, it is the same as the published version available on the publisher's web site.
Cite as the published version.

Author Accepted Manuscripts

If this document is identified as the Author Accepted Manuscript it is the version after peer review but before type
setting, copy editing or publisher branding. Cite as Surname, Initial. (Year) 'Title of article'. To be published in Title

of Journal , Volume and issue numbers [peer-reviewed accepted version]. Available at: DOI or URL (Accessed: date).

Enquiries

If you have questions about this document contact ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk. Please include the URL of the record
in KAR. If you believe that your, or a third party's rights have been compromised through this document please see

our Take Down policy (available from https://www.kent.ac.uk/quides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies).



https://kar.kent.ac.uk/87147/
mailto:ResearchSupport@kent.ac.uk
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies
https://www.kent.ac.uk/guides/kar-the-kent-academic-repository#policies

Subjectivity, (Self-)reflexivity and Repetition

in Documentary

Silke Panse

PhD-Thesis

2007
Film Studies
School of Drama, Film and the Visual Arts
University of Kent
Canterbury



Abstract

This thesis advances a deterritorialised reading of documentary on several levels: firstly,
with respect to the difference between non-fiction and fiction, allowing for a fluctuation
between both. As this thesis examines the movements of subjective documentary
between self-reflexivity and reflexivity, it argues against an understanding of reflexivity
as something that is emotionally distanced from its object and thus relies on a strict
separation from both the subject and what it documents, such as for instance the stable
irony in many found footage or mock-documentaries. In Werner Herzog’s
documentaries by contrast, irony manifests referential instability. This ‘deterritorialised
reading’ concerns their oscillation between different levels of fiction and non-fiction as
well as between authorship and agency. As his documentaries frequently do not assert a
final interpretation and keep the decision about their truth value suspended infinitely,
they assure a fluctuation, which concurs with what the early Romantic theorist Friedrich
Schlegel says about the oscillation in Romantic irony between self-reflection and its
object. However, the belief in the documentary status of a film is necessary to
experience this fluctuation in referentiality. Another suggestion this thesis makes
concerns the division between filmmaker and protagonist. It argues for a protagonist
based reading of documentary that takes account of the diverse stages the protagonists
operate on — instead of a purely author-filmmaker or reader-viewer based interpretation.
One can then account for, the directions and performances the protagonists have already
submitted to before the film team enters their stage. In contrast to a protagonist observed
as an isolatable ‘being’ in a documentary conventionally taking place in front of the lens,
and a voice reflecting in the commentary about a closed ‘reality’, this study examines
documentary works where the filmmakers are not separated from what they comment
upon. It is also the re-enactments that the protagonists undergo that deterritorialises the
authorial status of the film. Against a conventional notion of documentary, that excludes
unacknowledged repetitions instigated by the filmmaker, | argue that the repetitions
discussed in this thesis’ documentaries manifest a forward movement. A documentary
re-enactment of a concrete and finished event can be the start of a new process, a
‘forward recollection.” Re-enactments by the very protagonists who have experienced

the events in the first place challenge representation in documentary.
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1

Introduction

The central concern of this thesis is the way in which subjectivity relates to self-reflexivity.
Is self-reflexivity merely textual and intellectual, thus creating a conventionally reflexive
film that produces distance — distance between subject and object, filmmaker and
protagonist? Or can there be a complicating self-reflexivity in which both filmmaker and
protagonist are, in equal measures, subject and object? The latter alternative is what this
thesis argues for, and finds such a mode of reflexivity in Werner Herzog’s documentaries,
the socialist documentary serial The Children of Golzow (GDR, 1961-), a video installation
by Alexandr Sokurov, Tracey Emin’s autobiographical art and Jeremy Deller’s re-enactment
of The Battle of Orgreave (2002).

Two forms of attention characterise my approach. The first is that in each case the relation of
the filmic to the extra-diegetic is treated as crucial to understanding the significance of these
works. The following chapters focus on the way in which documentaries fit into the greater
textuality and reality in which their directors and protagonists move and with which the
documentaries attempt to engage through reflection or repetition. This context can be a
political system, as in the case of the socialist documentary serial The Children of Golzow; it
can be personal, as it is with respect to the reception of Tracey Emin’s autobiographical
work; it can be, as in Herzog’s documentaries, that it explores the complexities of
documenting an experiential reality; or it can be, as in The Battle of Orgreave, the

dissolution of artistic and directorial control.

The second form of attention | seek to bring to these films and bodies of self-reflexive work
is guided by an interpretation of documentary that is based on the protagonists’ experience.
Through the figure of the protagonist, the extra-textual forms a bi-directional causal relation
with the text in the works discussed here. Although the extra-textual is distinct from the text
and can never be subsumed within it, equally it should not be excluded from it. The
protagonist-director in turning the camera on the reality in which he or she exists - or in re-
enacting the reality he or she has existed as part of - initiates a repetition. What sort of
repetition will this be? Will reality be intellectually or mechanically repeated as a closed-off
object? Or will it be repeated in such a way that the repetition itself becomes a lived and
1



affirmed reality? It is argued here that the latter is what the directors and protagonists of the
works examined are involved in (the protagonists as directors, and the directors as
protagonists). It is a repetition not of an object but in a subject — subjectively and self-
reflexively lived. And in as much as it is lived, it becomes part of reality — a new, potentially
transformative experience feeding back into the extra-diegetic, the extra-filmic. And it is this
movement that then again is documented in the subjective and self-reflexive documentaries

featured in this thesis.

1.1 The Context of (Self-)reflexivity

As this thesis examines the movements of subjective documentary between self-reflexivity
and reflexivity, it critiques reflexive exercises of external appropriation, such as for instance
the stable irony in many found footage or mock-documentaries. There, irony is a merely
rhetorical ‘repetition of the Same,” as Gilles Deleuze terms it, and works from a position of
objectivity. This thesis argues against an understanding of reflexivity as something which is
emotionally distanced from its object and thus relies on a strict separation from both the
subject and what it documents. In Herzog’s documentaries by contrast, irony manifests
referential instability and serves subjectivity. Film Studies scholarship, by contrast, has
usually regarded reflexivity as an intellectual property. In his book, Reflexivity in Film and
Literature, Robert Stam argues that reflexivity is the ‘genre of self-consciousness.”’ He also
suggests, that the author of reflexive fiction is ‘a self-conscious narrator, asserting [...]
absolute power over his own creation,” thereby ‘consciously destroying the illusion created
by his story.”™ Such assertions of conscious control deny the fluctuation of ‘authorship’
between filmmaker, protagonist and external reality as well as the play between subject and
object, and between non-fiction and fiction, which is a distinct feature of the self-reflexive
documentaries under discussion. It is contended here that in the discourse of Film Studies,
the notion of reflexivity has to a significant degree remained stuck in a pre-Romantic,
Enlightenment understanding of reflexivity. The German Romantics doubted that even
consciousness could ‘enlighten’ itself fully about itself.” The relationship between self-
reflexivity in film and Romanticism as yet has not been researched, not to mention the
relationship between Romanticism and documentary. It seems that the ‘self” of Film Studies
has been too subject-specific.” The early German Romantics saw self-reflexivity both as a
meta-structure and subject matter at the same time. The brothers Friedrich and August

Wilhelm Schlegel, for instance, suggested that all poetry is ‘poetry of poetry:” “In all its
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descriptions, this poetry should describe itself, and always be simultaneously poetry and the

Vi

poetry of poetry.”” According to the Schlegels, a text should always be self-referential in this
way. Although this does not necessarily mean that ‘the text about the text’ is also about the
process of production of this text — a premise the anthropologist Jay Ruby for instance
maintains for reflexive documentary. In his discussion of anthropological films, Ruby
distinguished reflexivity from autobiography, self-reference and self-consciousness: the
autobiographer can fail to be self-conscious or reflexive in the presentation of his or her
work and merely follow conventions; the ‘self’ in ‘self-referential’ can be used as a
metaphor and not necessarily be about a person; it can include a whole group or genre (as in
Truffaut’s Day For Night, 1973). Yet, it can still avoid reflexivity. Ruby regards self-
consciousness as an attitude, which only makes the film reflexive if the filmmaker makes
this stance available within it."" He ends up, however, with a definition of reflexivity that
depends on coherency and artistic control over work and life:

To be reflexive is to structure a product in such a way that the audience assumes

that the characteristics of the producer’s life, the process of construction, and the

product are a coherent whole.""
For the most part, this definition has grown out of an anthropological context where the
inclusion of the autobiographical as a condition for reflexivity was considered progressive.
In the case of the anthropological ‘participant observer,” however, it is the situation of the
researcher in relation to their research that is thought to constitute the ‘autobiographical,’
and is thus distinct from the ‘private’ autobiographical, which is separated from ‘work.’
Even though Werner Herzog’s documentary My Best Fiend, for instance, is about his
subjective experiences, these are not merely private or autobiographical, since they refer to
his experiences working as a fiction film director. According to Ruby’s definition - and in
contrast to Robert Stam’s - Jean-Luc Godard and Anne-Marie Miéville’s Here and
Elsewhere (1974) would not be reflexive, since this documentary only reflects how images
are made and not the personal position in which the filmmakers were when they made them.
The congruencies between life and work receive special attention in Chapter Il on the

autobiographical art of Tracey Emin.

Like Stam and Ruby, Deleuze also sees reflexivity as a self-conscious act - but opposes it for
that same reason. Self-consciousness makes reflexivity for Deleuze merely a repetition of the

Same. What he develops is a concept that guides all the discussions of repetition in this
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thesis: the question of what repetition makes a difference. A distinction between conscious
and unconscious reflexivity has also been made with respect to the seminal reflexive
documentary Chronicle of a Summer by one of its directors, Edgar Morin:

Truth cannot escape contradictions, since there are truths of the unconscious and

truth of the conscious mind; these truths contradict each other.™
A contradiction however is an oppositional stance, that, one could argue, is reflected (sic) in
the paternalistic — and conscious - approach Morin takes as the male ‘filmmaker-therapist’
towards his ‘unconsciously speaking’ female ‘protagonist-patient’ in a scene in Chronicle of
a Summer (1960), in which he interviews one particular subject, Marilou. The apparent
contradiction is re-integrated into a hierarchy of filmmaker over protagonist, consciousness
over unconsciousness, man over woman. In Romantic theory - and in Deleuze — these
oppositions are displaced. Deleuze, in arguing against reflection and reflexivity for being
merely oppositional, is following Nietzsche and Kierkegaard in their quest to ‘no longer
reflect on the theatre in the Hegelian manner.” The reflecting subject looks at a
representative object and both are best left behind with Hegel: ‘He thus remains in the

aXi

reflected element of “representation,” within simple generality.”™ We no longer live in times
of reflection, since Kierkegaard and Nietzsche invented an ‘equivalent of theatre within
philosophy.™" The latter’s “The Birth of Tragedy is not a reflection on ancient theatre so
much as the practical foundation of a theatre of the future.”™™ Philosophy had left the critical
position of only reflecting what is on the theatrical stage:*" ‘Philosophy is not made for
reflecting on anything at all.”" But can documentary also follow philosophy in this step of

affirming rather than merely reflecting?

To re-iterate, Deleuze regards reflection as negative, because it involves a conscious
standing back:

In barren times philosophy retreats to reflecting “on” things. If it’s not itself

creating anything, what can it do but reflect on something? [...] What we should

do, is stop allowing philosophers to reflect “on” things.*"!
In this stance, Deleuze in fact repeats Friedrich Schlegel’s proposition, that ‘One can only
become a philosopher, not be one. As soon as one thinks one is a philosopher, one stops
becoming one.™"" It furthermore follows Schlegels’ suggestion that thinking — in the form of
poetry - produces its own object.*"" Conventionally, documentary assumes a similar place to

that of philosophy in the above quote: as secondary and only reflecting on something other
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than itself. Deleuze targets his remarks against a reductive process of abstraction of
philosophical thought, not against reflexivity in a work of art. In a documentary as a work of
art, however, a narrator can philosophise about his own creation, like Alexander Sokurov did
in Elegy of a Voyage (2001). Similarly, Deleuze endorses thinking with the cinema, rather
than about it. For the creatively philosophising and philosophical maker of films Trinh T.
Minh-Ha, the rejection of ‘speaking about’ results in a ‘speaking nearby.”™ Deleuze instead

1 XX

suggests an ‘absolute deterritorialisation of the cogito,”™ the faculty held responsible for
reflecting. This idea is followed up in this thesis with the advancement of a deterritorialised
reading of documentary on several levels: firstly, with respect to the division between
filmmaker and protagonist (deterritorialisation allowing for several stages of direction and
action to exist), and, secondly, with respect to the difference between fiction and non-fiction,
allowing for a fluctuation between them. This fluctuation is elaborated as Romantic irony in

Chapter V, which deals with Werner Herzog’s documentaries.

Deleuze proposes that a philosopher’s task is ‘to invent, to create and not to concern himself
or herself with reflecting, even on cinema.”™ A work and a critic, art and philosophy, should
be creative and not only reflect and judge:

The encounter between two disciplines doesn’t take place when one begins to

reflect the other, but when one discipline realizes that it has to resolve, for itself

and by its own means, a problem similar to one confronted by others. [...] The

only true criticism is comparative (and bad film criticism closes in on the cinema

like its own ghetto) because any work in a field is itself imbricated with other

fields. "
Through the works it examines, this thesis challenges the position of documentary as a
secondary commentator. It proposes that a documentary creates by reflecting from within
itself. For the German Romantics poetry and art were the medium of reflection and self-
reflexivity. " Obviously documentary film and video did not exist in the 18" Century, so
the means of artistic production - writing and painting — did not bear indexical verisimilitude
to reality as film does, or at least can. To achieve a similarity to reality in his or her work
required the artist be especially skilful in mimesis. By contrast, with film, the contribution of
the artist would be to make the image unfamiliar, since it resembles reality by default.
(Symptomatically, the concepts of alienation and defamiliarization only came about after the

invention of photography and film.) Documentary thus occupies a unique place as a
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commentator on and a copy of reality at the same time; as reflecting about and from within;
as a secondary instrument of critique and as an original work of art. The traditional position
of documentary as copy without repetition — according to the broadcasting codes - is

challenged here in the section on re-enactments in Chapter VV on Herzog’s documentaries.

Walter Benjamin describes the parallelism between the relationship of critique and art, and
that of observing and being, which the German Romantic, Novalis, who equated reflection in
the work of art with reflection in the critic, had originally theorized:
All the laws that hold generally for the knowledge of objects in the medium of
reflection also hold for the criticism of art. Therefore, criticism when confronting
the work of art is like observation when confronting the natural object.*"
What this leads to, when one considers that the self as embodied is such an observable
object, is the subject-object division being disassembled, such that one reflects on oneself as
on a work of art. The observing criticism referred to by Benjamin would be comparable with
the observing and commenting documentary. Benjamin paraphrased Schlegel’s view of
reflection, in which rather than finding a terminus outside the self in the form of a separate
object, reflection takes the self as its object:
The subject of reflection is, at bottom, the artistic entity itself, and the
experiment consists not in reflecting on an entity, [...] but in the unfolding of
reflection [...] in an entity. "
Judith Butler has followed the process of subject formation into the paradox of what it is that
can reflect when the reflection is part of the subject. She has problematized this process as
such:
Power that first appears as external, pressed upon the subject, pressing the
subject into subordination, assumes a psychic form that constitutes the subject’s
self-identity. The form this power takes is relentlessly marked by a figure of
turning, a turning back upon oneself or even a turning on oneself. This figure
operates as part of the explanation of how a subject is produced, and so there is
no subject, strictly speaking, who makes this turn.... Such a notion, then, appears
difficult, if not impossible, to incorporate into the account of the subject
formation. What or who is said to turn, and what is the object of such a turn?*
What is thematized here is a subject that is constituted in the oscillation between seeing and

seeing itself being seen; between being the subject and the object. In contrast to a protagonist
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observed as an isolatable ‘being’ in a documentary, conventionally taking its place in front
of the lens, and a voice reflecting in the commentary about a closed ‘reality’, this study
examines documentary works where the filmmakers are not separated from what they
comment on. This is where self-reflexivity impacts on documentary subjectivity and
objectivity. Although my general concern is how subjectivity and objectivity are negotiated
in documentary, | examine in particular the differences in perception of what constitutes
documentary subjectivity and objectivity in socialism and capitalism, with reference to The
Children of Golzow. This ongoing Eastern German long-term documentary serial has
observed its ‘socialist subjects’ since 1961 and through the transition from one ideological
system to another. This thesis explores the notion of collective self-reflexivity in The
Children of Golzow, and contrasts its style of interviewing and the reactions of the subjects
with the more exploitative style of interviewing in documentaries made in a market
economy. | argue that the intention of the directors (as well as the reactions of the
documentary subjects to his often probing style of interviewing) is based on equality and the
notion of collective. This is different to the sought alienation of the interview subject in
many documentaries made in a capitalist context, from Nick Broomfield to Michael Moore.
Furthermore, the notion of scientific distance that was associated with observational
documentary made in the West did not apply in the same way for documentaries made under
State Socialism. In Lenin’s theory of reflection, a science was not detached. If everyone was
equal, there could not be any ‘objective distance.” The dialectic between 1960s observational
Direct Cinema and the reaction against this in what Michael Renov called New
Subjectivities in the 1990s in America did not apply to socialist documentary filmmaking. In
a sense, there was neither subjectivity or objectivity, or both were identical. As my
examination of documentary moves between the two terms that make up Deleuze’s
Difference and Repetition, | compare the The Children of Golzow to the British long-term
project 7-Up (1964-) and suggest that in 7-Up, change is merely represented by what
Deleuze would call a “specific difference’ of kind, in a system where this difference is sold
to gain profit. The socialist serial on the other hand, being set in a system where everything

was planned, progressively reflected more and more change.

Slavoj Zizek argues that the reflexive turn, which constitutes subjectivity for Butler,
presupposes a radical withdrawal from the world: ‘there is no subjectivity without this

gesture of withdrawal” "' This withdrawal:



[...] designate[s] the severing of links with the Umwelt, the end of the subject’s
immersion in its natural surroundings, and is this not, as such, the founding
gesture of “humanization”?*V"
Sokurov’s Elegy of a Voyage thematizes distance, blockage and withdrawal from the world
that seems to correspond to the words of Zizek:

[...] the withdrawal-into-itself, the cutting-off of links to the environs, is

followed by the construction of a symbolic universe which the subject projects

onto reality as a kind of subject-formation, destined for the loss of the

immediate, pre-symbolic Real ™
In Elegy of a Voyage, however, withdrawal from and distance to (documentary) reality is not
a manifestation of loss, as the video asserts another, albeit impossible, reality in its
commentary. To comment on reality from a point of view of nostalgic loss has characterized
criticism of postmodernism, such as that meted by Jean Baudrillard. John Rajchman
criticizes this attitude:

In each case there is a question of loss (of “modernity” or of “reality”) that

gradually issues in the emergences of a figure that might be called the

“melancholy critic”. By that | mean not only a critic who presumes that work or

thought is rooted in a sense of loss or absence; what characterises at least the po-

mo variant of the melancholy critic is that his depression is compounded with a

growing sense of impossibility or obsolescence; indeed, the melancholy critic

makes of his sadness about his own disappearance a virtue.
Even though Sokurov’s narrator displays sadness, and to Western European ears even
sounds depressing, he is, however, not a ‘melancholic critic,” bemoaning a loss of reality
external to images in the sense that Rajchman criticizes. Instead, one could rather say that,
on the contrary, he bemoans the loss of the image’s reality. Even though the filmmaker-
narrator addresses the image (a painting) as if it were the model (reality) - and one could
therefore argue that Baudrillard’s “Beaubourg effect” applies, that is the copy cannot be
distinguished from the model - in Elegy of a Voyage the commentator actively plays with an
impossible temporal reversal between authorship of image and model. This play ultimately
depends on the ability of the viewer to differentiate between the painting and documentary
reality. Elegy of a Voyage therefore discounts a distinction such as that made by Dudley
Andrew, who set a postmodern media world’s ‘spatiality and externality’ against the

3 XXX

‘temporality and interiority of painterly films. Instead of bemoaning his own
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disappearance, the filmmaker-narrator-critic decisively affirms his appearance, albeit only to
hide it, by imposing himself in front of the image as a silhouette, thus making a suggestive
link to the self-reflexive Ruckenbilder in German Romantic painting.

With respect to Werner Herzog’s documentaries, | examine subjectivity through the question
of how to visually document an invisible event. Herzog has frequently problematised the
notion of documentary by foregrounding that what he documents is an extraordinary
experience or an inner vision (for instance in Land of Silence and Darkness, a documentary
about the deaf-blind, or in Wheel of Time about the temporary realization of a mental image,
the Buddhist sand mandala). As he focuses on the difference between internal experience
and external, ‘objective’ documentation, Herzog shows subjectivity to be inaccessible. The
singularity of subjectivity is even more emphasized through the highly physical and
particular nature of the experiences Herzog documents. In this thesis, | argue that his
emphasis on the visionary is not a meta-physical exercise, but a physical one: in what | call
Herzog’s ‘athletic documentaries’ the visionary exists in a dialectic with a materialism of the

invisibly concrete.

The changing context of documentary as it is being made by artists and exhibited in a
gallery, has affected how subjectivity (in Sokurov’s case) and the autobiographical (in
Emin’s case) can be read. | look at Tracey Emin’s autobiographical practice and its extra-
textual recasting by critics as biographical objectivity. | argue that, post-structuralism had set
a paradigm whereby textual reflexivity in biography and fiction was valued higher than
autobiographical and textual self-reflexivity. Emin’s work, especially in the light of its
reception, has challenged these suppositions. In my concern with how the self is reflected in
the text, | argue against a purely textual reading and for an acknowledgement of the diverse
stages of self-fashioning. With respect to Emin, | argue for an equal critical appreciation of
the self-reflexivity of the artist and the text. The metaphor of mirror reflection, in its usage
from Lenin to Foucault, is frequently critiqued here in terms of a repetition of the Same.
With respect to The Children of Golzow, | suggest that the socialist serial’s self-reflexivity is
quite different from Lenin’s ‘Theory of Reflection,” which is non-reflexive. The self-
reflexivity of Emin’s autobiographical art, it is argued here, includes the context of
reception, as in an infinite biographical semiosis mirroring the facts which she has revealed

in her art as comments about her.



This thesis argues for a “deterritorialised reading’ of documentary text, which is not centred
on authorship or its status as representation, but is rather a reflexive reading. In addition, it
suggests a protagonist based interpretation of documentary that takes account of the diverse
stages the protagonists operate on — instead of a purely author-filmmaker or reader-viewer
based one. One can then account for the directions and performances the protagonists have
already submitted to before the film team enters their stage. To label a whole film as
‘participatory’ or ‘non-fiction’ does not account for the diverse contexts in which the
protagonists are already placed. In respect of Herzog’s documentaries, this “deterritorialised
reading’ concerns their oscillation between fiction and non-fiction — an oscillation, which as
I point out, mock-documentary as fiction suppresses. In his documentaries it is also the re-
enactments that the protagonists undergo that deterritorialises the authorial status of the film.
With respect to the socialist documentary serial, it is the fact that the filmmakers and the
protagonists are both included in a political system that calls for a distributed notion of
authorship.

Unacknowledged repetition instigated by the filmmaker generally excludes the
categorisation of a film as documentary. Thereby documentary occupies a paradoxical place
as a copy - a document — conceived without conscious repetition (by the protagonists). From
the point of view of the television network codes on documentary, repeating makes a person
self-conscious and thereby rules out his action being admissible for documentary. This
would be a repetition of the Same. Against this conventional notion of documentary, | argue
that the repetitions discussed in the documentaries of this thesis manifest a forward
movement. In documentaries such as Werner Herzog’s Little Dieter Needs to Fly (1997) or
Jeremy Deller’s The Battle of Orgreave (2001), the active repetition Deleuze and
Kierkegaard speak of moves documentary beyond the identity of experience. Such re-
enactments by the very protagonists who have experienced the events in the first place

challenge representation in documentary.
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2
The Children of Golzow: How Socialist Documentary became Self-

Reflexive

This chapter examines the reasons for and the limits of self-reflexivity in Winfried and
Barbara Junge’s The Children of Golzow (GDR, 1961-), also known as the longest
running documentary serial in film history. The Eastern German films chronicle the lives
of the first generation to be brought up according to socialist ideals in the German
Democratic Republic. Starting in August 1961, when the wall between East and West
Berlin had just been erected, it follows the life-stories of a class of pupils from their first
day of school. After the collapse of the socialist regime in 1989, the filmmakers
accompany the former GDR citizens into unemployment, re-education and on holidays.
In the course of the 19 films that collectively make up the serial, the style of filmmaking
progressively became self-reflexive after starting out as expository and observational.
The serial’s self-reflexivity peaked and its subjects became self-conscious after the
conversion from Eastern German State Socialism to Western German capitalism. The
reasons for the increase of self-reflexivity were also in part due to its longevity, which
led to a process of reflection on the nature of the aims of filmmaking, and in part due to
the emphasis on language rather than images to describe the events referred to. Other
grounds for the serial, the filmmakers and the interviewees to become self-reflexive were
anxiety about discontinuation and legitimatory, explanatory and ethical reasons. This
chapter furthermore examines how a specific aesthetic arises out of the textualization of
temporality and the necessity for repetition of the same biographies covering ever more

narrated time in ever longer films.

The Children of Golzow serial manifests how, under a change of political systems, the
same subjects changed in their response to documentary ‘observation’ and the films
changed too. As a consequence of the emphasis on the collective in socialism the style of
interviewing is not based on the alienation of the interviewee as has become popular in
recent Anglo-American documentaries. While ‘Western’ interviewees often react
defensively to a provocative interviewing strategy, for example that employed by Anglo-
American documentarists such as Nick Broomfield, Michael Moore and Louis Theroux,
in contrast, Winfried Junge's probing questions to his protagonists did not alienate his
subjects. In a society guided by the concept of the collective, the filmmakers were always

already on the same side as their subjects. This chapter moreover highlights the
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differences in perception of what might constitute documentary subjectivity and
objectivity under both systems, arguing especially that the idea of ‘distance’ -
foundational for objectivity in the West - was deemed neither threatening nor scientific
under socialism. Whereas Western documentary saw a subjective and deconstructive
reaction against an apparently ‘objective’ and impersonal observational mode, in the
GDR the subject had to carry the burden of objectivity. After unification, the social
philosophy changed from emphasizing the particular as an expression of the general in
the German Democratic Republic to emphasizing the individual as an expression of

difference in the Federal Republic of Germany.
2.1. Reflections on Change in the Children of Golzow and 7-Up

| argue that The Children of Golzow fundamentally differs from the more structured
British long-term television series 7-Up (UK, 1964 -) to which it is often compared. The
question | address here is how change is negotiated in both serials and what idea of
difference is involved in that change. (‘Representation’ and ‘change’ here are set up as
antithetical.) Both long-term documentary projects portray their subjects in a manner
converse to the apparent ideologies of their political systems. In the British series, set in a
dynamic capitalist system that seeks change as necessary for market growth, change is
merely represented, whereas the GDR serial - set in State Socialism, where everything,
including change, was planned - reflected progressively more unplanned change also
evident in becoming more self-reflexive. The socialist participants, as presented in this
serial, were less substitutable singularities as part of a collective than they are as

individuals in the capitalist series 7-Up.

In a scene in Eleven Years Old (GDR, 1966), the children are taught by their primary
school teacher the dictum by Heraclitus that everything is always in motion and that one
cannot swim in the same stream twice. This scene is, symptomatically, often repeated or
referred to in the diverse life summaries of the histories of the children of Golzow within
the serial. For instance in | Talked to a Girl (GDR, 1975), Winfried Junge explains this
scene in his retrospective commentary to the now twenty year old former child of
Golzow as an example of dialectics: ‘nothing stays like it is, the only thing that remains
is change. Being twenty you know [...], what this is: dialectics.” Twenty years after the
filming of the initial classroom scene in which the socialist children learnt that the
context always changes, the narrative theorist Shlomith Rimmon-Kenan noted from the

perspective of Western structuralism with respect to the Heraclitian analogy: ‘Today we
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might add, that not only the object of experience, but also the experiencing subject is in a
constant flux.”* In Western documentary, the emphasis shifted from the stream to the one
experiencing it, from matter and context to the subject. Whereas in the GDR, it was the
context that changed and the socialist subject could only become a better version of its
pre-planned self, in the West, not only the setting, but especially the subject was allowed
- or perhaps expected - to change. But how does this flux manifest itself in the two

documentary serials?

Here | would like to contrast The Children of Golzow (GDR, 1961-) to the British series
7-Up (UK, 1964 -), which started two years later and to which it has often been
compared, although it differs fundamentally from its British counterpart.” The Children
of Golzow follows the life-stories of a class of pupils born 1953-55 in the village of
Golzow in the most Eastern part of the former GDR, the Oderbruch. The Junges film
their protagonists’ school days, exams, weddings and award ceremonies. The thirteen 6-7
year olds go on to become a painter and decorator, a cook and a major, an electronic
worker and FDJ [Free German Youth]-functionary, a chemical worker, a carpenter, an
engineer, an army officer, a truck driver, a locksmith, and a dairy hand. Unlike the 7-Up
series with its set structure of re-visits every seven years, the Golzow documentaries are
not ordered according to a pre-planned schema of visits in intervals. They began as a
one-off documentation. The first documentaries were short studies of the class, of
between 14 to 36 minutes duration. These were screened in cinemas as a supplement to
the newsreel and the following feature fiction film. Only the third film, in 1966,
announces in the credits that it would follow its protagonists for the next 25 years. The
length of the Golzow films grew from the initial short films about the whole class into
films of over two hours duration, each focussed on a single former member in the new
economic system. But the split of the amassed material into separate films was not only
because the information which the filmmakers wanted to communicate had grown as
time had passed and they had gathered more material on each individual’s personal
history. After reunification, the format changed to individual biographies reflecting a
process of individualisation in the new capitalist system. The portrayal of a school class
started out as a socialist project about a group, since socialist SED ideology was against
the portrait of the fates of individuals. But then, due to the children leaving the school
and thus the class as a group formation, the course of their lives parted and the
filmmakers had to follow the former children as single characters. Nevertheless, even
though they were filmed separately, in the GDR the now grown-up “children’ were still

presented together in one film, with the exception of the early biography I Talked to a
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Girl (GDR 1975). Even though the class was separated when the children became adults,
the protagonists were still collective members of each documentary. The GDR state
would not fund individual portraits, only the assemblage of blocks of single portraits into
a group film such as Biographies (GDR, 1980). With the transformation from a socialist
to a capitalist system, the process of separation extended into the filmic representation.
Screenplay, The Times (FRG, 1992) became the last group portrait. Afterwards the adults
of Golzow were presented in single biographies. The ‘heroes’ of the Golzow cycle -
nicknamed ‘Dallas East’ by the DEFA® studio - starred in their own spin-offs. The
multiple lives were separated into individual biographies, not only as an effect of the
uncontainability of the vast amount of material assembled over time, but also as a result
of the funding methods in a market economy that usually only paid for the next project
and did not allow for the continuous covering of each of the multiple strands all the time.
When the films became dependent on grant money, the fact that the filmmakers only
received funding for the next film meant that they could not follow the lives of the
others. The separation of the group films into single films was the effect of a systemic
change to a market society. Winfried Junge (in the following referred to as ‘WJ’)
explains:

WJ: Afterwards [after reunification when the project stopped being state-

funded], it was more difficult. That has to be said. | am therefore glad that we

could decide the endpoint of the project would come with 8 portraits and that

they are now finished. Otherwise, | would have to be continually reproaching

myself with my inability to hold onto what was important. Especially in these

dynamic times, now, of the inward process of reunification in Germany. It is

a pity.*
The representation of the former members of the socialist group as separate individuals
therefore is characteristic, not necessarily of ‘free’ human beings, but of free enterprise.
As becomes clear when the shifting form of the documentary is attended to, this
separation is an effect of the subjects of the film entering a capitalist system.
Individuality, in this documentary then, is not only the cause, but also the effect of a free

market.

Furthermore, in contrast to the 7-Up series, the Golzow serial intentionally relies on the
filmmakers being invited by the protagonists to return to interview them and follows
diverse strands of personal and public events, such as the anniversaries not only of the
protagonists’ first day in school and therefore of the documentary serial, but also of the

development of the GDR itself. After the protagonists left the school and the fixed
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context of the class room, they were responsible for inviting the film team to occasions
they thought were important, but equally they would intentionally or unintentionally
forget to do so. Whereas the protagonists were distracted from filming by the teaching in
class, once the meetings had to be individually arranged, the former children also staged
their encounter more, as Barbara Junge (henceforth referred to as ‘BJ’) explains:

BJ: And later, it became more difficult. One had to agree upon a meeting.

And at first, the wife suddenly had to go to the hairdresser.’
In addition, the release date of the films is irregular. The only pre-determined structure of
the GDR serial was the schedule of availability of the technical equipment, which
resulted in key scenes not being documented. Since the documentation takes place over
such a long time, however, and given the irregularity of the re-visits, these omissions are
intrinsic to the serial and have progressively been revealed through the commentary or in
the interviews. The organisational elements of the Eastern German serial, such as release
dates and length of films, were more unplanned and fluctuating in a state based on
socialist planning than the British series that takes place in the context of a market

economy which is driven by and sells change.

2.1.1. Capitalist Structuralism

Barton Byg argues that the directors of the Golzow films and the 7-Up series alike
‘emphasize the timeless and immutable nature of human life in their subjects’ and that
both series ‘emphasize[s] the unchanging.”® I argue, by contrast, that we find change
indeed to be an issue in these serials. In The Children of Golzow, changes on a mundane
level are subtly noted as responding in material ways to larger historical changes,
whereas through the pattern of re-visits and the structure of the films, as well as the
nature of the interviews, change is merely represented summarized and in retrospect in
the interviews of the 7-Up series. The lack of evolution in the English series mirrors the
determination of the English class structure at the time, rather than the dynamics of a
market society. The portrayal of lives as predetermined was not only an effect of class in
Britain, however, but of the aesthetics of the documentary series itself. In this sense, the
7-Up series is analogous to the early ‘capitalist representations’ Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari critiqued as overdetermining through structure. The subordination of the
signified to the signifier is said to be similar in the capitalist ‘Urstaat’ and in Saussurian
structuralism.” In both cases, a signifier would overcode the flow.? The form of the series
thus reflects the system it was produced in, i.e. the presentations of the protagonists’ lives
are overcoded by the containing format they are filmed in. With respect to the 7-Up

series, the structure of the documentary reflected and produced ideology.
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In The Children of Golzow, in the classless society of the GDR, the individual features of
the protagonists’ personalities emerge paradoxically as much more important in
determining their paths in life and the structure of the films. Even though the classmates
in school were also members of the same social class, since only one class officially
existed in the socialist state, the structure and style of the films about them depends on
their individual developments (and on the individual material that was shot), as Barbara
Junge elaborates:
BJ: In essence the structure of the film [Jochen - a Golzower from
Philadelphia] is determined through reflecting on its material. It is a similar
structure to that of Marie-Louise [I’'ll Show You My Life. Marie-Louise —
Child Of Golzow], though Marie-Louise is a lot more reflective than Jochen.’
The structure of the films reflect the personalities of the protagonists as they appear in
that footage. In that respect, The Children of Golzow differs not only from the 7-Up
series, whose structure is pre-determined and independent of the protagonists, but also
from the ideology of a socialist state that does not allow for unplanned and individual
development.

The 7-Up series largely does without textual and directorial self-reflexivity and instead
determines self-reflexivity as a process only within the protagonist. Even though this
individualising of reflexivity goes hand in hand with an ideology of the market, the 7-Up
participants, in representing themselves without reflecting on their former
representations, are rather ‘rememorizing’ in the Hegelian sense of, as Slavoj Zizek puts

it, ‘reflectively returning to what the thing always already was.’*°

While one might
expect that this returning to what always already was there, would be more likely the
case in a documentary following the lives of socialist subjects in a Marxist-Leninist state
based on a Hegelian model, it is the socialist documentary that not only witnesses but

allows and acknowledges change.

Whilst the 7-Up participants were asked how the repeated filming has affected their lives
- the voice-over narration does not reflect on how the act of filming has affected the
films’ content and style. By contrast, in The Children of Golzow serial, Winfried Junge
already comments on his own commentary even when it was still a GDR serial.'* For
instance, when Jurgen is called up for military service and the filmmaker suggests that he
might get away with not being drafted (and the protagonist then replies that he would
have had to go to the initial interview with his head under his arm if they were going to

exempt him from military service), Winfried Junge narrates in Biographies (GDR, 1980):
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‘What would | have answered in his position? But | was lucky enough to be asking the
questions.” Features of self-reflexivity in the Golzow serial are include the way that the
protagonists are persistently asked why they still want to continue, how the filmmaking
influences them and if they would like to ask the filmmakers questions too. (Children of
Golzow goes further in its self-reflexivity than the classic participatory documentary, the
French Chronicle of a Summer (1961) though in revealing the way it is made.
Furthermore, due to the political system, the filmmakers also don’t see themselves as
much different to their subjects, unlike the interviewers of Chronicle, sociologist Edgar
Morin and the filmmaker and anthropologist Jean Rouch). We eventually see the
filmmaker whilst we hear his dry reflections about himself and about the form and
methodology of the films. He reflects on the ‘stagings’ in the former films: ‘Winfried
puts his hand up exceptionally often because he has got the microphone round his neck.’
And he comments on the deception of appearances: ‘Gudrun is not as self-confident as
she wants us to think.” The dead-pan commentary continues to reveal reconstructions
either by showing the repeated efforts of the protagonists at getting to act as themselves
or by laying bare the device: ‘We reconstruct a scene which happened like this a few
minutes before.” Insight into the stagings of the GDR government are given when the
film reveals how Golzow had to pretend it was a different town for a visit of the premier
of North Korea. The serial’s self-reflexivity even extended to announcing itself as the

longest running documentary project in its credits.

Because the Golzow serial already reflects on the limits of representation through its
commentary, and the protagonist’s development through its structure, the task of
representing does not have to be carried by the documentary subjects being and narrating
‘the way they are,” as it does in the 7-Up series. In 7-Up, the protagonists are charged
with the responsibility of representing their own development. Change is represented as
negative and only seen as a deviation from the previously outlined future. Tony is
successful in the fulfilment of his working-class type of a taxi-driver. In this vein, he
asserts symptomatically in 28-Up: ‘I don’t wanna change. If | am ever going to change, it
proves that the other Tony Walker was a fake.”*? And the upper-class John and Andrew
are successful because they have fulfilled their past predictions for their future,
predetermined by class expectation. Whether we move forward or look backward does
not matter, since life is just a fulfilment of a prediction, and thus the retrospective cannot
differ from the forecast - this critique of the 7-Up series could be mistaken for the
temporal model of a socialist state. In the British series, we merely see older versions of

the same model, but no transformation of the model itself. Whereas | argue in Chapter V
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on Werner Herzog, that his ‘underachiever’ fiction films such as The Enigma of Kaspar
Hauser (1974) or Stroszek (1976) function like a Platonic model in which the heroes’
actions are judged according to their resemblance to a scripted concept, in the 7-Up
series, the model that produced substitutable particulars for the same generality - as

Deleuze would phrase it - was “class.’

What change there is for the subjects in respect of their expectations, is represented as
dramatic failure. This is exemplified in the figure of Neil. He is a failure, because he has
changed and this is marked by a downward trajectory. Neil became the most tragic figure
of the 7-Up series, therefore generating the most audience response. By contrast,
Winfried Junge rejects building the narrative structure of the Golzow films up towards
the tragic elements in the protagonist’s lives and to thereby heighten their struggles in the
films for dramatic purposes. With respect to showing that Jirgen is drinking quite a lot in
The Life of Jirgen from Golzow (FRG, 1994), Winfried Junge explains:

WJ: We ended the film as Jurgen was just going through a sober period,

sitting in front of an alcohol-free beer, which one sees in the film. We gave

him the option to talk about it: And he also says he will stop drinking, that

things are much better without alcohol [...] and that it is no solution to drink.

It is very important that the film ends on that note. We could have also filmed

him in delirium. That is of course much more sensational if we would have

ended the film on such a low note [...] and investigative journalists or the

like would be delighted by such material .
News, of course, is supposed to be about what is ‘new’. In a market society, change itself
is part of a commaodity culture and interpreted as newness. Newness is a concept that was
criticized by Marxist thinkers, who argued that something new does not just suddenly
appear, but develops dialectically from the old. George Lukacs, for example, noted: ‘It
would be a mistake to contrast socialist realism as something “radically new” to
everything that is “old.” Its essence develops dialectically.”** How can there be a change
acknowledged then, without this being about the New? By insisting on the value of
showing, or telling, what apparently has not changed, the filmmakers have determined
the The Children of Golzow serial as a documentary film distinct from actuality
television. ‘Change’ is given the opportunity to leave the broad categories such as same
job, same wife, same place and allow minor material change to take place or even allow
us to see how the protagonists cope with this ‘lack of change.” Drawing from Deleuze,
but slightly changing the application of his terms for this serial, | suggest that beyond the

everyday as the habitual repetition of the Same, the serial finds difference in sameness."
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The Children of Golzow acknowledges change, whereas in the series made in a capitalist
system, 7-Up, which allegedly supports change and difference, merely represents change

as a ‘specific difference’ within a generic sameness.

In a market society, in the portrayal of ordinariness, what events are deemed worthy of
depiction? And how much lack of change, upward movement or happy endings can a
documentary about life-stories bear? At the end of Jochen — a Golzower from
Philadelphia (FRG, 2001) the filmmaker teases Jochen, who has just told him that he is
going to quit the serial, because he fears his life is not entertaining or successful enough;
because it has not changed enough. The filmmaker asks Jochen in the film: ‘Is it because
you don’t want to bore the audience? [...] No viewer expects that you will move into a
castle at the end of the film.”*® Not to have changed was judged as negative by Jochen,
who perceived his life to be too static and eventless and thus ended his participation in
the serial. The filmmaker remembers the process:
WJ: He always said, when | asked him, that nothing new had happened.
When | wanted to film him on a holiday, he said that they don’t go on
holiday. Nothing had changed at work. And he is still married to the same
woman.'’
And even the filmmaker reveals a similar fear with respect to a supposed stasis in another
protagonist’s life for Actually I Wanted to be a Forrester — Bernd from Golzow (FRG,
2003): ‘I didn’t dare make a film for a long time, and waited in case something
happened. But it all carried on like before.”™® Unlike Jochen, Bernd had a different stance
toward the worthiness of the ordinary and an apparent lack of change, and was of the
conviction that something always happens and that there is never an end.'® In Bernd’s
life, some of what might be described as a lack of change can be interpreted as positive,
since he is still employed by the same company as he was in the GDR. And, like Jochen,
he is still married to the same woman. But unlike him, Bernd does not think that this has
no entertainment value. Interestingly, the Junge’s film Actually | wanted to be a Forester
— Bernd from Golzow, has a straightforward chronological structure, whereas Jochen - A
Golzower from Philadelphia is one of the most self-reflexive biographies. Jochen’s
repetition of other people’s expressed or imagined judgment of him as a self-reflexive act
determines the structure of the film. It repeats the judgments Jochen imposes on the
representation of his life by having him comment on previous footage of himself. Here,
the subject also assumes the judgmental position of — or rather instead of — the director,

who said himself being interviewed:
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WJ: Well, Jochen was the one who was always asking himself, ‘who would

be interested in my life?” [...] And when he saw the other films about his

erstwhile school fellows, like Marie Louise - nice house, and, what is more,

one in the West, and the like - that’s naturally when he started to ask, ‘how

will my story look?’ [...] And that’s why he actually never truly understood

why we always returned to film him again. [...] He did not believe that it was

ever going to be turned into a film.?
This comparison with the trajectories of the other protagonists only arises after the
conversion of their state to a market economy. In this case, it coincides with the
documentary subject judging himself as an object in competition with higher achievers.
Here, competitive comparison has fostered self-reflexivity.

2.1.2 The Fetishization of Change as ‘Specific Difference’

As a genre, documentary has changed from the freezing of lives and personalities into
type and class, such as in the 7-Up series to today’s pressure for change in non-fiction
television (be it on the side of the protagonists such as in Faking It, Wife Swap or Jamie’s
Kitchen, or, on the side of the presenter such as in Louis Theroux’s Weird Weekends).?
The emphasis on the fast acquisition and shedding of identity has turned identity into a
commodity in documentary television. Capitalism has itself transformed from a
disciplinary, institutional, top-down power? - what Deleuze and Guattari called the

overcoding capitalist ‘Urstaat’®

- to a decentralized global market thriving on flow and
variety.** 7-Up with its inscriptions of class might have been a symptom of what at the
time was an ‘overcoding Urstaat,” and 10-16 (1997), a 7-Up inspired work by the British
artist Gillian Wearing, a re-negotiation. In State Socialism, change, like everything else,
was planned, and therefore, contradictory to the very notion of change, only the
retrospective representation of a concept. The aim of capitalism on the other hand, is
change for the sake of market renewal. | would argue that there is an emphasis on change
in current documentary and non-fiction television produced in a market society that is
immanent to the capitalist system, a fetishization of change that is a mere superficial
difference that does not diverge from the Same. This superficial difference within the
Same, of mere variability within the concept of containable differences, is, as Deleuze
argues, a difference which feeds into identity and representation. Difference in capitalism
is subordinated to economy: ‘surplus-value is, after all, nothing but a difference’ wrote
Deleuze and Félix Guattari.?® Difference, in a market society, is brought back into line as
a saleable commodity within the system and thus is turned into surplus value. Deleuze
noted that this kind of contained, specific difference establishes:
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[...] a confusion disastrous for the entire philosophy of difference: assigning
a distinctive concept of difference is confused with the inscription of
difference in the identity of the undermined concept. [...] Difference then can
be no more than a predicate in the comprehension of a concept.?
This “specific difference’® bolsters an identity that is not collective, ‘but only
distributive and hierarchical.”®® And judgment is the instance that assigns the place of
this specific difference:
For judgment has precisely two essential functions, and only two:
distribution, which it ensures by the partition of concepts; and
hierarchization, which it ensures by the measuring of subjects.?
This judgment in capitalism can be literally the value of difference expressed in
economic terms, which is not the same as to say that all difference or change is
inherently capitalist.® This judgment can become self-imposed, when for instance, a
protagonist, Jochen, judges his documentary screen presence in terms of entertainment

value after he became a capitalist subject.

In the first part of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Deleuze and Guattari critique
capitalism as fostering an ‘interplay of differential relations’ that glosses over the
difference between the ruling and the ruled:
If the movement of capitalism, in the interplay of its differential relations is
to dodge and displace its interior limits, and to always effect breaks of breaks,
then the socialist movement seems necessarily led to fix or assign a limit that
differentiates the proletariat from the bourgeoisie — a great cleavage that will
animate a struggle not only economic and financial, but political as well.*
Here they actually propose a freezing of difference that matches the stasis of temporality
in the socialist state since the differential relations of the capitalist market blur all
difference into that of the same:
[...] from the viewpoint of the capitalist axiomatic there is only one class, a
class with a universalist vocation, the bourgeoisie. Plekhanov notes that the
French School of the nineteenth century, under the influence of Saint-Simon,
should be credited with the discovery of class struggle and its role in history -
precisely the same men who praise the struggle of the bourgeois class against
the nobility and feudalism, and who come to a halt before the proletariat and
deny that there can be any difference in class between the industrialist or
banker and the worker, but only a fusion into one and the same flow as with

profits and wages.*
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In The Children of Golzow, it is the collectivity of the socialist society - including that of
the filmmakers and their subjects - which paradoxically ensured against the state socialist
ideology of equality, or sameness, of socialist subjects. Collectivity warranted that
change, or difference, would not only be represented and contained from a distance as a
limited event, insignificant in its specificity, but followed in its minor and ordinary
manifestations from a position of equality without judgment that gives change a
platform. The Children of Golzow has allowed change to become evident, not only
historical change - as one would assume to be the case in a state subscribing to historical
materialist ideology - nor the fetishization of change and the loss of normality - as is

taking place on Western television, but material changes in the everyday.®

In the aftermath of the dissolution of the socialist state in East Germany, the universalist
self of socialism - the union of the subject and the state - was separated not only into
individuals as independent of the state, but also as distinct from each other. The now
capitalist subjects were no longer substitutable parts for a whole. The social philosophy
changed from the particular as an expression of the general, as was the case in the GDR,
to the individual as an expression of difference in the FRG. From a Deleuzian
perspective, one can criticise in the former the way in which the particular can be
substituted and exchanged for the general and vice versa. However, difference in
capitalism is inherently only specific. Thus, whilst supporting individuality, the market
opposes real singularity. By being confronted with the same protagonists first as stable
GDR subjects and then as decentred FRG subjects - before both they and the serial had
adjusted to the changed political and economical circumstances - we are made to witness
their new instability as the effect of the change from socialism to capitalism, and that

self-reflexivity is perhaps is a symptom of capitalism.*

After the fall of the iron curtain and now working in the context of the *self’ fostered in
the West, the Golzow chronicle became more self-reflexive. Screenplay: The Times
(FRG, 1992), the first film after reunification, is subtitled: ‘A Film about a Film.” When
the protagonists became Western subjects the idea of performing a self emerged and even
their names were ‘“privatised.” In the credits at the beginning of Screenplay: The Times,
the protagonists ‘act’ as themselves with their full names given as their ‘real” identity and
their private name as their role name: ‘Dieter Finger as Dieter.” In a market economy,
documentary film became role-play. Winfried Junge explains:
WAJ: This is important to understand: the ‘as’. These are the [actual] names;

and now they get their stage name: they are merely Dieter and Brigitte.*®
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With the change from socialism to capitalism, the protagonists, who were now
individuals, had to sell themselves as someone else. While the GDR citizen did not need
a surname, since he or she represented the collective anyway, the FRG individuals adopt
a role name so that what they sell is not all of themselves. Symptomatically the “credits’
at the beginning of the film run over a scene in which the former GDR citizens visit the
Reeperbahn for the first time, an area in Hamburg where individuals sell themselves or
their image in peep shows and prostitution.*® The Junges see the introduction of character
names in the shape of their first names as a shift from the documentary heroes and
heroines as real life and thus presumably singular figures to more general figures of their
time:

WJ: We just wanted to say that we have real life heroes and that these

become, through their generalisation, more than actual existing individuals:

they become figures of their time. It is also a bit funny, since this is how the

big films start.*’
The credits were also intended as a mockery of Hollywood star-based cinema:
documentary protagonists too can be heroes. In this series of reversals, the film starts
with fireworks, whereas usually an American fiction film would reserve the “happy end’

as the goal for and resolution of the conclusion.
2.2 The Emergence of Self-reflexivity and Self-Consciousness

Apart from the dissolution of the GDR and its transformation into a free market, a
number of factors were essential for the serial becoming self-reflexive: firstly its
longevity; secondly the fear that the serial would be discontinued; thirdly lack of
material; and fourthly, ethical reasons. The longevity of the serial effected the move from
observation to explanation and the resulting emphasis on language rather than images to
describe the events referred to, as well as more self-conscious protagonists as they grew
older. Most of these developments were considerably reinforced through reunification.
Furthermore, through the duration of the project, temporality works as context and
against self-conscious performance, which just could not be maintained over such an

extended period of time.

In the section on Jurgen in the group portrait Screenplay: The Times (GDR, 1992), and in
the individual portrait The Life of Jurgen from Golzow (FGR, 1994) we see Jurgen and
his wife Anita being interviewed on a bank in front of their house, but we see the

interviewer in the image as well:
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Winfried: ‘How do you feel about me sitting here with you and having

myself filmed? Do you think it’s right?”

Jurgen: “It’s fine.’

Winfried: “Why?’

Jurgen: “Well, people should see who undertook this with us here, right?

Winfried: “Well, | can’t always hide behind the camera, right.’

Jurgen: “It’s easier to talk.’

Winfried: ‘Do you think so?

Jurgen: ‘Yes.’

Winfried: ‘Do you feel better when I’'m sitting here with you?’

Jurgen: “Yes.’
Whereas Screenplay: The Times (FRG, 1992) and The Life of Jirgen from Golzow (FGR,
1994) was finished and shown in 1994 after reunification, this scene - one of the first to
manifest a turn towards self-reflexivity - was actually already shot in 1985, before the
fall of the wall. The move towards more self-reflexivity was thus initiated before
reunification of the two Germanies. In what follows | examine the reasons why the serial
became gradually more self-reflexive under socialism first, but then peaked shortly after

reunification.

2.2.1 Self-Reflexivity as a Result of Longevity

Firstly, self-reflexivity emerged as a result of longevity of the serial. Before the shift to a
capitalist economy made the justification and selling of the project necessary, it was its
longevity which triggered a need for its justification. Both the sheer length of duration
and the resulting legitimisation of the project increased its self-reflexivity.

WJ: Because of the longevity, we were told and we told ourselves, it [the

self-reflexivity] is a legitimization that is okay after twenty years: to show

who is responsible. This in a way was expected of us. You also want to know

how it has been made.*®
Secondly, when anxieties about ending the serial arouse, this contributed to its
progressive self-reflexivity. The chronicle could have ended at several points in time.
The project did not only have to be legitimised, but also to be explained. In the GDR, the
project had to be explained to the audience rather than legitimized for potential investors
who might commission further instalments after reunification. Laying out the serial’s
ontology for the viewers involved a progressive falling back on language as the means to
get through the accumulated mass of background information. Barbara Junge articulates

the effects on the aesthetics of the serial as such:
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BJ: It actually started in 1982/83, when it was unclear if the project would

continue and you [Winfried Junge] and Hans Leupold, the cameraman, stood

in front of the Golzow signpost and were quite depressed: ‘this could be the

end now.” As a result, you said that this could be one of the last shots. [...] So

already in the GDR, things came to a halt. And then we made the decision —

if the project has to end — we should at least say something about it.*
Here the reason to become self-reflexive is the fear that the documentary serial will have
to end, like a flashback of its life or an accounting before it meets its maker, so to speak.
This seems to be the initial rationale prompting the filmmaker and the cameraman to
pose in front of the camera for the first time in 1982/83 after over twenty years of the
serial’s running. (This scene, made self-reflexive in Screenplay: The Times (GDR, 1992),
is further examined in the section below ‘Distance as Objective in Anglo-American
Documentary and as Subjective in Socialist Documentary.”) After reunification, when as
Winfried Junge put it, ‘the state was finished, but the people continued to live,” the fear
of an ending involved not only the end of working on the serial but of the employment of
the filmmakers themselves.*® The fear of becoming unemployed documentary directors
and hence the threat of the serial ending repeatedly affected the filmmakers as well as the
protagonists (as will be elaborated under ‘Self-consciousness and “Self-Realization” as
an Effect of Reunification’). This information that what we are watching is about to
come to an end and lose its creators - since they are not employed as these - is disclosed
in dialogues with their protagonists, for instance in Jochen — A Golzower from
Philadelphia (FRG, 2001): “You also come from the job centre. That’s where | must go

soon. | too am now sacked.’*

Thirdly, the serial was motivated to become self-reflexive because aspects and periods of
the protagonists’ lives were inaccessible to filming. In some instances, the material
necessary for telling the story was simply unavailable. Since Jochen had moved away to
another town after he had been a pupil in Golzow for only a year, there was a 10 years
hiatus in the Junges’ filming of him. Thus, the filmmakers had created new material out
of what they did not have by asking him to reflect on earlier scenes.
BJ: On top of this there is the fact that 10 years are missing, 10 years during
which we couldn’t Jochen film in Golzow, as we only discovered him again
during his apprenticeship, before which he had been away. In essence the
structure of the film is determined through reflecting on its material. It is a
similar structure to that of Marie-Louise, though Marie-Louise is a lot more

reflective than Jochen. So we had to build the film around this interview and
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reflections on former scenes. Because in comparison to the other portraits we
had too little material of him. After all, we had not filmed him since 1993’
For Jochen, a Golzower from Philadelphia (FRG, 2001) self-reflexivity in effect is used
as a framing device:
WJ: [...] to record how he sees his material and how he talks about it. Had
we not done that, there would not have been a film. As such it became the
frame.”*
Because there was not enough “direct” footage of Jochen being observed or interviewed
at earlier stages, in order to arrive at a film of a similar length to the other biographies,
new material was generated by having Jochen comment on previous scenes. As each
subject is given the same amount of time, this insistence in an equality of duration can of

course be regarded as another implementation of socialist ideas.

2.2.2 The Shift from the Visual to the Spoken

A further effect that follows on from the longevity of the project is the dependence on
language rather than on the image. Even though reunification bolstered the self-reflexive
impulse, prior to the collapse of the GDR, self-reflexivity had already set in, ensuing
from the longevity of the project and the resulting need for the growing amount of
previous material to be incorporated and reflected upon within the present material.
Symptomatically, the serial started with more or less observational and expository short
films that have only descriptive commentary in When | Finally Go to School (GDR,
1961) and Observations in a First Class (GDR, 1962). The next film, Eleven Years Old
(GDR, 1966) was perhaps the first GDR observational documentary film, without any
commentary at all.** The absent voice-over in this third film was substituted by an
impressionist mosaic of children’s voices, the classroom whispers of each child blending
into the others without being related visually to a specific person. The unavailability of
synchronous sound recording at the time for this kind of documentary is one of the
reasons for this. In Eleven Years Old (GDR, 1966) the individual character of a child and
its personal interests nevertheless begins to emerge from the depiction of the class as a
whole, leading the development of the serial to ultimately leave the class behind for
portraits of the individual life histories. This progressive focus on the individual stories is
paralleled by the narration moving from a universal expository one, framing the blend of
children’s voices, to a continuous personal commentary that due to its sharpness is easily

attributed to the filmmaker.
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What’s more, the serial’s earlier films do not have Winfried Junge as the narrator, but a
more ‘objective’ sounding actor, as was convention of the time. From | talked to a Girl
(GDR, 1975) onwards though - with the exception of the next film, Spare No Charm And
Spare No Passion (GDR, 1979), which the writer Uwe Kant narrated - the filmmaker
spoke the commentary himself. In | Talked to a Girl - the first biography of the serial
about only one protagonist - the filmmaker relays the commentary in the first person and
directly addresses his ‘silent’ subject in the images from off-screen in retrospect: ‘It is
four years now since you have left school....” The soundtrack alternates between the
interviews in which both, the interviewer and the interviewee are audible, and Junge’s
commentary. Since the voices are not synchronised, the results of the interviews only
feature as a ‘dialogue’ of impressionistic, floating sound-bites, unconnected with the
images rather than as a grounded, synchronous experience. This effect is strangely
‘recreated’ through the English dubbing of Biographies (GDR, 1980), even though in the
German original Winfried Junge’s authorial voice is quite distinct and the protagonists’
voices had been recorded in sync sound. Because the English version has only three
speakers for all protagonists as well as for the commentary, it has the effect of erasing
differences, starting with those of intonation, and merging the protagonists and the
filmmaker together. Furthermore, the English speaker’s voices give an upper-class accent
to Golzow’s socialist ‘heroes’ thus making the serial more ‘bourgeois’ in its capitalist,
dubbed version.

The more the subjects advanced in age, the more the encounters with the filmmakers had
to be planned in advance and the more they expected to be questioned after the event
rather than observed in action, as Winfried Junge states:
WJ: Since 1972 all filming was based on research and conversations, in
which we discussed with the Golzowians the possibilities of shooting.
Situations, which characterised the everyday and which repeated themselves
in this way or that, were equally precious to us as special days. However, for
either of these one had to arrange to meet. It makes no sense, for example, to
hide around the side of a house and wait until the protagonist comes home at
some time or other. Is the situation then *found’ or ‘created’? As you see, ‘to
observe’ here would be quite problematic. And the expression ‘long term
observation’ then acquires a comical double meaning.*
In a sense then, The Children of Golzow serial is no ‘long term observation’ since all the
‘observations’ had to be planned. Thus since the children left school, their meetings

became more stationary and verbal. Rather than aspire to interviews with comprehensive
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answers, Junge is often found in an exchange where he says more than his curt
interviewees. In its trajectory towards self-reflexivity via the establishing of an authorial
voice, the off-screen narration later changes from commenting on what we see in front of

the camera to commenting about what has gone on behind the camera.

What happens in 40 years of represented story time cannot be observed, it has to be
summarized. Because it represents such a long duration, the Children of Golzow relies
more on spoken or written language than on direct observation. Inter-titles or
commentary that indicate time and place of the footage is one of the aesthetic features of
a long-term documentation.
WJ: The commentary produces a new level - which is essential in various
places. [...] Can an aesthetic be seen in that? [...] If one shows the things
without text, nobody knows what’s happening. Who is who of 13 children?
Spare No Charm And Spare No Passion [FRG, 1979] still deals with every
child in the class in 1 hour 45 minutes, right across the whole history of class,
a period of eighteen years. One had to understand that faces change and if
one wants to recognize a child again, one has to lend a helping hand.*°
Because the children might not be recognisable through all their bodily changes in the
course of their physical development, and since sequences jump between bits of footage
shot at different times, orientation through language and dates became necessary. As
appearances changed, the filmmakers also had to establish visual and content based
connections in order to ensure that the audience could follow the development:
WJ: Yes, when they were 14 years old they all sat opposite the village
policeman. He took down the information for their identity card, and so also
their ‘identifying characteristics’. Colour of eyes. At which point llona said:
“Dark blue.” “Dark blue?” he said, “you mean ‘blue.” Let me have a look.”
She maintained she had dark blue eyes. That’s a word which makes sense in
the scene, and which is retained in memory. And when years later llona
appears again at the round dance you don't recognise her anymore. So | say,
“llona with the dark blue eyes,” and straight away everything is clear: so
that's her, yes. That’s how simple the bridges are that are built in the
commentary.*’
Collectivity, then, is another cause for the need for explanation through language and the
use of connectors: because there are more people involved at the different stages of their

lives, there has to be more contextualization through the film.
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WJ: And then, it also is an aesthetic of compressing time. What does one do

if one wants to show forty years in two hours? How does one compress it,

and doesn’t something new grow out of this, when things are presented so

condensed in sequence? Therefore a certain aesthetic develops. But this

cannot be compared with a documentary about just one site and with only a

few people: ‘now paint the situation there.” With respect to such a film, |

often don’t know why it lasts 90 minutes, because | am bored well before

that. As beautiful as the images are, | must be critical here. I envy everyone

who has so much time for a single situation, who takes this time. We cannot

do that. If we were to detail all the situations that fly past, the film would be

10 hours long. That is not possible, no; and there lies the aesthetic problem.*
Junge uses the term ‘to paint’ to describe a different style of documentary that is
observational and based on the image and thus only captures the present time of filming.
Unlike the long term documentation where the passing of time requires a translation
through language this observation can ‘make do’ without summary. In the above
quotation, the filmmaker of the longest spanning documentary serial ever made, treats
time like narrative space (in German he actually says ‘who takes this space’) and in a
language of economy. Even though the later Golzow documentaries are not exactly short,
often with a customary length of 140 minutes, the represented time is so much more. The
ratio between the span of time represented and the material filmed on the one hand, and
the length of the finished film, the filmmakers argue, should not be too far apart. This is
the reason why their longest film, Screenplay: The Times, is 4 hours and 44 minutes. As
aforementioned, unlike in the 7-Up films, the length of the Golzow films varies and
depends on the footage shot:

BJ: The length of the individual films grows out of the abundance of

material, and that television still allows us to make such long films. As a

consequence, we had to move into the late hours of the evening, 22.20 or

23.00, but we do not have to feed into the 90 Minutes slots, or even worse,

into 45 minutes. That would not be possible. We can’t do that. Then the

material really would be violated.*®

2.2.3 Temporality as Context

Whilst the longevity of the project encourages language and representation, the linear
and narrative effect that language has is here not employed for drama, but for the
undramatic ordinary. In addition, the effect of the time-lapse of compressing by now 45

years into far fewer hours (or a life into a film), what was not important at the time is
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given the chance to gain value in retrospect, or to put it differently: the ordinary becomes
extraordinary through it having become past:

WJ: To make a film about nothing else than the non-dramatic everyday and

typical ordinariness has been a motivation for us. Through the time-lapse

effect of a film covering 41 years, the non-sensational sometimes gains

importance.™
Ordinariness would thus be a feature of the present and importance only made possible
through time past. This is also the way in which newness or change arrives in the serial,
as that which is not predetermined.

WJ: We never know, when we drive home with the film rolls, why we filmed

all this. What’s the point? But when we let the material lie for a few years,

suddenly it develops a relation to other things that we shot before and after.

And suddenly even the most modest thing becomes important. This is the

historical effect inherent in this process. When one lines up the events of a

life, as in time lapse, the singular incident need not have been momentous,

but in place within the sequence, it becomes significant.>
Whereas time-lapse makes the ordinary extra-ordinary in the Golzow serial, the
structural, representative aspect makes the extra-ordinary ordinary in the 7-Up series.
What transpires through the longevity of the Children of Golzow chronicle is that time
functions as context. A change of context, as defined through temporality rather than
space, effects a change of meaning. One could even argue here that the relative
unimportance of the singular events of a person’s life matches the relative unimportance
of a person as a singular individual in the socialist state - like the singular image had to
be submitted to the series of images edited together for a film. That the importance of
events can only be acknowledged in retrospect is another feature of the serial that differs
from the conventions of socialist documentary since it works against the forward

trajectory of socialism.

Through an extensive array of references interrelating various moments in time the films
explain the history of the project and its subjects. (As has been elaborated, the structure
changed over the years and with respect to the subjects and the material shot.) Spare No
Charm And Spare No Passion (GDR, 1979) was the first film of the serial which gained
from the effects of its longevity, as it cuts extensively between the diverse times of the
material and generates a time-lapse aesthetic using flashbacks. The availability of a vast
amount of material permitted cuts between the same subject at different ages, and to a

new generation who for example now play in the same sandpit. These children serve as
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reference points for the protagonists, but remain deliberately unknown. By contrast, the
filmmakers intentionally refused to close an ongoing life-story in spite of its perceived
insignificance. Thus, the intricacies of the serial’s selection and combination remain
testing. (Since they continuously reuse their material for the life summaries, the
filmmakers refer to the times the footage has been shot, rather than the release date of the
films.) Following all the diverse lifelines is of course exhausting and ultimately
impossible. When the idea for a long running documentary serial was conceived in 1961
by Junge’s superior Karl Gass at the DEFA, 18 years his senior, in order to secure the
continuation of the project, Gass felt it necessary to hand it over to a younger man. An
informing expectation of the project had been that the Junges also would succumb to the
serial’s inherent infinity and again hand it over to a younger filmmaker.
WJ: It is in principle an infinite story. Many people expected this [that it
would continue]. But we have never said that. It is a finite infinite story.>?

The project adheres to the confines of each family tree. The more it progresses, the more
it has to block other potential narrative threads, thereby leading to the reduction to 8
biographies, the last of which is symptomatically called: *... And if They Haven’t Died
Yet’ (FRG, 2006). (This is the direct translation of the generic beginning of fairy tales in
German, the whole sentence being: ‘And if they haven’t died yet, they still live on. The
English translation would be: ‘Once Upon a Time.”) As Winfried Junge relates, the
filmmakers wanted to end the serial with a last retrospective film: “What a relief, that
most of the films are finished, that |1 don’t have to think about all of them. That’s not

gOOd.’SS

In this context of necessary repetitions of a life’s history, the way in which a similar
event is presented differs. The repetitions show what has changed. When, for instance,
Bernd is asked to sing the Brecht/Weill song ‘Spare No Charm and Spare No Passion’
again as an adult for Actually I Wanted to be a Forester — Bernd from Golzow (FRG,
2003), the repetition of the song shows the differences in the context of the situation
(being asked by the filmmaker on holidays rather than by the music teacher in class as a
child in Spare No Charm And Spare No Passion (GDR, 1979)) and in the conviction of
the repeating instance (betraying how much he has remembered rather than how good he
can represent socialist ideology by singing). Repetition here made memory visible, or

perhaps rather audible.

The close relationship with the protagonists, who are also the serial’s audience, and the

dependency for the continuation of the serial on their agreement, results in a “holistic’
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approach to their life histories. Rather than portraying a person for example through
details decided by the filmmaker, or determining the importance of events through
idiosyncratic, personal values, it was social occasions that decided the importance of
events, especially if they were based on a group experience, rather than an individual one
such as a marriage. If in a biography, for instance, the Jugendweihe>* was missing, the
audience - expecting this socialist confirmation to be covered — may not think that the
filmmakers simply decided not to include it, but assume that, because it is not shown, it
did not happen.

WJ: There are also problematic repetitions. Take for example the

Jugendweihe. Barbara pointed out that we wouldn't be able to show it again

and again each time. Each of them de facto has their Jugendweihe, apart from

the two exceptions [...] It was a way-station for everyone we portrayed. So,

what are we now to do with this recurring ceremony that is always the same?

[...] But then it's always possible for us that one viewer who sees this film

says: What, didn't they have a Jugendweihe? And so it starts all over again.*

2.2.4 Self-consciousness and ‘Self-realization’ as an Effect of Reunification

The films made in the years after reunification manifested a pressing desire - and a
pressure — for the filmmakers and the protagonists to be self-reflexive. The more recent
films however, such as on Dieter and Bernd are not as self-reflexive any more. They do
not ask the protagonists to comment on previous scenes and thus do not jump in time, but
are chronological and linear.
BJ: There was a brief moment in which things had opened up. We had
interviewed most of them [as GDR subjects] and noticed that the attitude was
receding beforehand: “We can’t do anything about the political state of things
or what surrounds us anyway’. And so, people withdrew into the private and
spoke more about the private, and so suddenly [just before reunification]
people could get things off their chest. One can see that in the interviews
which were made 1989/1990. [...] These were issues that arouse from that
time. And when things then moved towards reunification, it ebbed away.
Everything went much more quiet. One could feel that the steam had been
released now.*
To focus on the private in the GDR resulted from the blockage of debate about public
politics. In a paradoxical sense then, work in the workers-and-peasants’ state, was located
in the same discursive space as the private realm: work and private life were open for

discussion, whereas to object to the state was taboo. Winfried Junge observes:
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The most willing they [the Golzow subjects] were, was when we wanted to

film their work. They felt comfortable with that, could show what they were

able to do and spoke quite openly about their problems.>’
With unification not only did the project became more self-reflexive, but its protagonists
became more self-conscious. After conversion from State Socialism to Democratic
Capitalism the protagonists were uniquely reminded of their past existence as GDR
citizens. However, because they were subjects of this documentary, the historical
subjects of Golzow could not deny their GDR past, but the serial could be used as
evidence against them like a STAASI file.® As GDR subjects some of the children of
Golzow were as untroubled about their careers as they were by their image on film. After
reunification, what was rewarded under one system was punished by the next. Their
affirmations under the eye of state censorship were replaced by fear that a company
superior could see them. Whereas the GDR citizen did not say anything against the state
but complained about work, the former GDR subject who is lucky enough to be
employed in the FRG is under pressure to keep quit about their employer, though they
now can criticize the government:

WJ: If someone has work now, you will not hear him saying anything against

his employer. [...] But it was run of the mill in the GDR: this firm, how it’s

run, the daily slog, and couldn’t things be done differently — you never hear

that now. Now everything is great, because employees fear that they will lose

their employment if they get bolshie. This is a new experience. Only people

without work complain now; but about politics you can complain.>®
Not only has the emphasis been shifted, but the paradigms have been reversed. What was
overemployment in the GDR became underemployment in the FRG. Whilst some
children in the 7up series acted as though they were already grown ups, in the Golzow
cycle people who had been fully trained and adults in employment under one system
became learners again under the next. Their old qualifications were not acknowledged
and most became unemployed. After reunification, many were trained in infinite re-
education programmes and taught that self-realization and motivation is everything.
Reasons were individualised as well. Barbara Junge witnessed the loss of government
approval that guaranteed a positive image as causing a retreat into the private - or as
Winfried Junge phrased it: “The new situation closes mouths in a different way.”® Thus
for several reasons the reactions of the now grown-up children of Golzow and their

filmmakers changed after unification of the two Germanies.
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That the protagonists become more self-conscious is also another effect of the process of
having acquired more experience.

BJ: Observations become more difficult, because the older one gets, the more

one becomes aware of one’s impact in front of the camera. And one controls

oneself more than one did as a child.®*
What Barbara Junge argues here implicitly is that observations do not only become more
difficult with the longevity of the film project, but that it is the duration of the lives
themselves, the fact of getting older and, like the film project, accumulating more
material of experience, that makes the protagonists become more self-conscious. In line
with this observation, it would appear that not only did the protagonists become more
self-conscious through the changed value system in capitalist society, but also just by

getting older.
2.3 The Ideological Background

This section deals with the specific ideological background of socialism which affected
the way in which documentary subjectivity and objectivity was handled in the GDR. The
dictates and perceptions of, for instance, socialist realism, scientific socialism or
Brechtian alienation often function as a counter-model to what actually applies for The
Children of Golzow. However, other socialist concepts, such as the notion of the
collective and the subsequent rejection of observational “‘distance’ are manifested in the

serial.

2.3.1 The Identity of Subjectivity and Objectivity

In Lenin’s assertion of ‘the objectivity of the universal in the individual and in the

particular,”®

the subject is understood as reflecting objectivity. This superimposition of
subjectivity and objectivity can be traced back to the concept of the identity of opposites
in Hegel. Lenin here cites Hegel to further the socialist notion of a subject that is the
same as an object: ‘From a certain point of view, under certain conditions, the universal
is the individual, the individual is universal.”® Since everyone was thought to be equal
under socialism, so too were - potentially - subject and object. But then in the conflation
of opposites, the new equals at the same time still have to be separate entities in order to
function in a dialectical process, according to Hegel:

‘Subjectivity (or the Notion) and the object — are the same and not the

same.”®

‘It is wrong to regard subjectivity and objectivity as a fixed and abstract

antithesis. Both are wholly dialectical [...]"*
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Dziga Vertov transposed the notion of objectivity in socialism, as something supposedly
carried by every subject, onto the perspectives of the images themselves. In The Man
With the Movie Camera, the different perspectives of the shots have left the privileged
centre.®® Deleuze found this to be a situation where “all the images vary as a function of
each other:”®’
What montage does, according to Vertov, is to carry perception into things, to
put perception into matter, so that any point in space itself perceives all the
points on which it acts, or which act on it, however far these actions extend.
This is the definition of objectivity, “to see without boundaries or distances.”
[...] The materialist Vertov realises the materialist programme of the first
chapter of Matter and Memory through the cinema, the in-itself of the
image.®®
Whilst Deleuze then goes on to use Vertov as an example for ‘the eye of and in matter,”
what is of interest in this context is that the diverse subjective perspectives are elaborated
as constituting objectivity, not subjectivity. Deleuze took this kind of objectivity
constituted through multiple, a-subjective perceptions from Henri Bergson:
[...] a subjective perception is one in which the images vary in relation to a
central and privileged image; an objective perception is one where, as in
things, all the images vary in relation to one another, on all their facets and in
all their parts.®®
Vertov’s construction of a new reality through montage of documentary footage had been
regarded as a realization of dialectical filmmaking. In the following explanation of the
guote above, in which Deleuze cites Bergson, Ronald Bogue could have substituted the
term ‘non-socialist’ or “Western’ for the phrase ‘the standard sense of subjectivity and
objectivity’:
This definition has the curious effect of reversing the standard sense of
subjective and objective, in that what we usually think of as subjective shots
and sequences — dreams, hallucinations, visions — are the classic cinema’s
most striking appropriations of what Deleuze calls the objective “perception
in things,” in which an “eye in matter” traces the acentered undulations of a
single vibratory flux.”
Since there is no distance between the socialist subjects, there is no distance between the
images. Francois Zourabichvili observes this about Vertov and Bergsonian materialism:
‘[...] perception becomes internal to matter, relations of distance pass into the image,
become relations between images.””* The Deleuzian ‘photogramme,” which displays a

genetic, ‘molecular perception’ from the perspective of matter, ‘the eye of matter, the eye
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in matter,””® for which Deleuze used Vertov’s Man With The Movie Camera as an
example, is not so far away from Lenin’s ‘reflective materialism.” Both make do without
human perspective or active consciousness and are thus materialist and without distance.
In socialism, through Lenin following Hegel’s concept of identity of opposites, there was
a dialectical relation of subjectivity and objectivity. The decentred perspectives in The

Man With The Movie Camera were objective through multiple subject positions.

2.3.2 Lenin’s Theory of Non-reflexive Reflection

It was not only early German Romanticism that used the concept of ‘reflection’ (as will
be elaborated in detail in Chapter V), but later Lenin too, albeit for quite different
purposes than those of the Romantics, for whom it denoted an ironic and destabilising
subjectivity. In his ‘theory of reflection,” Lenin adhered to the idea that objectivity was
historically and scientifically proven. From his materialist perspective, subjectivity was
idealistic and thus inherently reactionary. Romanticism was charged with being about
‘non-existing life.”” In advocating scientific objectivity, Lenin followed Hegel in his
critique of Kant, who held that the latter was too subjectivist:

To deny the objectivity of notions, the objectivity of the universal in the

individual and in the particular, is impossible. Consequently, Hegel is much

more profound than Kant, and others, in tracing the reflection of the

movement of the objective world in the movement of notions.”*
In Lenin’s materialist interpretation, reflection is conceived of as indexical evidence and
therefore unalterable by the reflecting instance. Reflection here is not reflexive. This
rather mechanistic interpretation of reflection is distinct from conscious reflexivity
involving choice, paradoxically because it is used as evidence.

Hegel actually proved that logical forms and laws are not an empty shell, but

the reflection of the objective world.”

The laws of logic are the reflections of the objective in the subjective

consciousness of man.”
With objectivity as an effect of reflection, the ‘subjective consciousness of man’ cannot
decide to reflect upon the ‘objective’ ‘laws of logic.””” In this repetition without
difference - conscious, but passive - it cannot reflect ‘about,” it can only reflect. Thus,
reflection here is not a meta-activity. If consequently the mind is merely passively
reflecting, ‘reflection is then not independent, but itself a material function.””® In his
critique of the ‘object-reflection model” Raymond Williams maintained that, ‘the
simplest theories of “reflection” were based on mechanical materialism.””® This

mechanical materialist theory of reflection — ‘seeing the world as objects and excluding
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activity”®

— was distinct from historical materialism that included human activity in the
process of reflection. Williams described the negative effects of the metaphor of
reflection with respect to art as follows:

The most damaging consequence of any theory of art as reflecting is that,

through its persuasive physical metaphor (in which a reflection simply

occurs, within the physical properties of light, when an object or movement is

brought into relation with a reflective surface — the mirror and then the mind),

it succeeds in suppressing the actual work on material — in a final sense, the

material social process — which is the making of any art work. By projecting

and alienating this material process to “reflection,” the social and material

character of artistic activity — of that art work which is at once “material” and

“imaginative” — was suppressed.®*
Mechanical materialist reflection and any foregrounding of process as only of the
material itself thus makes any reflection on the social processes of materialism
impossible. Marx opposed these ‘passive implications of mechanical materialism and
insisted on a Hegelian dialectic of active mind and objective reality.”® In historical
materialist documentary, unlike in materialist experimental film, man was determined by
social processes. This is in line with Marx’s dictum: ‘It is not the consciousness of men
that determines their being, but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their
consciousness.”® In order to portray these determined men, the material of the film had
to be transparent for the materialism of what it represented, or as Marx phrased it, ‘the
materialist productive forces of society.”® The material of the film would be formed by
and be dependent on ‘the materialist productive forces’ of the society that made it. It is
this which, for instance, the documentary The Man With The Movie Camera self-
reflexively foregrounds. Nevertheless, whereas for Vertov man fell short of the movie
camera, as Richard Taylor observed,® Marx had argued that man was alienated through
his industrialized labour with machines. Thus in their submission of man to machine,
Dziga Vertov and The Man With The Movie Camera were more Leninist-Hegelian than

Marxist.

Formal materialism would have prevented the textual manifestation of political
materialism. As will be discussed, the term “formalism’ had a specific resonance in the
GDR and Soviet context. In documentary theory, the conflict between reflective and
historical materialism has been reiterated in the contrasting modes of formal and political
reflexivity by Bill Nichols. Nevertheless, that a political system was based on reflective

materialism did not mean that it favoured materialist experimental films as its preferred
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filmic expression. Whereas the mechanistic implications of Lenin’s theory of reflection
suggest a certain formalism and no space for historical materialism or any reflexivity, not
even political, it was applied to the documentaries under a socialist state in the sense that
the socialist world was per se objective, and ideology was a part this objectivity.

Formalism was excluded as not reflecting because of it being self-centred.

2.3.3 The Film Images as ‘a Collective’

The reproach of formalism in GDR documentary was not directed against abstract, non-
naturalistic representations (like it was being used in the other arts), but against
aesthetically pleasing images and a self-serving montage that were not legitimised by the
ideological context.®*® Formalism was seen in State Socialism as the consequence of
inadequate ideological consciousness. Ernst Opgenoorth writes:
[...] while a lack of, or unclear partisanship [German: ‘Parteilichkeit,” see
section ‘The Children of Golzow: from “Collective Subjectivity” to
“Individual Objectivity”” for further discussion] is subsumed under the
reproach of ‘formalism.” This word denotes, in the context of documentary
film, not abstract forms of expression distant from the naturalistic
understanding of art, as it did elsewhere in the arts, but rather the inclination
towards an aesthetically pleasing and, in relation to cinematography and
montage, a virtuosic realistic image, in as much as it becomes an end in itself
and ceases to stand in a sufficiently clear relation to the intended ideological
message.®’
In addition, formalism had been perceived as a consequence of the division of labour in
filmmaking. The separation between the content, as assigned to the director or writer, and
the image, as the responsibility of the cameraperson, resulted in the word defining the
content and the image marking the form. Especially in actuality documentary, excluding
the cameraperson from content-based decisions together with the lack of preparation time
because of the necessity to react speedily to unfolding events was surprisingly seen as
contributing to the production of ‘beautiful’ images. The camera-operator was too little
informed, or, so to speak, left out of the frame, to be able to contribute to ideological
contextualization. Since beauty had been marked as ideologically unsound, the GDR

camera-operators became reluctant to shoot ‘beautiful’ images for fear of being accused

of formalism.88 The images themselves thus were looked at in terms of the “collective,’
here of the collection of images that make up a film. To elevate an image by looking at it
as a singular entity, rather than it working for the whole of the edited film, was frowned

upon. Moreover, because they were not aware of the context, the camera-operators
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sought the extra-ordinary in their images, which would further heighten each image’s
singularity. A GDR cameraman identifies this as a problem for socialist documentary in
1955:
The context, the flow of the scenes, the binding content dries up, and singular
images stand alone and thus become formalist. Camera-operators as well as
directors, [...] if they examine the circumstances and the singular elements
only superficially, are forced to use so as to offer something interesting, the
eccentric, the bizarre, in other words not characteristic but uninteresting shots
which merely have impact due to their extra-ordinariness.®
The division of work in the industrialized labour that is filmmaking was thus seen to
effect the alienation of images as ‘a collective.’

2.3.4 Marx vs Socialist Realism

Marx, however, in his later writings appreciated the formal aspects of art. He wanted art
to involve a play with the material conditions of its creation and not solely to be made for
propagandistic and thus utilitarian purposes, as historical materialism would seem to aim
for.®® According to Lee Baxandall and Stefan Morawski:

This stress on such formal structures of art [symmetry, proportion, balance,

and harmony] means that for Marx ... art serves more than merely mimetic or

directly utilitarian purposes. There is in art always an element of self-purpose

in which the creation of formal attractiveness is an exercise of human

capacity for playful material activity (the lack of which in modern capitalist

labour is a prime measure of its alienation.)*
Even though art had a ‘use value’ in Marx’s view, he regarded utilitarianism as
bourgeois. Hence art was ‘of fundamental human use for Marx, although he rejected [...]
narrow nineteenth-century bourgeois notions of utility.”®* This position against utilitarian
art is perhaps comparable to the rejection of the notion of art as ‘direct propaganda’ in
the young GDR, albeit propagated for another reason than by Marx. GDR cultural
politics officially took a stance against the totalitarian use of film as simply serving the
dictates of the state since this would be following the recent fascist tradition. Whereas
Marxist filmmaking in general historically fostered political didactics, Marx’s own later
stance on the role of art - though appreciative of the uses of art as agitation - was opposed
to the reduction of art to the role of the merely instructional and functional.** While
Marx’s understanding of art took into consideration the way in which the social order

inflected and conditioned the art produced under it, he ultimately rejected the notion of

. . ., 94 .
art being merely a “copy’ or a ‘reflection’ of reality. The artist was understood to be a
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productive labourer as any other and thus should not be alienated as an instrument for
mechanical reproduction. On the contrary, art was supposed to help overcome alienation
by introducing the human element into production, notably pleasure arising out of
sensuousness and the appreciation of formal features. For Marx, therefore, art was useful
only insofar as it operated as an indicator to how rich unalienated life could be. Unlike
later Marxist theoreticians and practitioners such as Brecht whose notion of art embraced
alienation as a means of fostering radical consciousness, in Marx, art ideally provided a
model of the overcoming of alienation.”® (At this point we must distinguish between
Brecht’s consciously sought artistic strategy, the Verfremdungseffekt — translated as
alienation effect, estrangement effect or, perhaps best, distancing effect - to avoid
confusion with the involuntary alienation of the worker in a capitalist society Marx
opposed.) Accordingly, art should not only reflect external reality, but actively evoke
alternatives to alienation and dehumanization.®® For Marx, the artist does not only reflect,
but actively changes, not only by creating works but moreover by inducing a new
response. Art can thus serve to potentially change consciousness and to ‘create needs
which capitalist society cannot satisfy,” that thus transcends consumerism in a positive
way.” In short, Marx hoped that, since production creates demand, the product that is art
would create new sensibilities too, and therefore a different reality.”® As he remarks:
Does not the pianist as he produces music and satisfies our tonal sense, also
produce that sense in some respects? The pianist stimulates production either
by making us more active and lively individuals or [...] by arousing a new
need.*
Marx’s humanist stance against the reduction of art as merely reflecting, sets his position
apart from Lenin’s view on art as ‘objective’ reflection and his rejection of reflexivity in
art. Although Lenin shared Marx’s emphasis on change, this was not on the humanist
level with the artist as an example of a free individual as Marx did, but by displacing
objectivity onto the artist as on any other socialist subject. As such, Lenin emphasized
that “man’s consciousness not only reflects the objective world, but creates it.”*® This
creation of a new world was of course the revolution itself. And art should be creative
only by reflecting ‘the guiding points of the revolution.”'®* In a circle of objectivity, the
artist should reflect and perpetuate the creation that was the revolution. This would be the

foundation for socialist realism.
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2.3.5 The Position of Documentary in Socialist Realism

But if an artistic work produces a reality, what are the implications for documentary
filmmaking? Could documentary also create a new kind of response like Marx had
suggested art can? And could Marx have regarded documentary, which of course did not
exist in his own time, as neither a mimetic nor a utilitarian instrument of information or
propaganda? Instead, could socialist documentary be regarded as an art that creates a
reality that cannot be consumed? To what extent could the filmmaker in this context be
seen as an artist who defies alienation? Filming and other time-based media inherently
lack the sensuousness of the tactile arts available at the time of Marx — drawing, painting,
sculpture or playing an instrument. They are produced through a mediated, indirect
process and thus presuppose alienation. The situating of documentary as an art form
whose reflection is not merely a copy becomes more precarious when documentary is
perceived simply as ‘reflecting’ reality. Whereas ‘documentary’ and ‘realism’ became
used synonymously in the West, art devoted to ‘reflecting’ socialist reality became
known as ‘socialist realism’ in the Soviet bloc. And since art was supposed to reflect
concrete life (albeit through the ideological values of the socialist state), art in a sense
was already seen as a document. For documentary was regarded as the “direct reflection
of reality’ by contemporary soviet film scholars.'® Art and documentary, in this respect,
were conceived as no different from each other. In the socialist realist circle, art should
reflect the world it creates, and even more so if it is documentary.

Now, how was the step made from the ossified objects of socialist realist art such as
sculpture and painting (for which any dialectical movement had to take on a solidified
form) to the moving documentary image as a representation of reality? In other words,
how was documentary made socialist realist? Documentary subjects usually do not pose
frozen in time like the proletarianised adaptations of classical heroes that are socialist
realist statues. For socialist realism, the documentary moment of observing ‘concrete’
reality was quickly passed over in favour of the realist aesthetic of defining and repeating
its socialist ‘essence.” On the one hand, far from today’s television documentary
programming, such as Faking It, which relies on typecasting (albeit in order to judge if
the type can change its cast, but also different from Eisensteinian ‘types’), Soviet film
scholarship found that the document is that which defies stereotype and myth.'®® On the
other hand, socialist documentary was expected to present a ‘typical image.”** And this
dialectical boundary between the exemplary ‘type’ and the spurned mythical ‘stereotype’

was often hard to maintain. It was difficult for the celebrated ‘type’ not to become a
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mythical ‘stereotype.” Documentary should ‘reveal’ the ‘“true essence” of reality’ as
declared by the DEFA co-founder Kurt Maetzig. Or to put this another way, what we can
actually see is less important than a deeper reality. Observational documentary never
took off in the GDR because it did not fit into socialist realist aesthetic. Objectivity is not
to be found in the surface, but by bringing out the underlying essence that structures the

social reality™®

- which again makes it difficult to regard this ‘essence’ not as a possibly
idealist meta-intervention (like the “‘type’ not as a ‘stereotype’), the very reproach Marx
made against Hegel. In his emphasis on the production of art as a sensual experience,
Marx differed from Hegel, whom he regarded as too idealist. For the materialist Marx,
the artist’s interaction with the material mattered, according to Eugene Lunn:
Marx was to break with Hegel’s approach to contemporary reality: the
subordination of art to conceptual thought was part of the idealist neglect of
the material reality of the working-class sensual deprivation and
unhappiness.'®
Hegel here transpires as the intellectual father of conceptual art and perhaps of socialist

realist documentary.

In the Golzow serial, reflection is manifested in a non-mechanistic and dialectical
manner whereby ‘the events of the time are echoed and reflected through the
protagonists.”*®’ This contradicts the mechanical slant of the object reflection model. Of
the Leninist writings on his theory of reflection the following passage by the Soviet
scholar K. Dolgov from 1976 thus seems to apply best to The Children of Golzow serial:
If an artist wants to show the true place of the subject and his attitude towards
the object, then he has to take into account a concrete man and his life and
activity in concrete, objective circumstances.'%
But when the same scholar continues to write that ‘only the bad artist can proceed from

109 \what is

some sort of general, abstract type-scheme and “fit” living people into it,
criticised here inadvertently describes actual socialist realism. As has been noted earlier,
the dialectical process that made the living subjects of art ‘by virtue of definite, objective,
concrete and historical circumstances become typical of one society’*'® had stopped at
some point and from then on the ‘type,” such as ‘the worker,” ossified and became a
schematic figure modelled after an idea. Similarly, the dialectical element in the socialist
realism of a Socialist State in effect was lost in favour of the plan with respect to
economics, and the script with respect to film. By contrast to the style of the Socialist
State where socialist realism had frozen its heroes in either plans, poses and scripts, The

Children of Golzow serial realized the presentation of change.
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2.3.6 Scripted Reality

‘Scientific socialism’ became the guiding theory of state socialist societies. It declared
bourgeois societies anti-scientific."** But science as well as reality was controlled and
pre-determined and social life itself became an object. Lenin’s view on art as an
‘objective’ and ‘active’ reflection — whereby the reflection itself was not independently
active, but just the implementation of socialist ideology - was followed by Soviet
scholars in the sense that art was understood to be about ‘the aesthetic appropriation of
reality.”™ This suggests that reality is not merely interpreted in a representation, but that
aesthetics have a direct effect on reality, that they can change reality. This idea of course
is consistent with the socialist state’s planning of reality in the first place. Joris Ivens, a
Dutch documentary filmmaker who frequently worked in the GDR, also fed into the
notion of the representation affecting its referent, when he said in 1955 that the
difference between fiction and documentary is that the audience of the latter must be
under the impression that they can control the facts.'** Of course, this view on
documentary chimes with the conventional, non-socialist opinion that documentary
documents facts and does not control them and that instead fiction film is the
representational format that controls what it films. As such, reality was acted for and
planned by the socialist state according to a script, like a fiction film. Similar to the
company who already has “directed’ its employees before a docu-soap team comes in to
observe them, the GDR state had already educated its citizens, before the documentary
team filmed them. Early GDR articles on film separate ‘real life itself” from the social
aspects of life that were to be the focus of socialist documentary.*** What art should
reflect is this social ‘life’ and not a mystical absolute idea or the subjective viewpoint of
the artist.**®> The subjective, artistic perspective had to reflect the objective world, that is
the socialist idea of reality, and therefore there was no difference between the two. And
since there was by definition no difference between how reality really and ideally was,
by extension there was no difference between documentary and fiction.

Documentation and fiction seemed to have often changed their appointed

roles in the media scene of the GDR. What is presented as documentary

appears over long stretches to be harmonizing fiction. What makes itself out

to be literary invention generally impresses through its realistic and astute

observation.™
In respect to fiction film, within this Marxist-Leninist context, the writer assumed the

position of the planner and the film script became the equivalent to the 2 or 5-years-plan.
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In this spirit, Hermann Axen, the former chair of the DEFA again quoted the Soviet
politician Andrei Shdanow to address the SED conference on film politics in 1952:

The writer cannot go limping after events, it is his duty to stride forth in the

front row of his people and to direct them along the path of their

development.**’
When this quote is paired with the remark that often writers refuse to work on concrete
actualities, because their subject matter changes whilst they are writing about it, the
advice is given that a writer ‘could predict the main developments with the help of
Marxist-Leninist analysis.”™® It is in this sense that one can read Stalin’s comparison of

the writer to an engineer of human souls.™*

When Winfried Junge was asked about the serial’s most socialist realist film, When You
Are 14 (1969), he replied to the following question:

Schenk: You wanted to film a utopia and did not find it?

Junge: You say that today. But since Marx, we did not speak of socialism as

an idea, but as a scientific world-view that was also supposed to be put into

practice step by step in the GDR. The film had to find examples for it. And if

it failed, one had simply been looking for them in the wrong place.'*
The conception of temporality in a socialist state was different from that of temporality in
a capitalist state. The term ‘utopian,” used in Western terminology to discredit Marxist
ideas as a fantasy, assumed a different temporal trajectory in the socialist state: with
reality being planned and not evolving, the future was just the realization of what had
been thought before and could not bring anything new. In this context, optimism was not
naive, but realist. The dialectical process had been effectively stopped by looking so
much forward into the ‘new’ future, that the present became scripted. Skaterstschikow
writes: ‘Lenin taught the Bolschewiki to dream — to dream, to hurry on ahead of the
events and overtake the course of life.”*?! If this anticipatory trajectory of constructing
the present is used for art or literature, it might not be so disconcerting, but if planning is
employed for documentary, it obviously goes against the notion of documenting as that
which takes place after the event, or at least at the same time. But neither does the
predetermined, scripted reality of State Socialism equate with the evocation of a future
reality through filming, which had been theorized through the notion of the performative

in the Western context.
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2.3.7 Paedagogy instead of Propaganda

The explicit aim of GDR cultural politics was to change its people into new socialist

subjects.122 It was, however, the relationship between Germany’s recent Fascist past and
the new socialist aspirations of the GDR which gave film production in East Germany its
distinctive character.’” The GDR documentary filmmakers were caught up in the task to
construct new citizens, but without using propagandistic methods. The utilitarianism that
the latter method implied was too reminiscent of German national-socialism. The new
anti-fascist state, in seeking to distance itself from National-Sozialism, inevitably had to
use other methods to change its citizens, who shortly before had been fascist. By making
objective its message, this was not expressive propaganda, but the didactic mediation of
objective facts. One reason to be pedagogical in GDR socialism was that, since people
did not turn against the Nazis on their own accord, they needed to be educated. The
citizens themselves were turned into pupils. In that sense, The Children of Golzow were
doubly the receptors of education.

WJ: After the war we were told: a nation will not of its own accord

comprehend what happened under Hitler. We must pre-determine things and

see that they prevail, and little by little everyone will understand that it was

good to have socialism as the model for society.'?*
The new socialist East German citizen independently had to come to the same
‘scientifically’ determined conclusions without propaganda. This is how on the one hand,
there could be the unity of the collective and on the other independent minds, since they
were all inevitably compelled to arrive at the same conclusions.*”®

WJ: I'd also like to say that we in the GDR of course supposed that with the

change in social circumstances new and different people would also develop.

In Brecht The Good Person of Szechwan is also a parable: no one can be a

good person in adverse circumstances. That means, in other words, under

socialism things were to change that up until then had been a problem. People

were to have become better people. Everything is done to change people so

that they become socialists, then the state will be socialist. Vice versa, if the
126

state changes then the people will also become socialist.
The explicit aim of the Children of Golzow was to chronicle the first generation of
socialist subjects growing up in the GDR.127 It begins with posing the question that is
also asked in the 7-Up series to ensure later comparisons: “‘What to you want to be some
day?’ This question renders a child’s defining feature as being constituted in moving

towards the future and not being in the present. In a sense, a child was as fresh as the

46



young socialist subjects themselves, into which the Eastern Germans in the new born
state had to grow and be educated. And since the Children of Golzow serial was the first
to follow children born in a socialist state from the beginning of their education into their
life as a socialist subject, there were certain expectations as to how these new beings
would turn out to be:
WJ: [...] and when it wasn't possible to recognise, even by the time the
children had reached fourteen [When You Are 14, GDR 1969], that the
socialist mentality and personality had evolved, then officially they became
nervous. It was thought that the results of the socialist education would now
gradually appear. [...] And as Biographies was made - lets take the [perhaps
negative example of] Jurgen, the first portrait [in it] - we started slowly to get
frightened that it would be used against us, in the sense of: ‘Excuse me, but
you have been filming for 18 years - is that the sort of person who develops
out of that?” So my last chance of rescue was when he became a soldier. |
then say in the voice-over: ‘Something will become of Jirgen, which he
himself can't imagine: he will become someone different.” Thus if it had
been said officially, that Jurgen was unacceptable as he was, | could always
have said that he would be re-educated. [...] It was something like an attempt

to protect the project.'?®

2.3.8 Lenin against Meta-Language and Metaphors

Congruent with his rejection of reflection as a meta-activity, Lenin was opposed to
seeing art as a meta-language. Consequently, he criticised signs and symbols as
absolutist and idealist illustrations of abstract and metaphysical thought, and embraced
documentary film and newsreel as a reflective art preferable to fiction film. Art and
documentary were seen as resisting fiction.'* Materialist reflection was supposed to
disenable idealistic myths and other fictions.™*® Furthermore, this was in line with his
stance that there was more to the image than just being a representation of the object.
This would make his materialist approach inappropriate for experimental materialist film.
Lenin’s preference for film also mirrors his comparison between art and science, in that
film is more ‘scientific’ as it is less sensual than other arts. However, Lenin’s stance
against symbolic interpretation and for concrete dialectics did not prevent the excessive
use of symbols in socialism, such as marches, and the employment of metaphors in
socialist realism. For instance, in Turbine | (GDR, 1953) by Joop Huisken and Karl Gass
(the head of DEFA documentary who conceived the idea of The Children of Golzow), the
repair of a turbine is used as a metaphor for building a new society. Screenplay: The
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Times (FRG, 1992) and Jochen — A Golzower from Philadelphia (FRG, 2001) mocks this
metaphorical use of actions and language through its commentary on Jochen in a milking
competition. Similarily, just as the particular action of milking stood for the general one
of fighting for world peace, the object had come to represent the image and the event had
became interchangeable for the metaphor, the individuals were exchangeable for the
mass. ldentification had to be with the state and not with an individual. Following from
this, the state, in a sense, was treated as a person under State Socialism. This was made
evident, for instance, when When You Are 14 (GDR, 1969) was made as a ‘birthday
present’™! for the twentieth anniversary of the founding of the GDR. With the collapse
of the GDR, the former state and its party, the SED (Socialist Unity Party of Germany),
had their life data chronicled in the first film of the serial after reunification Screenplay:
The Times (FRG, 2001) in the manner a deceased protagonist would have: ‘SED 1946 —
1989.’

Dziga Vertov, working within the context of Soviet State Socialism, was criticised by his
comrades in 1932, for presuming that the success of his film’s abroad were due to his
individual achievements or those of the individual film. Instead, foreign audiences would
applaud the heroes of the working class and the success of socialist progress in the Soviet
Union.'#
‘By the end of the 1920s discussions within Soviet cinema were being
conducted primarily, if not yet exclusively, in Party terminology. [...], these
terms had not been previously been imposed on the cinema world from
outside.”*
This meant that not only were the boundaries of artistic agency and control moved
‘outside of” the individual artist, but also outside of their discursive art system to the

inclusion of the state in artistic production and discourse.

In the early phases of the GDR, the official politics on documentary were to operate
independently from the state, such as the GDR tried to cultivate an autonomous post-
Nazi German democratic socialism independent from the Soviet Union (with liberal bloc
policy.)**
documentary should no longer be an instrument of state propaganda, but show the

After the founding of the new state in 1946 Kurt Maetzig suggested that

everyday life of people as part of building an anti-fascist society. He was the most
influential documentary filmmaker of the post-war period, co-founder of the DEFA and
chief editor of the weekly newsreel The Eye-Witness.'* However, from 1948 onwards

GDR cultural politics adopted the Soviet ideology of state truth monopoly and with it
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Lenin’s model of scientific reflection and socialist realism. The DEFA and their now
director Maetzig became subordinate to the Department for Agitation of the SED and
their close censorship monitoring. This was exactly what Maetzig had tried to prevent
three years earlier.”® In the 1950s GDR documentary became the instrument of socialist
propaganda.'®” As reality had to comply with socialist planning, GDR documentary films

were made to illustrate a socialist realist fiction.®

2.3.9 Representation in State Socialism

GDR private life was organised by the state and like the one party system, filming was
for all. One child of Golzow understood that far: ‘We all make a film about our class
together with the DEFA.” The filmmakers too did not refer to themselves with their
personal names, but with the name of their company, the governmental documentary film
institution: ‘We, the DEFA.” And where the individual stands for the collective, the
meaning of an activity is not confined to that of a personal gesture. In GDR times an
activity often would mean something else. A particular activity, such as the one of
milking a cow, would then represent something else, or rather something more. It would
be symbolic. In a scene in Jochen - A Golzower from Philadelphia, shot during the GDR
and commented on in post-GDR narration, the commentary pokes fun at the activity of
milking representing the fight for socialism over footage of Jochen in a cow milking
competition:
‘Competition milking. Raising awareness of the responsibilities of work and
thereby strengthening the Republic, the Brotherhood with the Soviet Union,
Socialism in the world as a whole, and in addition world peace, as it was
expressed in so many words on the official banners.’
Here all that Jochen does is milk a cow, but it is interpreted as an action for world
socialism and thus world peace, as Winfried Junge’s deadpan commentary teases. (With
respect to the milking competition the judge announces that the system of working in the
GDR had to be unified, so that it can be judged.) As well as a single gesture standing for
a universal movement and the individual representing the collective, the town stood for
the nation. And what stands for something else can easily be replaced. The
substitutability of the name ‘Golzow’ became imminent when it was temporarily
replaced by another one for the state visit of the premier of North Korea of the time, Kim
Il Sung, as is revealed in Screenplay: The Times (FRG, 1992). Speaking against
documentary as a deductive methodology, and by implication through this documentary
serial, Junge already argued as a GDR filmmaker for the singularity of his subjects and

trusted the viewer to make of this something universal.
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2.3.10 From Marx and Engels to Marks and Spencer

An example of the non-alienating, humanist style of documentary filmmaking of the
Junges, which is more Marxist than socialist realist, is From Marx and Engels to Marks
and Spencer (UK/GDR, 1988). For this production in two parts, Winfried and Barbara
Junge and the DEFA collaborated with the British Amber film group while the GDR was

still in existence and a closed state.®

(The title plays with the phonetic similarity
between Marx and Marks, contrasting, on the one hand, the two figures who together
established the theory of Marxism and, on the other, the British shopping chain symbolic
of capitalism.) In the first part, the film team from Newcastle visit factory workers in
Rostock. It was a well-meaning attempt at leftist propaganda for the GDR by the British
team, although their ‘interviews’ suffered not only from restricted access to the people
and their milieu, but also from not speaking the German language. This resulted in pre-
prepared questions and responses, which were not in actual dialogue with the situation
and the answers. For the second part, From Marx and Engels to Marks and Spencer: an
English Journey, the Junges were allowed to leave the GDR and interview factory
workers in Tyneside. They were in Britain for a week in the first joint documentary film
project involving the DEFA and a western partner. Contrary to the questions of the
Amber group, Winfried Junge’s commentary and queries treated his interviewees in a - to
him - foreign country as he did the Golzowians, dryly critical, but open and not
alienating:

WJ: ‘We liked the red pullovers [jumpers]. They disguised the differences of

children from well off and not so well off homes. But only superficially.’
Through his open questions, the interviewee’s situation is de-familiarized, at least to a
British viewer, but this effect was not achieved through alienating the interviewee. Since
the GDR had a continuous lack of workers, the threat of unemployment was difficult to
conceive from the perspective of State Socialism. Junge’s style of questions allow this
difference to be manifested in the interview with a worker in Tyneside whilst he is
gardening:

WJ: ‘Maybe there will be a time you can cut grass the whole day if there is

not a job for you?’

John: “Yes.’

WJ: “‘Are you afraid?’

John: “Not afraid, concerned.’

WJ: ‘And what will you do the whole day?

John: “Housework, decorate, look for a job, go to the job centre, the dole.”
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WJ: “You are a house -man then?’

John: “Yes.’

WJ: “How can you live threatened by unemployment? What do you think?’

John: ‘[...The unemployment is] only threatened. I’m lucky. We have to

move south, or emigrate.

WJ: “‘Would you find someone to buy it [the house in Newcastle]?’
Junge also gives the interviewees the chance to self-reflect on the prospective film:

WJ: “Sheila, this film will soon be finished. Do you think that it will be a

sincere film?’

Sheila: “‘Oh, yes. Yes.’
The filmmakers’ take the ordinary seriously and encourage a distancing from fantasy
when in the commentary they compare the images of elderly ladies singing ‘Aloha’ in a
labour club to the fiction film images the song evokes. Barbara Junge narrates:

“They were never part of the cinema world they are singing about. That was

always a fantasy. Now they themselves have appeared in a film: ours. What

did life bring to them? What did it make of them?’
The last images the film leaves us with are images of the workers leaving their factory.
Such shots of workers leaving their workplace have come to epitomise documentary film
ever since the Lumiere brothers’ first documentary footage The Workers Leaving the
Factory in 1895. It was followed over half a century later, in 1968 — 1972, by other
French filmmakers, such as the Dziga Vertov group and amateurs documenting
politicised workers in front of the Renault and Wonder factories (La reprise du travail
aux usines Wonder, Jacques Willemont, 1968).*° Like the workers representing the
working class (and by extension the socialist subject), workers leaving the factory is
itself a motif that has come to represent documentary. Moreover, the Lumieres’
documentary already was implicitly self-reflexive: the factory that the workers leave is

that of the filmmakers.

In Dziga Vertov’s The Man with the Movie Camera, the machines and the images
themselves assumed the positions of workers and the process of filming was made to
resemble the production in a factory. To thematize the workings of the images and draw
an analogy between the film itself and its subjects has become a customary way of
turning a documentary into a formally self-reflexive one. Still, Vertov and the Dziga
Vertov group used documentary to demonstrate to the audience what they already knew
before starting to make the film. By contrast, rather than representing a representation,

the Junges focus on the constitution of the subject and on the process of addressing and
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understanding the protagonists with whom and with whose country they only have
contact because they film them. It is on this level where the film’s self-reflexivity lies.
With respect to From Marx and Engels to Marx and Spencer. an English Journey the
institutional difference between the filmmakers and their subjects could have been
further amplified by the fact that the GDR filmmakers, who were usually not allowed
outside the Soviet bloc, did not only encounter their subjects as previously unknown
strangers, but in a foreign country and in an opposing political system. However,
whereas the Junges could have heightened the differences between themselves and what
they know, and their foreign subjects - consequently presenting their strange subjects as
alienating representatives of Otherness - From Marx and Engels to Marx and Spencer:
an English Journey depicts the system as alienating, but not the subjects. In the last
words of the film, narrated by the filmmakers to the images of workers leaving the
factory, the Junges compare their current process of getting to know their documentary
film subjects to that of a model socialist thinker’s way of understanding the Other not
merely as representatives of another nation:

BJ: “For our closing shot we borrowed an old commentary.’

WJ: “I’ve tried to lay before my German countrymen a faithful picture of

your condition, of your sufferings and struggles, of your hopes and prospects.

| wanted more than a mere abstract knowledge of my subject. | wanted to see

you in your homes. To observe you in your everyday life; to chat with you on

your condition and grievances. | found you to be more than mere

Englishmen, members of a single isolated nation. | found you to be men,

members of the great and universal family of mankind who know their

interest and that of all the human race to be the same. Though my English

may not be pure, yet | hope you’ll find it plain.’

BJ: “Friedrich Engels, 1845, in his preface to The Condition of the Working

Classes in England from Personal Observation and Authentic Sources.’
The Junges do not show their English subjects as representing Englishness. Thanks to a
humanist socialist stance - and contrary to Deleuze’s conviction, that sameness fosters
and is fostered by representation — here sameness defies representation. Even though the
filmmakers are filming *‘foreigners’ in a different country with a different political
system, they approach their subjects as if they were equals. If we are all the same, we

cannot represent ourselves to each other. This is how to bypass representation.
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2.4 From ‘Collective Subjectivity’ to ‘Individual Objectivity’

The title of this section brings together contradictory terms that echo a remark of the
headmaster of the Golzow school, soon to be closed after reunification. In Screenplay:
The Times he resumes that maybe they should have been more objective with what they
taught. He proceeds to explain however, that rather than effacing the individual for an
objectivity determined by scientific distance, they should have encouraged more
individual opinion: ‘One should have seen some things more objectively and shown the
pupils how to trust their own judgment.” In this specific post-socialist rethinking,
individualism is now thought to be objective and set against a former collective
subjectivity in the GDR. In an inversion of Western thought, here in retrospect the
collective was ‘subjective,” in the sense of partial, whereas the individual is now the

agent of objectivity.

One could interpret the use of the German word ‘parteilich’ in the GDR in exactly this
post-socialist sense, namely as a synonym for a subjective perspective. A film could, for
instance, be accused of lack of ‘Parteilichkeit.” Since the root of this German word for
‘partiality’ is ‘Partei’ (party) however, it connotes at one and the same time ‘subjectivity’
and ‘toeing the party line.” Since in the GDR there was only the one party and one party
line, this paradoxically meant that either by being ‘parteilich’ (partial) one was not being
‘parteilich’ (toeing the line), or that everyone was ‘partial’ as part of the party, to which
of course there existed, at least officially, no alternative possibility. So GDR ideology’s
‘Parteilichkeit’ either situated the individual as being ‘partial’ in the sense of being
merely subjective, and hence being in opposition to the party line to which there was
supposedly no outside, or - and this was the more common use in this GDR context - it
demanded partiality of every citizen as part of the party, in the sense of being a mere part
in a larger subjective whole: collective subjectivity. Thus when a film was reprimanded
for being not ‘parteilich’ enough, as, for instance, in the reproach against a documentary
being too formalist, it meant that it was not ideologically partial enough towards the

official party line.

This inversed usage of subjectivity (the collective as partial) and objectivity (the
individual as making objective judgments) had implications for the way in which the
images are presented through the figure of the filmmaker-author-interviewer as an

individual. The following examines the question of image and narration in The Children
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of Golzow and how it relates to the films’ dry and distanced but not alienating style of

commenting and interviewing.

2.4.1 Negative Commentary to Positive Images

The relationship between the commentary and the image had specific implications in the
GDR. Usually, the images — and the image - of GDR reality were not very glamorous.
But their dreary look could be transcended and the image idealized through the use of
commentary. By and large, the commentary served as ‘rose-tinted spectacles’ with which
to view the mundane appearance of socialist reality in the GDR. And the Junges
recognize the commentary of their fourth Golzow film, When You Are 14 (GDR, 1969)
as doing exactly that.!** Together with These People Of Golzow — Analysis Of The
Circumstances Of A Place (GDR, 1984) these were the only Golzow films over which

the filmmakers did not have authorial control and had to submit to state intervention.142
Made for the twentieth anniversary of the state, When You Are 14 (GDR, 1969) was a
conventional, propagandistic documentary whose commentary, the most ideological of
the serial, had a containing effect and whose upbeat music expressed an overly bright
mood. Interestingly, this documentary and the next, The Exam (GDR, 1971), have the
most emphasis on learning as the reflection of acknowledged knowledge. This is the
most socialist realist documentary of the serial which through its subject matter — pupils

learning science - followed scientific socialism.

In all the other subsequent films of the serial, Winfried Junge’s commentary often casts
doubt on this heile Welt, this illusory coherence of the world. After he abandoned the
expository and observational style of the first films, which only had a descriptive and still
quite positive narration, his commentary became more negative and his questions took a
more provocative stance towards the presented reality. The filmmakers’ awareness of and
conscious insistence on off-screen narration becomes apparent in the commentary of
Screenplay: The Times, the group portrayal of the Golzow films, which is the most self-
reflexive. Screenplay: The Times begins as such: ‘This film will have a commentary. |
know this could cost him sympathies.”**® The serial continues to be criticized for its
dependence on the commentary, for telling more than showing: ‘The people are never
shown eating, celebrating or procreating’ a German newspaper actually complained.'**
The following question of the interviewer Ralf Schenk in the most recent publication
about the Children of Golzow confirms the above as a continuous myth of documentary

authenticity (in observed action) even today:
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Schenk: [...] from the very first minute [of When You Are 14] music and an

elaborate commentary is laid over the images, which, not only today, appears

quite overpowering. Why did you decide at the time after making Eleven

Years Old without commentary to take the step back?

Junge: A film with a really good authorial commentary need not be a ‘step

back.”'%
In Jochen - a Golzower from Philadelphia (FRG, 2001), in what could be interpreted by
the viewer as an unstaged scene, we see Jochen’s family entering the living room and
assembling around the table. However, Winfried Junge’s commentary discourages any
notion of this being an observed and thus normal situation, and with the same stroke
marks the image as inherently prone to deception and the language track as more truthful
than the image track:

‘Now the lighting has been set up in the parlour and that means: now do your

directing. That is difficult when there is actually nothing to film, though we

have the camera, which on days when something really does happen is often

missing. It only remains to have them be seated for the unpopular ‘interview’

and converse about what was, is, or will be.”
Through its self-reflexive commentary, the Golzow serial acknowledges that with a
project covering such a long time, the visits of the documentary team can only ever
represent the protagonist’s life and never “catch’ lives unawares, to use Dziga Vertov’s
expression for the fast track to documentary authenticity. What Junge says here not only
means that the documentation has inevitably missed opportunities, but it also suggests
that it has documented the missing of opportunities. Thus, the Children of Golzow serial
has found ways to witness and express change that is independent of direct observation

and includes the process of filmmaking by becoming self-reflexive.

2.4.2 Distance as Objective in Anglo-American Documentary and as Subjective in

Socialist Documentary

Whereas Anglo-American observational documentary argued against narration, and for
the image as that which is more objective and truthful, in the GDR the image could not
‘reveal’ a new ‘truth.” The ‘objectivity’ of the image in the GDR was predefined by the
ideology of the state. If the commentary did not turn the images into examples of
something positive, it would merely be regarded as subjective. On the other hand, the
alternate documentary route, of narration revealing ‘the truth,” which was rejected by the
observational Direct Cinema but practiced by Western non-fiction television, was not

available to the GDR filmmaker. Only when the image depicted something that was not
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part of socialist reality did it have to be criticized in the commentary. In this case, to
resist commenting and leave a scene as an observation could mean to defy the official
version. For instance, when in the observational Eleven Years Old (GDR, 1966), one of
the children is seen going to church with her father, this image of an activity deemed
controversial given the socialist state’s stance against the church, is left without
explanation. A commentary would have had to critique what is seen in the image as a
negative example:

That we left the film without commentary seems to be of importance for this

scene: if we had put a commentary to the images, we would probably not

have been able to avoid making a critical judgment here, which would then

certainly have had to correspond to the current official stance on the

church.'%
The portrayal of aspects of life under the socialist state in a negative light, however,
rarely happened. Socialist realism was defined by optimism: as the state was the
realization of a utopia, optimism was realist by nature. Whereas in Western journalistic
programmes, the commentary of the reporter would provide background revelations that
re-contextualize and question an otherwise superficial external reality, the official GDR
image was always already regarded to be objective and the GDR filmmaker as an
individual could not be more objective, i.e. they could not individually disclose a more
objective truth. The individual was only good as a copy of the model socialist citizen in
the Platonic sense judged according to how much he or she resembled the underlying

ideal.

Furthermore, since everyone was supposed to be equal and working for the same goal in
a socialist society, the notion of scientific distance did not assure objectivity. Because
everyone, by socialist definition, had the same perspective, a distanced position could
only be subjective. Lenin’s theory of reflection determined a science without distance.
‘Scientific socialism’, the underlying idea that informed State Socialism, distinguished
objectivity and science from distanced observation. This was distinct from the approach
of being scientific by being distanced that motivated the American observational cinema
and — as a counter-reaction — also the ‘New Subjectivities’ of Anglo-American
documentary:

It is not difficult to imagine observational cinema of the 1960s as a cinematic

variant of the social scientific approach to which [Clifford] Geertz

disparagingly refers, an approach in which generalizable truths about

institutions or human behaviour can be extrapolated from small but closely
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monitored case studies [e.g., Primary (1960), High School (1969), An

American Family (1973)].*
What a social scientific experiment meant in a capitalist system (based on the individual
family unit and other institutions) differed from the notion of scientific socialism in a
communist system based on equality, where science is not defined through distance. It is
for these reasons that Winfried Junge interpretes his de-mystifying and dry comments as
subjective rather than objective, like a television reporter from the West would have done
with the same narration:

WJ: Television means that much is based on the word. And it is therefore

important to narrate the film to the audience from the stance of the author.

Purists among documentarists can say that this is not the way to do it; that

this is not a convincing document; that it is not objective, but rather very

subjective. But there are no objective documents.'*®
Symptomatically, Junge’s association of reporting with subjectivity rather than
objectivity is relayed through presenting reporting as self-reflexive in a scene shot in
1983, but only reworked as a self-reflexive one in 1992 for Screenplay: The Times. In
contrast to a “Western’ reporter, and perhaps particularly to a West German one as the
individual embodiment of objectivity, here paradoxically the documentary filmmaker
reveals the way in which his documentary had been made by acting as a reporter. The
sequence begins with his off-screen-commentary:

‘We decided to begin the shot in front of the signpost [of Golzow] years ago.

GDR TV had commissioned the film from us. And | thought: TV is, when the

journalist reports on site. Then it looked like this. Today | will use self-

censorship.’
First, we see Junge standing in front of the camera and next to the signpost in an earlier
photograph. This is then faded into the same scene in the present and on film. The date ‘3
October 1983’ appears in the subtitles. Junge narrates from within his image: ‘When we
speak of people and times, we must speak of ourselves too. Perhaps it is time to step out
in front of the camera.” A monotone blue image appears with the word *Schnitt,” German
for “cut,” in the centre to foreground that here had been self-editing. Then, continuing
with the previous scene, Junge says whilst the cameraman Hans-Eberhard Leupold steps
out from behind the camera and joins him in the image: ‘We’ve known Golzow for
almost a quarter of a century and have accompanied our children here.” Another blue
frame filler with the German word for “‘cut’ appears. Subsequently, we are back with the
filmmaker stating next to his cameraman that: “We’ve been chroniclers of peace kept and

lived.” When the word “cut’ appears again after this, it not only indicates self-censorship,
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but censorship and thus not at all objectivity, as it is ironically inserted between depicting
the serial as a chronicler of peace and a reference to happy ending as fiction or, more

specifically, myth: ‘And as they say in fairy-tales: they lived happily ever after.”**

2.4.3 Negative Questions for an Optimistic Protagonist

It is not only the optimistic official images - metaphorically speaking - that Junge’s
narration questions. In the interviews, his critical response also counters the upbeat
assertions of his protagonists. This can be seen, for instance, when the Junges say that
Dieter’s personality, who often found himself in denial of the diverse impediments he
came up against, prompted the filmmaker to probe him about his positive self-
descriptions. In A Guy Like Dieter - Native of Golzow (FRG, 1999), in a scene shot
before reunification, Winfried Junge asks Dieter:

Winfried: ‘So what didn’t go as you expected it to?’

Dieter: “What didn’t work out? Why? It is all is going smoothly.’

Winfried: ‘Really?’

Dieter: “We got a flat at the first attempt. And now I’ve got a Kindergarden

place for the little one. First none and now three to chose from. Apart from

that, on the whole | am quite content.”**®
Here as well, the filmmaker’s interpretation of the events appears to be more negative
than that of his protagonists. The filmmakers describe Dieter’s approach to a negative
reality with the German term ‘Uberspielen’ (meaning to cover-up, but literally to act over
something). Symptomatically, they use an analogy to a figure from a Grimm’s fairy tale
to sketch his character:***

BJ: Dieter is someone, who covers over a lot of things, a Hans-im-Glick,

who leaves with a gold nugget and returns with a stone which to top it all he

then throws into the water. He always falls on his nose and then gets up

again. At the end of the day, everything is always fine. In this situation one

must ask quite pessimistically, whether really everything is so good, to hear

from him how things presently stand. Because otherwise one would certainly

be told only that everything is going fine.™
The appearance of reality as positive here is seen as a cover-up achieved by acting. Thus,
the essence of reality is defined as negative. Contrary to socialist realism, this thinking
rather echoes the one behind the bleak look of Western social realism, which classifies
reality through negativity. There, violence and poverty are markers for realism, and
glamour is regarded as fantasy. But optimism in capitalism differs from optimism in
socialism. Capitalist optimism is utilised to achieve things which have not yet happened,
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or to sell something that actually does not merit such positive description, as otherwise
the expressive optimist would not make a profit by selling it to someone who believes
their assertions. Thus whereas capitalist optimism might inherently be based on
deception in order to attain profit, socialist optimism is supposed to reflect back on the
speaking subject articulating such a positive stance as it grows in socialism. In an
anticipatory movement, in socialism, the enunciator is supposedly shaped by the
optimistic utterance he or she is encouraged to make. In this vein, Dieter’s positive
attitude thus mirrors that expected of socialist realism. In contrast to critical realism,

193 socialist

where the negative element rules and ‘the pathos of exposing dominates,
realism was affirmative. With respect to reality and documentary, this allegedly
uncritical realism meant that the act of affirmation was pushed upon and internalized by
the social actors. The positive responses of the GDR citizens were effectively guarded by
a very critical system that did not allow any criticism.

W.J: Well, independent of Dieter’s personality, it was also the influence of the

camera. It is true that he reacted like that; “‘take it easy’ is a fitting description

for him. But on the whole - I don’t want to generalise - but, people in the

GDR thought, when a camera is directed at us we say what they want us to

say.

BJ: To preserve the state.™
The filmmakers occasionally pursued opportunistic answers to pre-empt censorship and
get their films approved. Because the GDR state upheld its own image as a positive one,
it could have repressed self-reflexivity as potentially and undesirably self-critical.
Nonetheless (and perhaps also because GDR censorship focussed on television rather
than film), the serial became self-reflexive already under GDR objectives. The children
of Golzow were deliberately not socialist heroes, and the serial was not socialist realist.
T