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When in June 1939 Pare Lorentz asked Joris Ivens to make a film on rural electrification a working relationship started for over one year, between two masters of documentary, in fact representing two schools of documentary unto themselves: the school of social journalism and the political documentary. Both benefited of the strict conditions and limitations in which Lorentz, with his power as head of the U.S. Film Services, forced the production. Lorentz got another 'Film of Merit' he wanted for his commissioners, in the impressive series of The Plow That Broke the Plains, The River, The Fight for Life, The Land and the not-realized Ecce Homo. According to Robert Sklar Ivens' documentary Power and the Land ' was perhaps the most effective film made to promote President Franklin D. Roosevelt's New deal policies'.
 Effective because millions of farmers saw the film and supported the building of cooperatives which had an enormous impact on the revolutionary change of the rural area, the welfare of the farmers and the economy of the US. 

And Ivens got his 'ideal documentary', proofing his vision on a dramatic approach. A key film in the middle of his film career, covering many of his characteristic and complex themes: the pastoral, industrial progress shaping prosperity and happiness, ideas on peoples democracy, combined with autobiographical notions. It's not without reason that Ivens wrote a complete chapter in his first autobiography 'The Camera and I' about Power and the Land, the first draft chapter written shortly after the shoot was over in November 1939, when his experiences were still fresh and vivid. Ivens was very satisfied with the result, according to him Power and the Land was a laboratory of filmmaking, which could become a model: on the field of personalization of the documentary, using re-enactment, working with non-actors, building a real team at the time when the 'one-man-documentary' was over and creating a strong unity between picture, sound, commentary and content.  

Mutually influences, tensions and a kind of sound competition between Lorentz and Ivens improved the result. Both men never published about their conflicts, probably because they had too much respect for each others achievements and they disliked gossiping. The film production has been well documented by Ivens and preserved in the Joris Ivens Archives, however especially on the issue of their relationship only a few bits and pieces are left: one letter of Lorentz to Ivens and unveiling parts of the typoscript / manuscript of Ivens autobiography which were skipped by Ivens before publication. This article is trying to reconstruct their relationship. 

The start

In the 'Garden of Allah', a hostelry in Beverly Hills, where Lorentz lived in a bungalow when working in Hollywood, he for the first time discussed with Ivens the commission of production nr. 5 for the United States Film Services. Before this meeting Lorentz had guided Ivens through the United Artists studios on the set, where The Fight for Life was shot.
 The Fight for Life is a motion picture dramatization, over two-third shot silently in the Chicago Maternity Centre, in tenement homes of expectant mothers, shot in the industrial cities of the Midwest.
 One-third of the film, the direct dialogue sequences, were shot in Hollywood, with two professional actors, the shooting lasting until the beginning of September. Both Lorentz and Ivens were very much interested in creating documentary film with the same dramatic impact as a feature film by trying to find new ways of filmmaking to realize this. The Fight for Life, an innovative experiment both technical and artistic, was based on the book of Paul de Kruif, published one year before with the same title. De Kruif, bacteriologist and 'America's first great science writer', had an international reputation as a successful writer of million selling pop science books, like 'Microbe Hunters', 'Hunger Fighters' and 'Men Against Death'. In autumn 1936 De Kruif, who was a son of Dutch immigrants and lived in the Dutch city Holland in Michigan, already had asked Ivens, to film his book 'Why Keep Them Alive? ', about the backward health care situation for the poor in Detroit. With his books De Kruif was capable of engaging a large public in actual social subjects by dramatizing the story, 'the facts don't matter quite as much as the overall sense of the story'.
 He became an advisor to President Roosevelt' s March of Dimes campaign against polio and flirted with communism in the 1930s. and 1940s. Although the script wasn't filmed by Ivens it shows that both Ivens and Lorentz were attracted by the same social subjects and narrative approach of De Kruif and his attempt to reach millions.

Critique

In the same month - June 1939-  when he asked Ivens, Lorentz published a 'critique' on Ivens' The 400 Million, premiered in March, in 'McCall's', which was quite severe. 'Yet here was a great cameraman, a fine scenario writer (donating his services, I imagine), and a first-class composer, all failing to create a moving and original piece of work for the obvious reason that no one man sat down and sweated to weave all the threads into a simple, clear, well-designed movie…the scenes were long and not too well edited, the narration did not have a concise and straight design'.
  Lorentz was fully aware of the difficulties during the shooting 'in the thick of war', the censorship and lack of funding, but this didn't make him any softer in his opinion. Ivens himself was far from satisfied with his film on the Japanese invasion in China either, he even considered destroying all negative material after watching the rushes after seven month of shooting in China. He wrote his producer that this film could endanger his reputation. Only because of support by Dashiell Hammett, John Howard Lawson and Dudley Nichols, who saw the rushes and encouraged Ivens to continue, the film was finished. Lorentz' blunt and strong review must have sharpened Ivens' will to get his 'artistic revenge'. From his part Lorentz, being fully aware of Ivens' failings and traps, must have thought that he himself could be capable to become 'the one man sitting down and sweating to weave all threads' and indeed at several essential moments during the production Lorentz interfered directly and strongly, without it the film would have become quite different. 

Also Lorentz' personal opinion on Ivens' regular editor and partner Helen van Dongen, 'probably the most banal and redundant film editor ever to handle motion pictures, particularly important and sometimes beautiful films' even more must have sharpened the competition between Lorentz as the producer at one side and the couple Ivens/Van Dongen as the director and editor on the other. Lorentz opinion wasn't the general one, Richard Barsam called Helen van Dongen 'one of the most gifted, creative, skilled editors in non fiction film history, Paul Rotha described the collaboration between Ivens and Van Dongen as 'one of the most fruitful in film history' and Robert Flaherty was that impressed by her qualities that he asked her to do the editing of Louisiana Story. 

Why did Lorentz ask for Ivens?

Lorentz selected his crew members on merit basis, and described Ivens as 'people of well-established reputation'. This reputation was gained by a filmmaker who only arrived in the USA three years before, on February 18 th 1936. Richard Griffith, former director of MoMA Film Department remembers: 'To us in the United States, Joris Ivens was a harbinger. Ivens’ arrival, and the impact of his films, acted as a catalyst upon a number of growing American tendencies striving towards ‘the film of life’. What was most impressive to us then was the extremely personal style he had achieved in what had previously been thought of as an impersonal form of the medium –‘the film without joy’, as the Russians had called the documentary.’
 In the same year Ivens' film New Earth was selected the second best foreign film by the National Board of Review of Motion Pictures. Especially Paul Strand, Ralph Steiner and Leo Hurwitz, members of Nykino, a film outfit in New York founded in 1934, who had just finished their contribution to Lorentz' The Plow That Broke The Plains were excited and inspired by Ivens' arrival. Leo Hurwitz stated: 'We immediately became friends, he was a model'. Irving Lerner, another Nykino member wrote an enthusiastic review: ‘No documentary films ever shown here before have been as exciting, stimulating, dynamic, tense and brilliant in execution of their purposes’.
 He regarded Ivens’ arrival as ‘a turning point and a shot in the arm. It was assistance from a recognized filmmaker who confirmed the theories of Nykino’, who wanted to create a new style of ‘synthetic’ documentary to get rid of the existing practice of documentary film making familiar from productions of the Film and Photo League, which was primarily based on newsreels and compilations. In their opinion, this style was too limited and didn’t reach the masses.
  The screening of Ivens film programmes attracted general interest, The New York Times compared Ivens' with his compatriot Vincent Van Gogh and in April the Tennesse Valley Authority asked Ivens whether he would be interested to do a TVA picture. In July he left for Hollywood and a local newspaper wrote: 'The first foreigner to make it in Hollywood by making documentaries'. After his debut in Hollywood  a production group Contemporary Historians Inc. was created, with the involvement of Archibald MacLeish, Joris Ivens, John Dos Passos, Ernest Hemingway, Lillian Hellman, Clifford Odets and Herman Shumlin to make a Spanish film. Between December 31 and April 27, 1937 Ivens, with John Ferno and Ernest Hemingway, shot a documentary to support the democratic elected Republicans in Spain in their fight against the fascists and raise money for ambulances in the US. On July 8th 1937 The Spanish Earth had been presented to president Franklin D. Roosevelt and his wife Eleanor at the White House by Joris Ivens, Ernest Hemingway and Martha Gellhorn. Afterwards a similar production group was created by Ivens, including himself, McLeish and Hemingway and the support of Luise Rainer to make a Chinese film. Between January 21st 1938 and August 20th Ivens was in China together with Robert Capa and John Ferno to shoot the fight of the Chinese factions against the Japanese invader. 
Originally it was Floyd Crosby, at least according to Pare Lorentz' recollection, who recommended Ivens to him.
 Crosby, Lorentz' regular cameraman, who was contributing cinematographer for The River and Ecce Homo and director of photography for The Fight For Life, headed the anti-fascist Motion Picture Guild in Los Angeles, founded earlier that year by among others Lillian Hellman, Dudley Nichols and Frank Tuttle, all friends of Ivens.   

Who was in charge?


From the beginning the division of tasks and responsibilities between Lorentz and Ivens and who was in charge for what was not clear. 'The assignment was still kind of vague', Ivens wrote in December 1939. In a manuscript describing the first days of the production between July 27 and August 6 Ivens notates: 'Function: Director in field and indoor (Aug., Sept., Oct.) or: full resp. in editing with v. D. Credits: will develop out of work. U.S. Film Service P. Lorentz producer, J. Ivens director or: a film by Joris Ivens. 2) I accepted two possibilities: 1- director outdoor shooting; 2- director of whole picture. To be decided in process of work'.
  This confusion was maybe due to the fact that the sponsors of the film, the REA had the impression that Lorentz himself would make the film and they were not aware of the fact that he commissioned Ivens to replace him.
 'Their concern made it necessary for Lorentz to maintain supervision over the film', concluded Robert L. Snyder. However the Washington staff must have been fully aware of Ivens being involved as the director. The telegrams between August '39 and November to and fro Washington and Ivens on the set, the visits on location of at least seven REA agents during the shooting and the personal contact of Ivens with staff members like director of Information and research Division Ramsey and assistant Phillips make it doubtful to think that REA would not have imagined that Ivens was the director.
    

Maybe Ivens' controversial political position made Lorentz cautious not to worry his sponsors too much and keep the division of responsibilities as vague as possible. But it mainly had to do with Lorentz wish to write the commentary himself, take over supervision again after shooting and get his ideas on documentary realized. 'Lorentz wrote Ivens that he tried without success to interest John Steinbeck in writing the narration. Lorentz then decided to write the narration himself' concluded Snyder after reading Lorentz letter to Ivens on November 20th, four days after the last shoot in St. Clairvilles. Ivens already knew that Steinbeck couldn't be involved because he met John Steinbeck on August 1, 2 and 5 and asked him to do the script. Steinbeck agreed to do the dialogues, but Lorentz himself already in August rejected Steinbeck to come in the field because of lack of money.
 The delay of almost half a year -between the last day of shoot in November 16 1939 and the postproduction in May till August 1940 only was caused by Lorentz attempts to write the commentary himself. When he failed, for obvious reasons that he was far too busy with finishing The Fight of Life, Ecce Homo and to defend the USFS against political attacks, it arose some complaints by his sponsors, who wanted the film ready as soon as possible to impress the Senators and members of Congress at a moment that the support of funding the USFS was diminishing rapidly. Harry Slattery, REA administrator, wrote Lorentz in April 1940: 'I can say with utmost sincerity that I believe that your interests have suffered somewhat for lack of the rural electrification film'.
 Two days later a new writer and composer were commissioned by Lorentz to finalize the commentary and music. At the end, on June 27th 1940, Lorentz decided that he didn't want any personal credit at all on the titles and also the USFS isn't mentioned, because it was closed down.
  

The relationship between director, producer and sponsor

In his series of lectures on 'Collaboration in Documentary Film' held in January 1940 Ivens theorizes about the relationship between the director, sponsor and producer: 'Bad thing for an experienced director to be separated from the sponsor by the producer. He seems to protect the sponsor from the temperament of the director, and the director from the misunderstanding of the sponsor, but a valuable closeness to the perspectives of the firm of institution is thereby lost.'
 Ivens must have thought of his experience with Lorentz and REA. In the beginning Lorentz strategy pleased Ivens. 'Pare Lorentz had done all preliminary talking and research with the government people. I came in hurriedly and caught up later with the more basic knowledge of the subject. Certainly, Lorentz had the right approach. He suggested that to avoid loss of time at this stage of the production, we stay away from Washington..'

This strategy indeed helped to give the film a smashing start, within two months after commission Ivens started shooting. But already during the shooting Ivens had to encounter many problems with the sponsor represented by about seven different REA agents only interested in one single aspect of electrification. '…I had fought most of those people in the field already. I wasn't protected.' Ivens complained.
 'The one thing that was missing was still when you actually came to production was the man to be your contact with your sponsor. Because in that time Lorentz was there, but was so busy on his own production that it didn't work'.
 Very soon, by his first visit to Washington Ivens approached Ramsay and Philips to become his contact persons with REA. He then felt tensions between the sponsor and the producer which made the situation even more complicated: 'They were against Lorentz'.
 

Although Lorentz and Ivens agreed to solve certain problems 'during process of work' this didn't work out in every respect. 

'It's your picture'

'Script: freedom change in reality…' Ivens hopefully noted in his diary after his first talks with Lorentz who answered with: 'it's your picture'. Even in his letter of November 20 Lorentz stated: 'As I told you in California, it is my desire as Director of the U.S.F.S. to have as little to do with the direction of the work of the people of well-established reputation who are working for us as it is humanly possible'. However Ivens experienced less freedom than hoped for and Lorentz forced Ivens to change the film against his will. At least on six essential moments Lorentz influenced the film energetically:

1
June and July 1939: The script outline

At the beginning the first script outline of Charles Walker, REA researcher, was rejected by Lorentz, who transformed it into a simple and very effective 'From dawn to dusk'-concept, modelled after an old silent movie with the same title. Ivens benefited a lot from this simple concept, making the structure, balance and rhythm of the film more clear and simple as his previous films on China and Spain. Paul Rotha concluded that Ivens 'recognized that a dialectical and controversial onslaught could not possibly convince the audience for which it was intended…'
 This simple structure fitted the rural context of the film perfectly and improved a lasting impact on audiences.

2 
August 1939: The location

Before shooting Lorentz advised Ivens to look for a farm in the Midwest where Lorentz maternal grandmother had come from.
 Ivens suggests in his autobiography that he didn't get any clue where to film and that he spent much time and energy in finding the right farm. 'Where to go? What state? What kind of farm? …We got a list of fifty counties…we finally whittled down to fifty county agencies. I visited the farms suggested…At each different location we had to explain the whole thing to the county agent'
 In fact Ivens travelled right away to Bloomington to shoot cornfields to be used for Ecce Homo by Lorentz, who knew the place because his grandmother had lived in the neighbourhood. According to notations of Ivens' diary he only visited with Ed Locke some four farms, maybe he visited more and didn't mention it, but it didn't look like an arduous research. He started on August 14th, visited the Parkinson family on the 17th, returned on the 19th and shipped all equipment to the farm on the 20th. Indeed Ivens got much information from the REA, in the files of Power and the Land we find a lot of maps of many states with names and locations of farms, but very few were used by Ivens to find his average role model farm and landscape. 

A rightful selection of the farm and family was crucial for the purpose of the film: to reach and convince as many farmers in the US as possible. The selection itself of the Parkinson family and farm in the beautiful rolling hills of Ohio was entirely Ivens' decision, based on intuition and subjective autobiographical references. Mrs. Hazel Parkinson looked like Ivens' mother, both in physical appearance as well as in her open character with a down-to-earth, worldly and Christian vision. The composition of the family almost paralleled the Ivens family and the hills reminded him of the hills and nature surrounding his birthplace Nijmegen where Ivens used to play in his childhood.
 Apparently both Lorentz and Ivens shared nostalgic feelings about the place.

3 
July - November 20, 1939: The three reel length

This was decided from the beginning and it caused a conflict between Ivens and Lorentz after all the rushes were done, because Ivens shot much more - like Robert Flaherty did, who at the same time was working on The Land- than agreed upon. However when Lorentz during a meeting on November 21 stressed with strongest words that Ivens should stick to a short film, Ivens reacted that he always knew it would become a short film.
 In consequence Ivens had to leave out some essential sequences.

4
July 1939 - October 6, 1939: The decision to leave the most dramatic conflict out

During his lecture for the Columbia University in December 1939 Ivens made a statement about his documentary approach:  'In my opinion it is necessary to find the social reality, then to find the essential dram in reality….there must be a place in the film where the maker and the audience get emotionally involved in the subject, where you are extremely happy, or angry -where love and hate enter into the picture.'  According to Ivens 'The real drama of rural electrification in the United States is the conflict with the private utilities, who refuse to put up lines to farmers, but who fight any attempt by farmers to put up their own. In our film on this subject, we had a task into which this natural drama did not fit as a main line, but it will be there - in a short passionate speech by one angry farmer.' It was Lorentz who forced Ivens to leave this essential drama out and here the difference between the two schools of documentary, the political documentary represented by Ivens and the social journalism represented by Lorentz, became most obvious. Lorentz was advocate of a non-political vision, similar to The Fight For Life, where: 'The problem of unemployment and poverty in industrial cities is central to the film. However, no special interest is designated as being responsible for the conditions, nor is any specific federal program offered or implied as the solution'
 Even so the film was banned in Chicago, so Lorentz could boast on some experience and arguments to be cautious for controversial items. Ivens on his part never made a film without showing a solution and hopeful ending. Due to his Hegelian and Catholic upbringing, his optimistic character of a liberal entrepreneur and Marxist ideology a Happy Ending was his second nature, so natural that is has been overlooked by almost everybody that all 80 films do have the same final. Even without presenting the 'essential drama' Ivens was able to stick to this vision.

5 
November 20, 21: The decision to leave the barn fire and creamery scene out

Ivens had high hopes that Lorentz would understand that a real documentary cannot be made behind a desk and restricted by a rigid script. A documentary filmmaker has to be prepared to encounter 'the disappointment of the clash between conception, subjectivity and its reality' and adapt to what he finds in reality. This was Ivens' strength, being 'extremely sensitive to this clash with reality', his capacity to use and integrate unpredicted situations in reality. He even made some theory about it stating in his university lectures after the shooting of Power and the Land that a writer and director should collaborate intensively, also on location, 'shaping the constant change of reality into the dramatic structure of the growing work, and becoming interested and involved in social, political, and even seasonal changes in the environment.' 
 Ed Locke and Joris Ivens succeeded in creating this teamwork and in the 'Original R.E.A. script' dated August 28, all kind of alterations were included based on what they had found during the preparatory phase of only one week staying on the Parkinson farm. For instance the role of Bip, the youngest son, expanded. We see him playing with a sunflower and teasing his father, although in the early script he was supposed to be interested in electronic gadgets. The dinner scene was expanded and used twice, both in the first as well at the end of the second part, and a long sequence in which 'Bip goes to town' with a truck to pay a visit to a model creamery, and encountering 'the worst of farm disasters', a barn fire, caused by a kerosene lamp, on the way home. Lorentz was aware of this script and in a telegram of September 13 he explains to Ivens that he still didn't understand the scene.
 However, obviously he didn't comment on the rushes of the barn fire made on September 22 and 27, when he had a meeting with Ivens in New York in the week between October 5 and 10. According to Snyder and Waugh Lorentz at that occasion replaced cameraman Ornitz by Floyd Crosby because he wanted to avoid further additions to the script. But on October 14 Crosby shot the third part of the barn fire. Probably Ivens wanted to convince Lorentz of the necessity of including this sequence by finishing a striking sequence. 'A producer has to have respect for accomplished work' Ivens wrote in his lecture about collaboration in documentary, but in this case the producer Lorentz had also to consider other interests.

Lorentz must have rejected the complete sequence of 'Bip visiting the creamery and the barn fire on the way back' after all shooting was done. This of course had to do with the limited three reel length of the film, when he found out that Ivens shot too much and this dramatic scene could harm the rhythm and peaceful setting of the film. According to notations of his talk with Lorentz on November 21 there also was a difference of opinion about the personalization of the film. Lorentz wanted this to be treated only in the second half, when electricity had been settled, as Ivens wanted it right from the start, throughout the complete film. William Alexander suggests that Lorentz's suppression of the barn sequence, with the implied indictment of the utility companies, was an attempt to remove as much controversy as possible. It was well known that the private companies violated farmers for their own initiatives to bring electricity to their farms by putting farms in fire. This message wouldn't encourage farmers to join the cooperatives. According to Zalzman the REA was 'shocked' by the scene.

Although Ivens was forced to compress the film even more after the late November wrap-up it seems as if Lorentz himself was in favour of expanding the film even more. One version of the script, probably including some manuscripts of Lorentz and made during wintertime 1940, indicts a sequence where the nationwide impact of REA policies are shown. Perhaps the new technology used to make the landslide black maps with highlighting states and numbers inspired him to show footage around the US presenting new facilities and applications of electricity. .: 'in New England we see surveyors at work, staking out lines. In the South, poles and equipment rolled off box cars by Negroes. In the Far West, hole digging machines. In the Southwest, pole setting in a landscape of tall straight cactus. In the Plains, wire stringing. In the Middle West, wire stringing. On our own farm setting the last pole and wire stringing…'
 Always interfered by the lighting of the REA map footage from Pegua Ohio, North Carolina, Nevada or Wyoming, an Indian Reservation, Wisconsin, Minnesota or Florida could present the benefits of electrification for all kinds of applications: sheep being shaved with electric clippers, fishermen refrigerating their catch, spraying fruits and vegetables etc. One notices similarity with the script of Lorentz for Ecce Homo, as well as The River, and with Ivens' maps used in Komsomol. Lack of money must have prevented this sequence. 

Would the film have been better when all the left outs were included after all?  One can argue that much of the beauty and intimate strength of Power and the Land derives from the simplicity, the narrative flow focussing on the family context and the landscape, creating  the unity of location and time, an old classical trick. The proposed scenes would have deepened the social environment beyond the family context.
 Only the sudden images of the electric plant in the city, 'the outside world', which appears to divide the first from the second part as well as the sequence in the school directly afterwards disturb with a strong effect the harmonious pictures in and around the Parkinson farm before and after, when the idyll and traditional intimacy returns. 

6 
October 6: The decision to replace cameraman Ornitz by Crosby

In literature about Power and the Land as well as in reviews Floyd Crosby receives much credit for the beautiful photography. And the cameraman who started shooting on August 22, Arthur Ornitz always was put aside being unexperienced. It was Lorentz who decided on October 6th to replace Arthur Ornitz by Crosby. 'I feel that the one serious problem I have found with your production was with your cameraman, which wasn' t competent enough for the job', Lorentz wrote in his letter to Ivens on November 20. That Lorentz had full confidence in Crosby is obvious, they worked together for years, during The River and Ecce Homo. If Crosby wasn't occupied by shooting The Fight For Life in Hollywood with Lorentz, which was finished in the beginning of September, he probably was asked from the start. However this move of Lorentz also was ment to improve the direction of Ivens and avoid alterations of the script. 'It was hoped that Crosby's presence would stabilize the crew and Ivens…Once Crosby's first rushes were viewed, Ivens' direction picked up immediately…Even the Parkinsons were aware of the improvement in the work after Crosby arrived', writes Robert L. Snyder. These observations were based on interviews made 25 years after the shooting. They contradict with the text in Ivens' diary on September 15: 'see rushes for second time. We need a stronger filter. I'm satisfied,' and on September 24: 'See rushes with Peter + wife and Helen. I'm very enthusiastic'. Arthur Ornitz was 20 years of age, had worked on various 16 mm. and underground projects, had organized sharecroppers on an unfinished film project for the Steinbeck committee in the South and was member of the Los Angeles radical film community, whom Ivens had met during his Hollywood visits.
  Of course Crosby had better professional credentials (Tabu, Murnau), and he got along very well with Ivens, who asked him to do the photography of Ivens' next project New Frontiers in 1940. But Ornitz shot, despite troubles with the Eyemo, some of the most impressive pictures of the film, including the playful 'sunflower' episode between father and son in the cornfield and the lyrical early morning pasture material with the horses in the fog. According to Ornitz own memories Crosby made only15% of the shoot.
 Maybe Lorentz dissatisfaction had to do with the car crash on September 24 when Ornitz was sent to jail, which costs Ivens 375 $ to get him free. However during the shooting of Crosby some major incidents happened as well, the barn fire and the loss of equipment, when they left it negligent in public in an open car, which made Ivens very angry. Maybe it only was a matter of reputation, which Crosby had and Ornitz didn't at that time. After all Ornitz deserves more credit than received. 

The ideal of a documentary organisation

In June 1939, when the relationship between Lorentz and Ivens started, Joris Ivens had been elected president of the Association of Documentary Film Producers, probably the first non-profit international organisation of documentary filmmakers, to improve artistic and technical standards of independent, creative films and to promote  wider production and distribution. Ivens' concern about the relationship between filmmaker, producer and sponsor was therefore not only personal and limited to his own film projects, but also had to do with his broader vision on the development of the documentary film field. The ADFP was initiated by Mary Losey, the sister of Joseph Losey, who made an inspection tour in 1938 to investigate the structure of the British documentary movement. John Grierson had established a group of filmmakers and units producing hundreds of documentaries for public services and private sponsors like the General Post Office, Imperial Airways, British Gas and Petroleum Industries. After moving to Canada Grierson succeeded in securing passage of a bill establishing a National Film Board, which became a lighting model for Ivens. According to Ivens after the hugely successful fall offensive in documentary at the New York World's Fair the need for co-ordination and a kind of structure in the US similar to Canada became urgent.
 'The day of the one-man documentary film is over. The problems are too manifold and the processes too complex to be handled satisfactory by a single man', was the opening line of Ivens university lecture., delivered directly after the shoot of Power an the Land was finished. He predicted that in the future larger units, teams of specialists were needed. 'Understanding of the relationships within such a group is of vital importance to the profundity and quality of our documentary film'. When mentioning examples of existing teams Ivens also gives a judgement about Lorentz, which was skipped in the draft of 'Ideas in Documentary Films',
 'Lorentz has a team but he is a very dominating factor. A completely dominating man. He doesn't give the members of his unit much freedom of expression - Or he didn't then. In The Fight For Life Lorentz was at the same time mostly the writer of his scripts and of his commentary. He didn't rely so much on the teamwork.'
 

In contrast the British G.P.O. is a real team and gives a very striking example, according to Ivens, who continues his text by describing several opportunities in the USA to organise similar structures: 'The United States Film Service could have had this kind of a focusing point, you could say in the sense of the British outfit but as a general buffer between sponsor and director and giving experience to all units so that Lorentz would have been the first documentary film producer, you could say. Lorentz, or somebody else in the U.S. Film Service. The kind of function that Grierson had in England. Lorentz' personal character doesn' t work that way. His mind doesn' t work that way. He missed there. He had not at all the urge to develop somebody else. He never took documentary films seriously in a way. He never even wanted the word documentary put on his films. He thought he was doing something special. I think we missed there. We had to consolidate a real movement that was just starting. That could have been a central organisation there.

Would the Ohio film have been a simpler job if there was such an organisation? Also the experience of the Ohio film would have been carried on immediately in that unit. If there had been more units working would have had a change of experience. Another thing, the attacks that came later to the United States Film Services, we would have been much stronger in the whole argument. Now they could attack it and say they have only done three films in three years but there the overhead costs would have been divided among ten films. And by comparison there is not much satisfaction in a post mortem in a book five years later.

That missing we will come later on that we found that the Association of the Documentary Film Producers - everyone working in that field wanted to get together with other people and exchange experiences and talk about the general relation to the sponsor itself.

The third then could have been the Rockefeller film center. There have been three opportunities missed in the United States.'

At first sight Ivens' opinion about Lorentz' vision sounds rather awkward, but two articles on documentary film written by Lorentz at the beginning and end of Power and the Land support Ivens' strong arguments. Lorentz judgement on documentary film, as expressed in two articles in McCall's 'The Documentary Film' (August 1939) and 'Good Art, Good Propaganda' (July 1940) were indeed not very encouraging. 'Just the words 'documentary' and 'factual' gives me a headache, because for the past four years I myself have been working with what have unfortunately come to be known generally as 'documentary' films.' According to his harsh opinion most documentaries are boring, with aimless direction, a meaningless score and third-rate photography. Unless the documentary filmmaker is striving to have as good photography, editing and music as Hollywood, he doesn't think that this genre will be of any importance for the public. Underneath this critique lies a deeper conviction opposing political documentary, or even Ivens personally, when describing: '…the  extreme left-wingers in movies have taken the attitude because a movie is liberal it is therefore 'good'. …while I am personally in favour of the Chinese winning their own country away from the Japanese… I do not feel that just because a man has made a picture dealing with these subjects he had made a 'good' movie. .. they argue that their cause justifies their work - their work must be considered important because their faith is the true faith'. Ivens didn't have this opinion at all and stressed over and over again that only the best artistic quality, as good as a Hollywood film, was good enough for documentary film. In fact he shared Lorentz' statement 'Good art, good propaganda'.  

According to Lorentz there wasn' t a documentary movement, only some talents. 'Personally, I feel that if there ever was a movement, a school, a development, it is practically stopped dead in its tracks'. More peculiar, Lorentz denied the potency of his own position, when stating: '…with the proved audience interest in factual films, it seems nothing short of stupid that no producer yet has entered this field in a full and intelligent manner'. And Lorentz himself, Ivens could have asked? Obviously 'his mind didn't work that way.' In a letter to his parents written April 22, 1940 Ivens wrote quite direct: 'A good film director but no organizer'.

Within this context it's easier to understand why Lorentz did'nt became a member of the AFDP. Virtually every documentarist in the USA was gathered in the AFDP except Lorentz. Besides Ivens, Lionel Berman, Joseph and Mary Losey, Paul Strand, Willard Van Dyke, William Osgood Field, Shirley Burden and Irving A. Jacoby formed the Board of Directors. Many well known documentary filmmakers, publishers, composers, editors and cameramen joined the ADFP like: James Beveridge, Luis Buñuel, Floyd Crosby, Robert Flaherty, Richard Griffith, John Grierson, Alexander Hackenschmied, Lora Hays, Leo Hurwitz, Jay Leyda, Helen van Dongen, Douglas Moore, Herbert Klein, Leo Seltzer and Ralph Steiner. 

Power and the Land was the last production of the USFS, which even didn't exist anymore when Ivens' film was premiered in August 31, 1940 in St. Clairsville. 'If Power and the Land could have been released in the spring of 1940, some congressmen might have seen more value in movie making', argued Snyder.
 The original time schedule, agreed upon in June 1939 aimed for three months of shooting and two months of editing, through which the film could have been ready in January 1940. Although Snyder suggest that Ivens was more or less to blame for this delay - although he only surpassed the deadline of shooting with two days, also due to the fact that REA needed twenty-three instead of five days to install the equipment- it was a strategic and fatal miscalculation of Lorentz himself to postpone the finishing of the film, by trying to do the commentary by himself.     

In spring 1940, when the Congress abolished the USFS, Lorentz resigned and tried to set up a production unit of his own. Ivens would be involved in many documentary organisations afterwards, continue trying to realise the ideal documentary organisation: being Film Commissioner of the Netherlands Indies (1945), vice-president of the World Union of Documentary (1947) and vice-president of the Association Internationale des Documentaristes (1964). Although none of these functions resulted in something stable and consolidated he always liked to assemble colleagues and teach and support younger documentary filmmakers in whatever country, creating film units in for instance Chili, Cuba, Italy, China, Mali and Vietnam. 

To adapt and stay yourself

In spite all problems during the production and differences in character and vision between both filmmakers Ivens regarded the process as a mental rest after the strenuous film projects made in war time in Spain and China. According to Snyder Lorentz retained his respect for Ivens and recommended him for a new film project to be made for the Federal Theatre Project in April 1940 and also Ivens remarked on his admiration for Lorentz and the pleasure he had working for him in letter to Snyder in 1962.
 

Ivens must have had some backing of Lorentz and staff members of the REA to stick to what he thought should be the main message of the film: electricity isn't a purpose on its own, but it makes life easier, it makes life happier, it provides families opportunities to spent more time for each other to life in harmony. The film shouldn't become 'a milk history', or even worse: a commercial for credit companies to promote electric equipment. One can argue that Ivens' optimism wasn't realistic and a romantic reflex, electricity transformed the countryside and ruined rural traditions more than any invention before.  

Also on other levels one can see that Ivens and Lorentz shared basic notions. Ivens integrated  elements of Lorentz characteristics of filmmaking inside Power and the Land, which also belonged to Ivens' characteristics. The semifictional docudrama aspect, the strong unity of sight, sound (music and narration) and an overall socio-political understanding, a variety of juxtapunctions in the problem-solution structure, convincing realism, regarding people with compassion, technical brilliance, poetic strength, a commercial release and a patriot's love of the traditions on which America was built.
 

The latter aspect confused some -especially left-wing critics- most. The corn cutting sequence, representing pre-war solidarity 'This is how we built a nation. We built our freedom and strength this way' and the final line: 'The things we cherish most in America are here at this table. While we foster and maintain them it shall be well with us all' caused a comment by William Alexander that it was 'a curious film to come from a major documentary filmmaker of the thirties, so middle class in its stolid subjects, so simple and straightforward in style'.  'In the tradition of Lorentz's The River, Power and the Land evokes a strong feeling for America, but is in direct contrast to Ivens' s earlier work…' Richard Barsam concluded. While adapting to Lorentz' patriotism and Whitmanesque poetry in fact Power and the Land is at the same time Ivens' second most autobiographical film, as middle class as his own family background. While Barsam was amazed 'That Power and the Land could have been made by a foreigner an yet emerge as wholly American as a painting of Edward Hopper' the film can be interpreted also as 'wholly Nijmegen' with a nostalgic longing to the landscape and family life of his youth. Some images, for instance Mrs. Hazel Parkinson tending the vegetable garden en enjoying embroidery ressemble images from Ivens' home-movies called Zonnehuis / Sunland (1921-1925), in which Ivens' mother can be seen in similar images. Power and the Land is not an exeption in Ivens' oeuvre, on the contrary it represents his most inner feelings and major themes. Neither Power and the Land is in contrast with previous works, in fact it also can be regarded as an organic sequel of Borinage, made five years before. Borinage and Power and the Land are two parts of a diptych: a negative part and its positive counterpart within the problem-solution structure, for anti-aesthetics turn into aesthetics and the indictment into a pastoral. The well-defined structure of Thesis – Antithesis, which was made visible by Ivens in Borinage finds its synthesis, its solution in Power and the Land. Whereas for example in Borinage he established a sharp contrast by shooting a power pylon right above a miner’s family’s house without power or heating, in the American film he was able to show similar poles providing the blessings of electrification. Apart from the sharp political contrast between the private electricity companies and the cooperatives of farmers, which Ivens had to leave out on Lorentz’ request, all the elements of Borinage are made visible in both films: the hard physical labor, the solidarity, the organised laborers and farmers and the sense of community of the family at the dinner table. Similar images and similar references appear, like the family-around-the- table-scene sharing dignity and solidarity. The Belgian Potato Eaters, the Mouffe family, shown twice in Borinage, - a direct reference to Vincent van Goghs major art work, including all its Christian connotations (Tabula Sacra - Last Supper) - are repeated in the two table scenes with the Parkinson family, becoming the American Potato Eaters. 

Ivens was capable adapting to Lorentz wishes, his style and view, focusing on the two key items of American culture: the pastoral of nature and industrial progress, as shown in Ecce Homo and The River, which are also the two key items in Ivens' film oeuvre. At the same time Ivens was capable adapting to the historical pre-war situation, turning from domestic affairs to patriotic feelings, adapting to the farmers culture, their folksy touches and pride, conservative ideas and traditions, which arose so much audience approval, adapting to his REA sponsors, organically integrating as divergent items as Dutch realism in art, back from the 15th and 17th century, Vincent van Gogh (Sunflowers), his own subconscious, his catholic upraising, Communist ideology and liberal believe in industrial progress, Norman Rockwell (Freedom of Speech), Johannes Vermeer, his family life and love for animals.  

Adapting in an organic and easy way to all possible circumstances, to different countries, cultures, historical and political situations and sponsors, to people in front and behind the camera, trying to create a cosy and energetic atmosphere, and at the same time continue to be completely and recognisable himself, transferring all these impressions and drifts into one organic work of art, that probably is the most remarkable characteristic of Ivens. It provides his films of many rich layers of meaning and interpretation, preventing his films from one-sided labelling.
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