


Brazilian Modernism and the Movies: Oswald de Andrade’s Cinematic Consumption

It is 1923 and Brazilian writer Monteiro Lobato sits down to write a new novel. The novel Lobato has planned is to be written “ao sabor antigo” (219). Adopting formulas from consecrated national writers, like José de Alencar and Gonçalves Dias, Lobato conjures up his own Brazilian text featuring “um guerreiro branco, duas virgens das selvas, caciques, dansas guerreiras, fuga heroíca,” and a heroine named Marabá (219). The scene is set, the characters are in their places, and the author begins his Brazilian tale. Five pages into his book, however, he gives up: “conduzir por trezentas páginas a fio de um enredo, que estafa!” (223). Bored by long sentences and colourful prose, and tired of narrative twists and turns, Lobato discards Alencar’s style and replaces it with a cinematic screenplay, “dividida em quadros e letreiros” that, he says, is more fitting for contemporary society and its new sensibilities (223).  The cinematic modernization of his story has three advantages: “não maçara o pobre do leitor, não comerá o escasso tempo do autor e ainda pode ser que acabe filmada” (223).
	As Lobato’s filmic take tells us, by 1923 traditional literary forms and styles seemed obsolete. The cinema, though, was perfectly in tune with the new age. It was, as Lobato seems to suggest, a medium that authors would do well to learn from. Other Brazilian writers at the time were also emphasizing the importance of cinematic lessons. Authors like Mário de Andrade and Oswald de Andrade who belonged to the country’s vanguard movement known as modernismo, too stressed the need to study film in order to construct a new national literature. So it was that the modernist manifesto published in the journal Klaxon in 1922 declared, “a cinematografia é a criação artística mais representativa da nossa época. É preciso observer-lhe a lição.” (2).  Yet, of the modernists, Oswald did more than observe the movies. He digested cinematic forms and assimilated them into his works in order to redefine Brazilian literature. In doing so Oswald broke away from previous literary forms; he also crucially critiqued Brazil’s former literature and its outdated styles, which were much geared towards Europe. In this sense the cinema did more than provide literary lessons for Oswald. It also allowed him to articulate what Fernando Rosenberg calls a new cultural consciousness, one that reconfigured the role of Brazilian writing and the writer for the twentieth century (3). This article examines Oswald de Andrade’s self-conscious cinematic consumption, looking at how it reworked traditional Brazilian letters by constructing a new literary subjectivity, one that was inherently cinematic.  

Modernismo’s Literary Engagements with the Art of Film
Any discussion of modernism invariably begins with a key month and year: February 1922. It was then that a group of young iconoclastic Brazilian writers and artists gathered in São Paulo’s Municipal Theater and declared Brazil’s artistic independence. Their declaration officially inaugurated the Semana de Arte Moderna, giving rise to what has become known as the Brazilian modernist movement, or simply, modernismo. The Week of Modern Art featured prose readings, music concerts, art exhibitions and discussions on aesthetic theory, and it officially marked the coronation of a movement that had been gaining strength over the previous decade.[endnoteRef:1]  [1:  See Mário da Silva Brito, História do modernism Brasileiro. Antecedentes da semana de arte moderna (São Paulo: Ed. Saraiva), 1958). ] 

The multi-field nature of the Week of Modern Art underscores modernismo’s multidisciplinary character. As Randal Johnson notes, “from the outset Brazilian modernism was a heterogeneous movement encompassing a multiplicity of aesthetic, cultural, social and political proposals” (188). Yet in spite of this heterogeneity, its adherents were united around a common concern: the need to create a new art in and for Brazil. This concern underpinned what standard historiography has defined as the movement’s ‘heroic’ period, which extends from 1922 to 1930, after which the initial coherent group splintered along different ideological, political and aesthetic lines (Johnson 188). During this initial phase modernismo was characterised by an opposition to traditional European models that had dominated Brazilian letters since the end of the nineteenth century. Parnassian poetry became a particular target of attack. Its strict metric rhyme schemes, rigidly stratified structures and academic discourse based on a blind adherence to French culture were satirized at the Week of Modern Art as out of touch with the rapid changes Brazilian society was undergoing. For the modernists, Parnassianism’s mimicry of French literature was evidence of a colonial mentality, as writers passively imported European forms wholesale. Moving away from such blind allegiance to foreign models the modernists sought to create new forms of writing that would engage with and articulate the processes of modernization underway in Brazil and also decolonize Brazilian letters. So it was that in his 1926 manifesto “Manifesto Pau Brasil” Oswald de Andrade advocated for a poetry for export that would reverse the historically imitative stance of Brazilian literature and the one-directional flow of artistic influence. 
Emerging on the centenary anniversary of Brazil’s formal independence from Portugal, modernismo thus aimed to create a new art that could register the country’s transformations. These transformations were profoundly felt in São Paulo, where the scarcity of imported goods during World War One stimulated industrial production in Brazil. After 1917 manufacturing industries mushroomed in the city, which became the country’s leading industrial center (Johnson 189). The city also experienced demographic shifts. From 1890 to 1920 its population rose from 64,935 inhabitants to 579,033, a growth fuelled by migrants from the interior and also new immigrants from Europe and Japan (Sevcenko 108). These new inhabitants provided new labor for industrial expansion. They also imported a tradition of political militancy that started to challenge established social structures and hierarchies.  Strikes protesting low wages and poor working conditions mobilized thousands in the late 1910s, evidencing a growing class consciousness among the urban proletariat (Sevcenko 142; Johnson 190).
The beginnings of Brazilian modernism were located in these shifts in São Paulo’s social and material landscape, which altered the definition of the city. As Nicolau Sevcenko writes, São Paulo’s transformations provided the modernists with “chaves para a reformulação interna das obras (180). Writers and artists brought the metropolis into literary production, thematically and aesthetically. Collections of poetry such as Mário de Andrade’s Paulicéia desvairada (1922) and novels like Antônio de Alcântara Machado’s Braz, Bexiga e Barra Funda (1927) took inspiration from São Paulo’s changing topography, which became their energizing and organizing inspiration. These texts concretize a connection between São Paulo and modernismo, in keeping with what Andreas Huyssen has referred to as the “geography of classical modernism,” which “is primarily determined by cities and the cultural experiments and upheavals they generated” (Huyssen, “Geographies of Modernism” 189).
Yet, if the geography of Brazilian modernism is linked to São Paulo’s changing spaces, it also reflects broader changes to the role and place of the writer in Brazil. During the 1920s, the institutional structures underlying literature, that is the lettered city – Angel Rama’s denomination of urban intellectuals who wrote the literature and laws of the Americas – were being transformed in both real and metaphoric senses. Urban transformations, like those taking place in São Paulo, were allied to changes in higher education. University reforms in the 1910s meant that traditional degrees in laws and medicine held by the aristocratic elite no longer guaranteed the same role in society and politics, and the anti-oligarchic project of these reforms clamoured for the rights of the underprivileged (Gabara 24). Néstor Garcia Canclini points to contradictions underlying these reforms: “Confronted with the illiteracy of half of the population and with pre-modern economic structures and political habits (…) literary habits were conditioned by questions about what it meant to make literature in societies that lack a sufficiently developed market for an autonomous cultural field to exist” (Canclini 47). Though hardly successful in creating a shared nation still characterized by the vast divide of class and race (something that Mário noted in his negative assessment of the movement written in 1942), modernismo did “create new aesthetic trends within an incipient cultural field” (Canclini 53). Daryle Williams refers to the Week of Modern Art as the beginning of the erosion of the ivory tower, which pulled the “medieval image of the scholar in the turret” down into the flow of the people (36). The movement was thus characterized by a vanguardist drive towards what Vicky Unruh (after Peter Bürger) calls “the rehumanization of art” - an active re-engagement between art and everyday life (21). Modernismo translated the transformation of Brazil’s lettered city into novel aesthetics. Artistic renewal was a key goal during modernismo’s heroic years, as writers and artists set out to challenge dominant culture and redefine the purpose and place of the arts in Brazil. It was this goal that underpinned and brought together the diverse cultural strands of the Week of Modern Art. 
Film was not part of modernismo’s Week of Modern Art. While cinema was broadly perceived as ‘modern’ in Brazil, the medium was absent from the 1922 gathering. This absence is unsurprising, as Ismail Xavier resolutely writes that there were no ‘modernist’ filmmaking practices in Brazil at this time, testifying to what he highlights as a divorce between theory and praxis in the country’s early cinema (151). Filmmakers, like Humberto Mauro, belonged to popular sectors of society and, seeing their work as entertainment, rarely theorized their activities as artistic endeavours.[endnoteRef:2]  [2:  Humberto Mauro (1897-1983) is considered a pioneer Brazilian filmmaker. An electrician by trade, he became attracted to the actual technology of cinema and began making films in his small hometown of Cataguases in the state of Minas Gerais in the 1920s. During this decade he made a number of Hollywood-inspired movies, the most well-known being Thesouro perdido (1927), Brasa dormida (1928), Sangue mineiro (1930) and  Lábios sem beijos (1930) . These films forego any experimentation with film language and, adopting North American techniques and tendencies, displayed a popular style that included tales of complex love affairs, exciting car chases and often showcased new movie stars, amongst them Carmen Santos (1904-1952).  ] 

Cinema, however, was by no means extraneous to modernismo. A number of modernist authors wrote about the medium in the mainstream press throughout the 1910s and 1920s. Guilherme de Almeida (1890-1969) worked as a film critic for the Estado de São Paulo between 1926 and 1942; Mário de Andrade (1893-1945) penned film reviews for different journals throughout the 1920s.  Oswald de Andrade (1890-1954) too discussed movies in his column “Teatro e Salões” (Theaters and Salons) published in the Diário de São Paulo from 1909 to 1911 and in the journal O Pirralho from 1910-11.[endnoteRef:3] This journalistic engagement with film was far from new; Brazilian authors’ began writing about cinema in the press shortly after the medium’s first screening in Rio de Janeiro in 1896. Writers like Olavo Bilac and João do Rio commented on the new technology in newspapers and magazines at the end of the nineteenth century, noting—with fascination—its ability to mimetically record everyday reality.[endnoteRef:4] These writers reflected on the moving pictures with a mixture of caution and wonderment. Indeed, while the Parnassian poet Olavo Bilac bemoaned the new mechanism as “uma molestia da época,” cronista João do Rio praised it as “bem moderno, bem d’agora” (qtd. in Conde 185). João do Rio, like his contemporaries, immediately received and perceived the cinema as a product of technological modernity, one that was part of and in tune with the contemporary period and its rapid transformations.  [3:  Oswald de Andrade’s film reviews have been collected and published by Vera Chalmers in the collection Telefonema (São Paulo: Globo, 1996), pp. 3-19. Guilherme de Almeida’s film criticism has also recently been published in Danny Correia and Marcelo Tápia (eds) Cinematographos: Antologia da crítica cinematográfica,  (São Paulo: Unesp, 2016).]  [4:  For more on these early literary encounters with cinema see my book Consuming Visions. Cinema, Writing and Modernity in Rio de Janeiro (Charlottesville, University of Virginia Press, 2011). ] 

This early engagement with film rarely went beyond journalistic accounts and commentary. Brazilian writers initially interacted with the new medium in non-literary texts, documenting the movies’ appearance in the country and commenting on their novel effects in newspaper articles. Rarely did they allow their fascination with the cinema to enter into their more ‘serious’ literary endeavours. Somewhat hesitant about the new medium, they shrank from developing a more intimate liaison with the modern apparatus. This began to change in the 1920s when modernist writers started to include references to film and adopt cinematic forms in their writing. Authors like Oswald de Andrade, Antônio de Alcântara Machado and Mário de Andrade turned to the movies as a medium that could update their writing ‘bem modern, bem d’agora.’  The movies thus provided modernist writers with a new vocabulary that helped to refashion writing. Brazilian literature “perdeu a sintaxe do coração e as calças” (43), as Oswald de Andrade puts it in Serafim ponte grande (1933), with the appearance of texts such as his own Os condenados (1922) and Memórias sentimentais de João Miramar (1924), as well as Mário de Andrade’s Paulicéia desvairada (1922), Amar, verbo intransitivo (1927) and Antonio de Alcantara Machado’s Pathé Baby (1926), which appropriated the techniques of the moving pictures. 
The modernists’ literary appropriation of film testifies to the emergence of new conceptions regarding the medium. By the 1920s there was an awareness in Brazil that cinema had its own language; that rather than simply reproduce reality, the camera produced it according to its own logic. This consciousness of film’s particular vocabulary was fostered by the emergence of new venues that specialized in the critique of cinema. Magazines, like Scena muda (1921) and most notably Cinearte (1926), included columns dedicated to cinema, reproducing narratives of foreign movies, printing film reviews from abroad and reporting on national productions. These columns made people conscious of the movies’ specific form; they also began to alter the meaning and status of film in Brazil, which started to be seen and discussed as an art form. 
Discussions of film’s artistic values were reinforced by discourses regarding cinema as what Riccioto Canudo termed “a seventh art,” which developed in France.[endnoteRef:5] These discussions took place in the context of wider deliberations over art from the 1910s onwards, which were central to avant-garde movements like Cubism, Surrealism and Futurism. The same years saw debates over the nature and function of movies, which began to query the tendency to think of cinema as an art of the real (as mimetic representation) and to seriously consider its stylistic systems (Abel xiii). Periodicals like Le Cinema (1919) and Cinéa (1921), and ciné-clubs, like the Club des amis du septième art (1921), opened up a space for French intellectuals to raise questions about the raw material of film, possible film forms and their methods of realization, as well as the medium’s purpose.  [5:  See Richard Abel, French Film and Criticism” A History/ Anthology Volume 1: 1907-1929 (New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1993) for these debates. ] 

Canudo, Louis Delluc, Léon Mouissinac, Emile Vuillermoz and Germaine Dulac, among others, started to articulate theories regarding cinema’s unique aesthetics – its difference from other arts, especially from its closest cognate the theatre. For these critics, film’s key characteristic was that it told a story—constructed through editing. Some, like Delluc, argued that film narratives were grounded in and could express everyday reality. Others, like Vuillermoz, claimed it could express an interior reality, with film as a mode of subjective expression (Abel 291). These ideas regarding the medium’s uniqueness foregrounded its cognitive power: film could reveal the world to the spectator. Key to this was Delluc’s concept of photogénie (literally created by light). This assumed that the ‘real’ was the basis of film representation and signification, but stressed that reality was transformed by the camera, which changed it dramatically into something else. This transformation was facilitated by several features of the camera and its associated technical components, especially framing, mise-en-scène and lighting. As Richard Abel writes, “photogénie allowed people to see ordinary things as they had never been seen before” (110). In other words, it defamiliarized the familiar. Closeups, for instance, could isolate and magnify everyday objects and reposition them. Such techniques stripped film from its exclusively narrative function. Disruptive of the space and time of the story, photogénie contained the potential for a modernist aesthetic and allowed for the possibility of non-narrative films.
 These theoretical elaborations regarding the medium’s specificity legitimated film as art. As a sign of the cinema’s acceptance as an artistic form, intellectual journals opened their pages to the cinema. Le Corbusier and Amédée Ozenfant’s L’Esprit Nouveau (1918-1925) embraced film, publishing pieces by Delluc and others. Authors too turned to cinema as a source of inspiration and production. At a speech delivered at Paris’ Théatre de Vieux Colombier on 26 November 1917, Guillaume Appollinaire termed cinema as the most important “new means of artistic expression” and encouraged poets to embrace it (qtd. in Shattuck 237).[endnoteRef:6] A number of writers took up Apollinaire’s challenge. Philippe Soupault and Yvan Goll wrote scenarios and a hybrid form of cinematic poetry.[endnoteRef:7] Jules Romain and Blaise Cendrars also embraced the creative potentialities of film, adopting the technical details and structure of screenplays in their prose.[endnoteRef:8]  [6:  The lecture was published the following year as “The New Spirit and the Poet.” See The Selected Writings of Guillaume Appollinaire, Trans. Roger Shattuck (London: Harvill) for more on the lecture. ]  [7:  See Christopher Wall-Romana Cinepoetry (New York: Fordham University Press, 2013) for more about this cinematic literature. ]  [8:  Jules Romaines published Donogoo Tonka, what Wall-Romana calls “an imaginary film in book form” in 1919 (237); and Blaise Cendrars wrote La Fin du Monde filmée par l’ange ND (The End of the Year Filmed by the Angel of Notre Dame) in 1919, with illustrations by Fernand Léger. For more on their and other French writers’ cinematic literature see Christopher Wall-Romana Cinepoetry. Cendrar’s engagement with film went beyond literary experimentation. The writer worked closely with Abel Gance on his two landmark films J’Accuse and La Roue 34). He also wrote film criticism, which was collectively published as L’ABC du Cinema (1926). Mary Ann Caws examines Cendrar’s cinematic work in her book The Inner Theatre of Recent French Poetry (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972). ] 

This literary incorporation of the cinema was matched by an interest in cinema by artists who began to utilize its uniqueness as art. Germaine Dulac, Jean Epstein, Rene Clair, Francis Picabia and Fernand Léger, for example, made the most of the cinema’s non-narrative qualities to create avant-garde films. What interested these artists was not film’s story-telling abilities, but its plastic qualities - the mechanics of the medium, which occupied a principal role in their films (Xavier 104). Linked to this was cinema’s ability to represent what Abel calls “the mechanical of modern life” (204). This was also a feature of theoretical elaborations, which were marked by a belief that mechanical dislocation and rapidity would produce new perceptions, making modern individuals change their organic makeup. As a product of the machine age, film, it was believed, not only reflected the experience of modernity, it could also produce sensibilities. 
These ideas were central to Epstein’s theoretical elaborations. For him photogénie meant that film did not just reproduce the reality, it intervened in it, revealing internal structures of the world (Gunning 21). The medium, then, could foster what Walter Benjamin would later call “the optical unconscious” and create a reflexive re-engagement between art and everyday life (161). This revelatory potential —cinema’s ability to express the invisible nature of the world — resonated with Surrealists. Influenced by Freudian ideas, artists like Robert Desnos, believed that cinema could reveal and explore non-rational operations of the unconscious.[endnoteRef:9] By doing so, it had the power to overturn the laws of logic and social convention, which could make it the first step toward transforming the world (Abel 205). The cinema’s potential to manifest hidden aspects of reality also impacted Soviet theorists. For Russian filmmakers cinema could expose internal material aspects of reality, that is, the dialectical processes of socio-historical human relations and forms of production. Unmasking these was the basis of Soviet montage theory and practice, which became an aesthetic and socio-political project.  [9:  In 1923 Robert Desnos articulated an explicit Surrealist theory of cinema in his Paris-Journal review column.  ] 

Brazil’s modernist writers were familiar with these ideas regarding film art. French literary and film journals circulated in Brazil and were read by many modernistas (Xavier 154). L’Espirit Nouveau had a particular influence on the group, with Mário de Andrade in particular citing its essays in his writings.[endnoteRef:10] Many modernists also travelled to Paris where they met with avant-garde intellectuals and learned of theoretical elaborations about film. French writers too travelled to Brazil and met modernistas. Blaise Cendrars, for example, was a regular visitor to Brazil.[endnoteRef:11] He first visited in 1924, and was given a warm welcome by modernist intellectuals.[endnoteRef:12] Inspired by São Paulo’s dynamism he proposed creating a promotional film in partnership with Oswald de Andrade, whom he had met in Paris the year before. Oswald would pen the script, while Cendrars would direct.[endnoteRef:13] For Cendrars and Oswald, the cinema was the perfect medium to express the city’s modernity. The film was never produced but Cendrars’ proposal testifies to the intimate contact that modernists had with French intellectuals and how film was part of this relationship.  [10:  See Mario Helena Grembecki’s L’Esprit Nouveau (Instituto de Estudos Brasileiros, USP, 1969). ]  [11:  Cendrars visited Brazil three times, in 1924, 1926 and 1927-28. See Alexandre Eulalio and Carlos Calil (eds.) A aventura brasleira de Blaise Cendrars (São Paulo: Edusp, Fapesp, 2001). ]  [12:  Cendrars also had the opportunity to travel to the interior of the state of São Paulo and also spent Easter in the historic towns of Minas Gerais with Mário de Andrade, Tarsila do Amaral and Oswald de Andrade, on the so-called “modernist caravan.”]  [13:  A translation of Cendrar’s film proposal into Portuguese by Carlos Calil is reproduced in “O filme 100% brasileiro,” Revista IEB, 47(2008): 201-214. See also Calil’s essay “Cinema = cavação: Cendroswald Produções,” in Revista IEB, 47 (2008), pp.3-28.] 

Like French writers many modernists turned to the art of film to reshape Brazilian letters. Film’s influence on modernismo was evidenced by the centrality of a movie camera in its journal Klaxon. The magazine featured a black and white geometrical image of a movie camera at the top of its pages and on its back cover, equating the movement’s modernity with the cinematic apparatus. This incorporation of film was part of modernismo’s wider evocation of technology.[endnoteRef:14] The very title, Klaxon, was drawn from technology and the publication’s geometric and abstract graphics induced the industrial. Demonstrating a futurist regard for technology, the modernist’s artistic production was reconceptualized as a machine-like activity, one that film was part of and also inspired.  [14:  This enthusiasm for modern technology brings up a similar rhetoric found in Italian futurism. For an analysis of this connection and Marinetti’s unpopular tour through Brazil see Jeffrey T. Schnapp and João César de Castro Rocha, “Brazilian Velocities,” South Central Review 13 (1996), pp.105-156.] 

As a modern technological product cinema augured new artistic possibilities for formal experimentation. Film was part of the movement’s adversarial stance — its attempt to break away from traditional cultural forms. This was clearly expressed in the 1922 manifesto, which opposed the “tragédia, romantismo sentimental técnico” of theatre actress Sarah Bernhardt, and celebrated the “raciocínio, instrução, esporte, rapidez, alegria ” of movie-star Pearl White (2). A leading actress in Hollywood’s serial melodramas, Pearl White represented a departure from what the manifesto referred to as the “sentimentalismo lacrimoso” of traditional femininity (2). Instead, she embodied a new aesthetic ideal that was mobile, energetic and popular. 
The manifesto’s reference to Pearl Young displayed little of the moral concern of the public display of new women, that worried the traditional elite. If anything, the celebration of the movie star flies in the face of such bourgeois sensibilities. Cinema thus provided the modernists with possibilities for an artistic experimentation that became allied with an implicit social critique. In this capacity the medium represented what Esther Gabara calls “a modern ethos” that challenged dominant socio-political mores (5). This ethos articulated a “critical nationalism,” to use Mário’s term, that is, a politics that criticized the elite’s modernizing project, which was driven by a positivist narrative of progress imported from Europe. Central to this was countering the colonial logic of unilinear development and its diffusionist — or expansionist drive — and questioning the “hierarchies embedded in an official notion that aimed to spread civilization” from the urban center to the periphery (Gabara 6). Upsetting the uni-linearity of modernity was central to modernismo’s ethos, since this notion of modernity repressed Brazil globally, casting it as an unrealized future potential or as a relic from a primitive past. Discourses in this sense reiterated a global project of modernity, which placed Brazilian culture in what Doreen Massey calls “history’s queue:” forever occupying an exegetical horizon of difference, as it attempted to catch up to a universal model (3). 
Recognition of such asymmetrical relationships fed into modernismo’s turn against dominant culture in Brazil. Its antagonistic ethos also keyed into a broader crisis of the universality of civilization following World War One, which put an end to the nineteenth century’s faith in progress. In Brazil, this crisis took on particular political and aesthetic shadings, and concomitantly required representational strategies in tune with the experiences and subjectivities created by colonization (Huyssen, “Geographies of Modernism” 190). This was evident in modernismo’s articulation of a primitive order as an interrogation of and opposition to the homogenous continuum of progress, revealing the double consciousness, or what Néstor Garcia Canclini analyses as the hybrid configuration of Latin America’s peripheral modernity. Resistance through hybridism was at the heart of Oswald’s 1928 “Manifesto antropófago,” which proposed the selective consumption of foreign forms and products and the creative mixing of the local by the “irrational savage.” What was at stake in cannibalism was the disruption and rejection of the logical order of modernity through the rearticulation of a repressed past and the consumption of modern foreign goods. 
The refusal of evolutionary time in the “Manifesto antropófago” was evidenced in its very form, which Haroldo Campos refers to as Oswald’s “semiological transgression of order” (50). The montage of apparently unrelated fragments making up the reality of Brazilian life reveals a different order. Contradictions between different ‘facts’ appear on the page, as the natural and technological, the barbaric and cosmopolitan, come into dialectical struggle. Oswald’s manifesto then not only deconstructs Brazil’s dominant modern narrative, it also constructs a new dynamic identity by juxtaposing the country’s distinct elements into a new whole. This ability to juxtapose different elements was of course central to film’s syntax, as editing and montage brought together different times and spaces on the screen. For European vanguard artists, editing destroyed and reconfigured the temporal and spatial coherency of the real world and could allow viewers to view and experience it in new ways, containing the potential for radical transformation. This ability to break away from a sequential order and to reshape reality was seized upon by Oswald as a means of undermining the narrative of progress, enabling Brazilians “ver com olhos livres” (n.pag.) 
Modernismo’s cinematic appropriation thus participated in and contributed to its critical nationalism. While this was influenced by French film theory, it was also mediated by US cinema. Cinematic references in the modernists’ literary works were almost exclusively to Hollywood. The movies that most energized their writings were not those of the European avant-garde but North American – they were mainstream and popular. For the modernists American cinema stood for modernity: the liquidation of stifling traditions and shackling cultures. In this sense Hollywood represented a counter discourse for the iconoclasts. It also functioned as what Miriam Hansen has termed a vernacular modernism, providing the modernists with “a sensory reflexive experience of modernity and modernization”(10). Although French film criticism alerted the modernists to cinema’s experimental possibilities, the Brazilian writers were also attuned to cinematic lessons from Hollywood. 
Modernismo’s unabashed embrace of Hollywood can be traced to their attempt to cross the “great divide” between everyday and elite culture (Huyssen, After the Great Divide viii). It also reflected the broader celebration of Hollywood cinema evident in magazines, like Cinearte. Unlike these magazines, however, the modernists paid little attention national cinema, evidencing what Xavier calls “a desfasagem entre o cinema brasileiro e outros setores da nossa cultura” (153). Modernismo’s disregard of national production is not unexpected given the virtual absence of Brazilian films on domestic screens due to the hegemony of foreign film, especially from Hollywood. For Sevcenko, “esse predominio do cinema americano, mais rigorosamente codificado e submetido a convenções artísticas e narrativas tradicionais, em detrimento do cinema europeu, dado a experimentalismos formais e ousadias de entrecho, certamente amorteceu o impacto revolucionário da nova linguagem artística dentre o pública paulista” (93). The modernists were aware of new film theories from France, using them to update their writing, yet unlike French avant-garde artists, they never embraced the medium practically as an artistic endeavour. Nor did they reflect critically on foreign cinema’s dominance in Brazil. Neither Oswald nor the other artists critiqued what Xavier refers to as the “situação colonial” of Brazil’s cinematic landscape, in which Hollywood’s supremacy relegated the country to being an importer of movies and forced filmmakers to mimic its forms in an effort to compete with imported products (141). While Oswald advocated for ‘a poetry for export,’ which would reject the mimetic traits of Parnassianism, this literary argument never made it to the modernists’ engagements with film. It was not until the late 1950s and the emergence of Cinema Novo that such literary debates would enter into the landscape of national film production and criticism. 

Film, Aura and Authenticity in Oswald de Andrade	
Yet, if Oswald was not attuned to Brazilian cinema and challenges of its implantation in Brazil, he did use cinema’s lexicon to redefine the geography of modernity in his novels. In his review of Oswald’s Os condenados published in Klaxon, A. de Couto Barros writes that the 1922 novel “inaugura em nosso meio téchnicaabsolutamente imprevista, cinematográphica” (15). Critics have subsequently reiterated Barros’ cinematic appraisal of the work. Mário da Silva Brito for instance, writes that Oswald’s novel brought “um novo método cinemtográfico” to Brazilian fiction (n.pag). Campos also foregrounds the text’s innovative cinematic form; and Antonio Candido states that Os condenados “lançou ostensivamente e em larga escala (no Brasil, pelo menos), a técnica cinematográfica” (20). Candido adds that the novel’s filmic form reveals “menos contraponto que o da descontinuidade” (20).
Os condenados depicts the everyday lives of three São Paulo residents: Alma who lives with her grandmother; João do Carmo who works at the Estação de Luz train station; and Jorge who own an atelier in the center. Through the stories of these protagonists, Os condenados depicts the changing city in which they live, documenting its rapid modernization in a cinematic style. Juxtaposing different fragments in a technique reminiscent of film montage, the novel’s syncopated style systematically ruptures the novelistic discourse, reconceptualising modernist realism for the twentieth century.[endnoteRef:15] Oswald took this cinematic experimentation further in his novels Memórias sentimentais de João Miramar (1924) and Serafim Ponte Grande (1928). Indeed, for Campos the innovative style of these later works reveals “a presença da técnica da montagem na descontinuidade cênica, na simultaneidade de diversas facetas superpostas. (…) Facetada em planos dispares, que se cortam e se confrontam, se interpenetram e se desdobram, não numa seqüência linear, mas como partes móveis de um grande ideograma crítico-satírico (…) esta prosa participa intimamente da sintaxe analógica do cinema.”(“Miramar na mira” 30). Like Os condenados, these novels’ fragmented style is indebted to cinematic montage. Yet if João Miramar and Serafim demonstrate the filmic style of Oswald’s earlier film-novel, they also bring a new element to their cinematic focus. Far from appropriating the objective gaze evidenced in Os condenados, Oswald’s later novels express a personal reflection. In João Miramar and Serafim, movie montage is brought into dialogue with the autobiography and the construction of a literary self, which is the real subject of these novels. In them, the filmic is brought to bear on the very question of the self, especially the authorial self, as the works cinematically project a form of self-exposure.  [15:  Oswald himself referred to Os Condenados as “the first attempt of new prose” in a 1943 article. See Haroldo de Campos, “Miramar na mira.” 
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Because of the connections between them, critics like Candido and Campos, have often regarded João Miramar and Serafim as a pair. Radically experimental in structure and style, together the works display modernist strategies to reformulate Brazilian realism for the present. But, as tales of two men with literary pretensions they also seek to expose the state of the country’s artistic landscape and, in so doing, explore new creative personas. Both novels are structured through an autodiegetic narration, revealing a form of self-observation. João Miramar projects in a fictionalized editor’s preface and 163 brief segments the unfinished life of its bourgeois protagonist-author, João Miramar. The segments sequentially encompass episodes from Miramar’s life as he pens his memoirs: early schooling, adolescence, sexual initiations; wanderings and get-togethers in São Paulo with friends; European journeys and contact with the Parisian avant-garde; return to Brazil and mother’s death; courtship, marriage and the birth of a child; the search for a vocation and work as a journalist; marriage difficulties and infidelities, divorce and the death of his wife; and the decision to abandon writing the memoirs we are reading. The fragments are populated by Miramar himself, members of his family, friends and acquaintances, as well as important Brazilian cultural and historical figures. They also include other materials such as letters, speeches, obituaries, public announcements and an interview. This interplay of different linguistic registers reveals a cinematic structure, with distinct fragments edited together to create a whole. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Serafim shares the thematic structures and features of João Miramar. The novel recounts the story of Serafim through a collage of fragments that deal with his childhood, education and early marriage; his social life, marriage problems and divorce; his European travels and return to Brazil; and his death and commemoration by friends. It too engages in a linguistic polyphony: the fragments that comprise the work appropriate various literary traditions and styles, including nineteenth century realism, romance, travel literature and the picaresque. The novel also incorporates non-literary forms: letters, recipes, dictionary entries, epigraphs, and also newsreels and film scripts. Serafim’s heteroglossic interplay of different linguistic idioms constitutes parodic appropriations of different literary modes and reveals what Campos terms a “um permanente e vivificante non conformismo” permanent and vivifying non-conformism” to any one tradition (129). 
In both João Miramar and Serafim, therefore, cinematic montage is utilized to project a sequential repertoire of youthful education and friendship, sentimental and erotic initiations, and relations between the self and society. The novels build up a portrait of their heroes’ lives, conjuring up markers of the traditional Bildungsroman and shaping readers’ expectations towards accounts of individual formation. Beyond these markers, the works identify their key protagonists as writers. In João Miramar, editor Machado Penumbra’s preface introduces the writer and his work to the reader, portraying him as an innovator, evoking the modernist movement’s project of invention. João too reinforces this portrait of the man as artist through his own elicitation of different writing styles.  Serafim likewise identifies its hero with the world of letters, building up his characterization through literary allusions, references to artistic friends and vanguardist travel. Both men thus present their lives through literary constructions, consciously reproducing their individual life experiences through fiction. 
The fictional quality of their life stories is reinforced by the texts’ montage of the diverse literary styles and genres that constitute their autobiographies. The heroes’ identities consequentially prove strikingly empty and vacuous. Constituted from an accumulation of textual conventions, the protagonists acquire the fragmented and disjointed quality of the works adopted and their subjectivities are forever displaced. As Unruh puts it, Oswald’s characters possess “no interiority at all,” as they acquire the same fragmented and disjointed quality of the works themselves (119-20). This is particularly noticeable in João Miramar, as the subtitle ‘Memórias sentimentais’ promises expectations of intimate revelations, but the narrator rarely turns inwards. Instead, he records characters and situations around him. This absence of interior reflection underdoes the formative Bildrungsroman that João Miramar and Serafim draw on. Indeed, the events that constitute the protagonists’ lives of are “cumulative not causal” and both heroes consequently fail to explain the core of their existence (Unruh 120). 
The novels therefore feature heroes that are ultimately “without any character,” to draw on Mário de Andrade’s novel Macuníama. In João Miramar and Serafim the cinematic interplay of different texts defers any secure characterization amongst the works’ endless citations that produce no concrete identity for their narrator-protagonists. Subjectivity and experiences are instead exposed an endless filmic replay of texts, and the protagonists’ innermost identities and even desires become fictions to display. Two passages from João Miramar are particularly illustrative of this. The first is a scene in which Miramar speaks of his passion for Gisella Doni. “Iam chegando os músicos e primeiras caras desocupadas puham-se nos furos da plateia. Eu desejava secretamente Gisella. Degraus enchiam confusas escalas de flauta e rabecadas de afinacão. A platéia formava público para o meu amor” (21). The prose projects montage-like shots of the event, which are exhibited in non-hierarchical succession. The revelation of love, the tuning of the orchestra and the arrival of the audience, all take place simultaneously. Here, love is simply an object of display, just like a scene at the movies. The second scene is Miramar’s marriage to Célia. Inspired by a drawing by a Parisian architect, their wedding is patterned on furniture, interior decoration, clothes and travels, forging a perfect life for a couple (38). Married life is thus a reproduced image to be shown off. This sense of ‘lives on show’ is suggested in the opening segment of Serafim: “Apareço ao leitor. Pelotari. Personagem  através de uma vidraça” (37). Rather than representational, the style is presentational and reveals the work’s divesting of personal characterization or depth. 
In their emphasis on form, evidenced in the endless accumulation of different literary genres, Oswald’s novels João Miramar and Serafim foreground form over story, in a way that parallels the European film avant-garde’s fascination and preoccupation with the plastic qualities of film, the medium’s very mechanics. If this emphasis on form functions to divest its protagonists of psychological depth or personal characterization, displacing their subjectivity, it also works to dislocate the story or narrative itself, which is dispersed across an array of forms of writing. This cinematic literary apparatus echoes experimental films produced in the 1920s by Epstein, Léger, Picabia and Clair, who exploited the medium’s non-narrative qualities, experimenting with film not as a system of representation but as a material system.  
While João Miramar and Serafim both create their own stories, their identities prove strikingly superficial; replicated fragments with no roots, they are like stars in a movie of their own making. This emptiness extends to their status as writers. Being or becoming an author amounts to little more than a projection of citations that each man accumulates throughout their lifetimes. This lack of an authorial identity is underscored by João’s fragmented, unfinished memoirs, which show no intention of vindicating the narrator and seem to echo Machado de Assis’ perverse use of the genre in Memórias póstumas de Bras Cubas (1881). What is revealed here is the death of the classical narrator or writer and the demise of the auratic status of the traditional work of art.
Flora Süssekind links this demise to modernization and the emergence of a new technological context in Brazil, which included film (100). At the turn of the twentieth century, technical changes and the appearance of new mechanisms like the cinema “transformed the behaviours and perceptions of people for whom these devices became objects of everyday use” (12). They also had an impact on literary life, helping to reconceptualize the value of the work of art. In an age of mechanical reproduction, what Benjamin called art’s cult value, a measure of authenticity, decreased, just as the aura of the art work withered. 
As Süssekind demonstrates, many Brazilian writers confronted this demise with a move in the opposite direction, attempting to affirm authorial subjectivity (62). The turn of the century onwards saw a proliferation of memoirs and autobiographies. Examples include nostalgic novels like Raul Pompeia’s O Ateneu (1888), Coelho Neto’s A conquista (1899), Joaquim Nabuco’s Minha formação (1900) and Leo Vaz’s O professor Jeremias (1919), which attempted to reconstruct the figure of the narrator. The use of memory in these works is an attempt to avoid the ‘death of the author’ by nostalgically reconstructing an authorial self and a striving for singularization, just at a time when writing was being reduced to no more than a reproduced image. Using cinematic techniques, Oswald parodies this literary use of reminiscences in João Miramar and Serafim. Refusing to allow personal memories any sort of aura in these novels, he takes on the mechanically reproduced language of film and reveals authorial memoirs as a game of surfaces, with the identity of the writer displaced in the endless montage of fragmented texts. Oswald’s use of the cinematic language in these novels corrodes memory and the idea of literature as pure subjectivity. 
Oswald’s autobiographies João Miramar and Serafim thus reveal the writer to be what Süssekind terms “surface only” characters (72). All of this is part of the novels’ sharp critique of Brazilian society and literature. The protagonists in both works live out a vacuous social existence. João Miramar himself admits to his vapid existence: “Célia achava que eu devia ter uma vocação nobilitante. Eu não tinha nehuma” (42). This emptiness is evidenced in Serafim’s life, which includes gossip, social appearances and avoiding conjugal duties. For Candido the novels satirize elite society, specifically, “a burguesia endinheirada roda pelo mundo o seu vazio, as suas convenções, numa esterilidade apavorante” (21). 
Literature is enmeshed in this satirical attack. The auto-criticism of discourse central to both novels lampoons men of letters by revealing their vocation to be a shallow film-like reproduction of genres and styles. The narrators themselves refer to their literary careers as vacuous. João Miramar, for instance, informs us that as an aspiring artist he has nothing important to do. His undertakings with another writer reflect this: “Pelos sábados eu o Fileas britanizávamos a semana em surtidas por caminhos pores de sol para lá de Santana” (46). This trivial literary existence is present too in Serafim. The self-involved protagonist spends his days meeting friends, undertaking extramarital exploits and thinking about what book he would like to write. If these are novels without any character, they are also books without real authors. The protagonist-narrators spend their existence reproducing social conventions and literary styles and they ultimately produce nothing, socially or artistically. Their impotence is a damning critique of not just of writers but also of modernity and its narrative of progress which, led by the country’s bourgeois elite, is shown to be vacuous and unproductive. 
Criticism of the superficial reproduction of literature was of course central to Oswald’s manifestos, which attacked the lack of substance of traditional Brazilian letters, especially Parnassianism, as a mechanical imitation. As he noted in his “Manifesto Pau Brasil,” “Só não se inventou uma máquina de fazer versos – já havia o poeta” (n.pag.). For Oswald, Brazil lacked its own literary identity. It was characterless because it had “neither its own civilization nor an awareness of cultural tradition” (Johnson 208). This articulated the country itself, which, while emphasizing a desire for autonomy, remained subservient to foreign influences. As such, Oswald’s literary criticism also constitutes a critique of the country’s elite who, importing a foreign model of modernity, superficially reproduced a universal narrative that maintained the country in a perennial stance of attempting to catch up with the superior blueprint. 
For Oswald, the answer is not to reclaim some sort of auratic authenticity in writing. Indeed, the writer is aware that faithful and mimetic production of reality is not possible in a modern technological age and that the continuity between reality and writing has been unmoored. Instead he seems to suggest using new technologies, like cinema, to remove the cloak of superficiality and register the contradictions and heterogeneity of Brazilian modernity. Film and its destruction of the auratic nature of art was productive. As he writes in the “Manifesto antropófago,” “O que atropelava a verdade era a roupa, o impermeaval entre o mundo interior e o mundo. A reação contra o homem vestido. O cinema Americano informará” (n.pag.). Cinema would thus free writing from its superficial reproduction of literary traditions and conventions. The systematic adoption of film as technique, then, was a means of giving up timeworn methods that had become shallow, and the attack on past literary styles, on subjectivity and on a writing that sacrilizes its own place, had a key accomplice in the cinema. 
It is significant that in his “Manifesto antropófago” Oswald references American cinema as the model that will inform Brazilian writers.  As noted, while modernist authors were attuned to and influenced by new ideas regarding film as an art form that developed in Europe, primarily in France, they also embraced Hollywood movies, which captivated their writings in the press. For these Brazilian writers, Hollywood stood for a new era, one that moved away from the blind allegiance to models from the old world, that is, from Europe. This shift from Europe to America articulated what Fernando Rosenberg refers to as a geopolitical shift that occurred in Latin America after the First World War. While European countries had previously been symbols of progress and models to be imitated, the war years set in motion a transformation in South America’s cultural and social landscape, such that Latin Americans “no longer voiced a longing to be like Europe” (Rosenberg 4). The post-war collapse in France and elsewhere put an end to Brazil’s blind faith in European civilization and its universal projection. It was at this point that the country’s social and cultural elites began to turn to the United States, whose geographical proximity and success in overcoming its colonial past to become a new global powerhouse made it a more fitting model for Brazil. If modernismo’s embrace of Hollywood can be understood as part of this new geopolitical landscape, its authors did not embrace its cinematic language wholesale. Indeed, while authors like Oswald, may have written about and referenced US movies in their works, by digesting lessons regarding film form from Europe they also ruptured the coherency of the Hollywood narrative or story-telling drive, one that is led by a central hero or protagonist. 
Oswald’s writings therefore do not submit to what Süssekind calls “the tyrannies of intimacy,” but rather aspire to “appropriation, as a form of serial murder” (107).. The cinematic assassination of auratic authenticity is a productive force in João Miramar and Serafim; it liberates language to create something new. This productivity had been prefigured in a crônica Oswald published in the Jornal do Comércio on 28 October 1926. Titled “O sucessor de Rodolfo Valentino,” it details the adventures of Champoglione Vespa, “tintureiro de profissão” and, more importantly, “parecedíssimo com o filho do Sheik, a família do Sheik. Parente na certa” (21). In addition to Rudolph Valentino’s look-alike, the other character in the story is Miss Barbara Battlefield, a twenty-year-old American and movie fan, who is also the granddaughter of the millionaire owner of a cod liver oil company. 
Barbara meets Champoglione on board a steamship to Italy and is immediately taken by him. “Subito teve um enjoo e deu de cara no banco fronteiro com Rodolfo Valentino. O enjôo passara, mas vinha de novo. Rudolfo Valentino fitava-a. Aquele olha fixo do Sheik, debaixo da cartolinha arrepiada. Ela estava pálida, transfigurada. Era ele! Não morrera” (22). A simple encounter, an everyday moment, acquires an aura of cinematic exceptionality for the young American, who is convinced that the Hollywood heart throb is alive and seated in front of her. But Rudolph Valentino is not present. He is merely an appearance, or apparition, animated by Champoglione. The Italian character then is a cinematic-like spectre. Of course, as a star Valentino himself was spectral: the star only existed for fans as a reproduced image, whether on celluloid or in photographs and posters. 
In his “Work of Art” essay Benjamin discusses this notion of the phantasmagoric movie star. Foregrounding the screen actor’s mediation by the camera, he notes that they are never fully present for the spectator, unlike the theatre actor. Consequently, the aura that envelops the actor disappears. The screen actor’s identity is always marked by a form of non-presence and only exists as an appearance that is reproduced beyond the real self. This appearance is not limited to stars. With newsreels offering “everyone the opportunity to rise from passer-by to movie extra,” as Benjamin writes, “anyone can lay claim to being filmed” and become a movie star, like Valentino (167). Oswald’s short chronicle recognizes this absence of a coherent identity in the cinematic present, by revealing the impossibility of separating an authentic identity from its copy. Rather than attempting cover up this self-displacement, Oswald revels in it by incorporating mechanical forms of reproduction, like film, into his work to reinvent literature and produce something new. It is the creation of something new that concludes “O successor de Rodolfo Valentino.” The filmic tale has a very fitting Hollywood ending. Miss Battlefield and Champoglione marry and live happily ever after, with the Italian immigrant now heir to an American fortune. The cinema produced a new life for Champoglione and, as Oswald demonstrates, it could also produce a new life for Brazilian literature. 
Taking lessons from elsewhere regarding film form, for Oswald the cinema could help to augur in a new literary landscape in Brazil and was a medium he not only observed but digested in his works. This digestion though did more than reconfigure literature for the twentieth century, it also critiqued the cultural pretensions of Brazil’s cultural and social elite which superficially replayed European models. This reveals the critical nationalism that Gabara argues was central to modernismo and its cultural ethos. By the 1930s this critical nationalism became more acute in modernist works that likewise learned from film. Most notably Patricia Galvão’s Parque Industrial, published in 1933, adopted the cinematic techniques evidenced in Oswald’s earlier works. The novel edits together a variety of writing styles, such as journalistic criticism, political commentary, poetry and prose fiction. In doing so, Pagu (as Galvão is commonly referred to) not only shatters the conventions of aesthetic and social realism that was being adopted by authors at the time; she additionally attacks the traditional elite, highlighting their exploitation of workers and the lower classes and questioning the universal benefits of the official ideologies of progress and civilization. 
In this way, Pagu’s novel keyed into contemporary debates and movements taking place amongst industrial workers in Brazilian cities, like São Paulo. Indeed, Parque industrial’s focus on questions of gender and the exploitation of women articulates the campaign for female suffrage in Brazil taking place in the 1930s. More than revealing the vacuousness of the country’s elite and their foreign inflected discourses, her cinematic work digests ideas regarding film form and language from elsewhere to root modern Brazilian writing in real everyday struggles. All of this points to new encounters between modernismo and film,  ones that were indebted to those that took place during the initial heroic phase when authors like Oswald took lessons from the moving pictures to forge a new Brazilian writing, one that projected and rejected past superficial copies of Europe. 



