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which he associates in particular with the universities, the arts, and the BBC. ™y,
this, he agrees with Sir Peter Hall, the then director of the National Theatre, why,
claimed, in 1988, that “well over go per cent of the people in the performing ary,
education and the creative world” were "against” Mrs Thatcher,™ The oppositiog,
to the Thatcher government displayed by the educational and arts commiunitisg
arose, in turn, from their specific dislike of the governments apparent philis.
tinism, and hostility 1o public provision for the arts, as well as 3 more genera)
libseral-left, ‘intellectually centrist’ disdain for the socially and culturally divisive
consequences of Thatcherite economic policies. In this respect, the filmmaki
community in Britain, with its links to the other arts (especially theatre) ang
public-service television, formed part of a grouping which could be expected
to be out of sympathy with Thatcherite ideas. And, while it is not possible 15
‘read off” the ideological dispositions of film texts from the social and politica
attitudes of their makers, many of the films of the period were, none the les,
quite self-conscioudy informed by the anti-Thatcherite sentiments of their
producers, directors, and writers.

Finally, it may be argued that one of the key factors encouraging the emer-
gence of an anti-Thatcherite cinema was the impact of Mrs Thatcher's policies
upon the indusiry iiself. For while discussion of the relationship between
Thatcherism and the British cinema has characteristically focused on ideolog.
ical outlook, much less attention has been paid to the more direct consequences
of the Thatcher government's policies upon the film industry itself. As the fol-
lowing chapter indicates, the most immediate impact of Thatcherism on the
cinemna was the extension of its economic policies to the conduct of the film
industry, These had seriously damaging consequences for the economic viabil-
ity of the British cinerna which became increasingly dependent upon television,
and Channel 4 in particular. Given the public service remit of Channel 4 and
its commitment to relatively low-budget contemporary British filmmaking, it
provided both the cultural space, and the economic basis, for many of the films

most critical of Thatcherism to emerge. In this way, the economic policies of

the Thatcher government, when applied to the film industry, actually helped 1o
stimulate the production of films which, at an ideological level, were typically
hostile to Thatcherite beliefs. It is to these policies that | will now turn.

* Mamia Holmsed, Thatchermse Scope aial Ddssirs [Basingaooke: Macmillan, obgh, chap. & The
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aiveprusde of the Real Lives serses, ' A the Bdge of the Unioa’, deiling with Nemhern Irelind politicians
Martin McGuimnoa (ol Sinm Feind and Geegory Camphell (of the Democratic Usdonist Party) in s
it thie seportang of 1he LS bombing of Libya bn 1985 For a0 overveew of thewes events and the general
thacal g b impartiality and *pulbls srvice’ stahe of the BB, sec Sicven Barnett and Anedrew Carme |
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apter 2
Policy and Industrial Change

m and the Film Industry

"
Lt
§ June 1990 more than twenty representatives of the UK film industry
J nN-_'u, 10 Diowning Street 1o attend a seminar on the future of the indus-
d by Mrs Thatcher herself. The seminar had been arranged in
: lu approaches from Sir Richard Attenborough, the then chairman of
: s Bnmh Film Institute and British Screen Advisory Council as well as a
pl producer and director, and he was evidently pleased with the out-
|h¢ government is demonstrating that films are back on the agenda’,
; '.- erted afterwards, “and the Prime Minister is responsible. Shes not
itted; she has demonstrated her interest.” This was, perhaps, a sur-
_'-\ emark. There had been lintle evidence of the Prime Minister’s enthusi-
El-e film industry during her previous vears of office and the record of
ent with respect to Alm was not impressive. i.'.'lnhrllm PTEVIOUS VEar,
film production had dropped to thirty films, the lowest figure since
1d the second lowest since 1914, and, according to the then Chief Executive
Producers Association, it was 'a matter of fact’ that a series of government
2 .r scisions had "brought the UK film and television production industry
k. pes’.” It was all the more ironic, therefore, that Mrs Thatcher's departure
ffice should have followed on so soon after in Movember. Withoat Mrs
her's personal interest, the momentum for change slowed and many of
_ which had emerged from the Downing Street seminar were
fed, amended, or rejected. Thus, nearly one year later, in May 1991, the trade

ipaper Screen [ntersarional felt sufficiently let down to run an uncharacter-
1 robust editorial, denouncing the government’s continuing lack of com-
ient to the British film industry and commenting sourly that “there is
Y @ promise made by this government that is not reneged upon shorly
Fwards'
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However, if Mrs Thatcher's departure had left the industry unhappy, by

arrival in office had hardly been welcomed either. For it was clear from the

heginning that the policies of the Thatcher government—with their allach,
ment to free market economics and hostility to subsidy—would be unlikely g,
bring the industry much comfort. Although it was not until their second tery,
of office, and after considerable dilly-dallying, that the Thatcher government
solitary White Paper on the industry, Film Policy (19084), finally appeared, thejy
approach to the film industry was apparent from an carly stage.” What thi
involved, in the first instance, was the bringing to a halt of those policies whigh
had been gradually evolving under the previous Labour administration ang
which had been due 1o be incorporated into the forthcoming film legislation of
1980, As Dickinson and Street observe, government film policy had tradition.
ally been conceived within the framework of commercial considerations irreg.
pective of the party in power.” During the 19705, however, Labour had begun 1
move owards a more cultural stance, In the wake of the slump that had fol.
lowed the massive withdrawal of US finance from British production at the end
of the 1960s, the Labour Prime Minister Harold Wilson had set up a committee,
under the chairmanship of John Terry, to investigate the future of the Brivish
film industry. This, in turn, was followed by the first and second reports of the
Interim Action Committee on the Film Industry, chaired by Harold Wilson
himself after his resignation as Labour leader. What is evident in all of thews
reports is the new turn in government thinking. ‘A positive and constructive’
film palicy, the Terry repart (1976) argued, “should not be hased exclusively
on considerations of commercial profitability” but also "on the benefits 1o b
derived by the community as a whole™ This was a point echoed in the second
of the Interim Action Committee’s reports in 1679, "The object of government
policy for films, it suggested, was not simply economic and to create employ-

ment. encourage investment, and increase exhibition; it was also cultural and 1o |

provide aid for "an art form’ and “films which reflect British life’’ This concern

to develop a policy which would encourage both the economic and cultural

aspects of Blm was manifest in the Terry report’s recommendations for sub-
stantially increased funding for film production as well as its proposal for the
establishment of a British Film Authority which would coordinate and be
responsible for the various activities undertaken by government. Although the
proposal was accepted in principle by the Labour government, and Wilson's
first report in 1978 laid out specific recommendations for its constitution, the

* Fili Podwey, Ol o0 | Londan: HMSO, paiy 1, Although the government amnounced iis revies ul
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s abandoned by the new Conservative regime." During the 1980s,
ent policy continued to suffer from a lack of overall integration and
for film remained divided amongst various departments: the
rtment of Trade and Industry (with a responsibility for commercial
s}, the Treasury {with a responsibility for fiscal affairs), the Home Office
3 responsibility for censorship, cinema licensing, and the regulation of
sion, cable, and satellite), the Foreign Office (with a responsibility, via the
h ¢il, for the promation of films abroad), and finally the Office of
tand Libraries, created out of the Department of Education and Science in
{with a responsibility, via its funding of the British Film Institute, Arts
yeils, and Regional Art Associations, for the more cultural and educational
tts of film). The proposal to make one minister responsible for all of the
ament’s Alm activities was revived at the time of the Downing Street
inar but still met with no favour.”

pre generally, however, the whale tenor of the government's approach to
wis to alter. This was hardly surprising of a government whose approach
eds the arts in general involved cutbacks and the encouragement of busi-
ip and economic self-sufficiency.™ However, in the case of film,
ew Conservative government was reluctant to conceive of it in artistic and
il terms at all with the result that its policies were almost entirely con-
ed with the commercial aspects of the industry. This change in perspective
svident in the Board of Trade review of the industry written shortly after the
jon of the new government in response to the Wilson committee’s second
ft on film financing. It queried how far the committee’s propesals were
natible with ‘the government’s general policy of reducing public expendi-
and the scope of the public sector’ and asked what role, if any, the state
puld have in supporting the film industrey.” A clear answer was provided by
nt's White Paper which, in line with ‘the government’s approach
dustry generally’, sought to set the film industry ‘free’ by doing away with
nalia of Government intervention” and an ‘intrusive regulatory
2" What this meant, in practice, may be seen in relation to the three
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main planks—or ‘props’ as the White Paper puts it—of government SUpPpon
for films up to this point: the quota, the Eady levy, and the National Filg,
Finance Corporation.

Government Policy

—,

The quota dates back to the Cinematograph Films Act of w927 which, i
response to the decline in the number of British films in British cinemay,
had required distributors and exhibitors to handle 2 minimum percentage of
specifically British films. The government did initially extend the life of the
queta but in January 1982 reduced the quota of 30 per cent for feature films by
half before suspending the quota altogether from 1 January 1983. Announcing
the measure 1o the Commaons, the then “films minister’ lain Sproat claimed
that the industry would thereby be ‘relieved of a formidable and unnecessary
administrative burden’'"

Similar thinking also underlay the government’s abolition of the Eady levy,
This was originally devised by the Treasury official Sir Wilfred Eady and was
introduced on a voluntary basis in 1950 before being made compulsory under
the Cinematograph Films Act of 1957, Designed 1o return a proportion of box.
office takings back to production, it consisted of a levy upon exhibitors’ cam.

ings and was administered by the British Film Fund Agency. Under the Films

Actof 1980 and the Film Levy Finance Act of 1981, the government extended the

life of the levy but, in a p]:m designed to reduce public expenditure, required g

the BFFA to allocate a proportion of its funds to the NFFC as well as the BFI
and Children's Film Foundation. The 1a8s Films Act which followed, however,

abolished the levy completely. Armrdmg to the preceding White Paper, the |
levy—like the qum—repimmtd an unreasonable burden on the cimema |

exhibition industry’ and had also failed 1o provide “an efficient way of encour-
aging an economic activity that should be essentially oriented towards the
market"

A similar line of reasoning was also applied to the NFFC. Originally designed
as a temporary measure 1o help alleviate the then crisis in British production,
the National Film Finance Corporation was established in October 1948 as a
specialized bank 1o make loans in support of British film production and distr-
bution. Subsequent legislation ensured a continuing role for the NFFC and, by
the end of the 19705, the WFFC had invested in over 790 British feature films.
Largely as a result of growing financial difficulties, the NFFC's activities during

W uoked in Soreem Dhpesr {lan. 19830, w0 Although not official, the mie of " Film Minnter” s con
monly appleed 1o the neinisver g1 the Depanmemst of Trade and Induary whiose reupondibalnie incdud s
fiim. (e measure of the governament s apparend lack ol tegand for the filmn edustry i (b large numbscr
o pccurprands of this podt: mo bess than rwelve between wes nd 1990 This leck of conniey added 1o1he
imedustry’s diffscultics in dealing with government, inclbading the period after the Dowming Sorect meo
img when ke “Films Minister’ changed neice: Loed Hesketh replaced Eric Forth is laly sgse and Lond
Reay roplaced Hesketh in May s,
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d become limited and between 1972 and 1979 it was involved with
ine features. However, with the appointment, by Labour, of

m Hasgsan as the new managing director of the NFFC in January 1979 the
ation's fortunes looked set to change. The corporation had a statutory
loans on ‘a commercially successful basis’ but historically had
3 so. This was because the low level of funds at its command had
§ i h ld..,p| to the prevailing methods of raising pmdunmn finance
e it wais called upon to provide, in the form of “end money’, the riskiest
of a film's budget. Under the proposed changes it was now expected
would the Corporation receive increased funding but that it would
pouraged to support less obviously commercial films of a type which
I:ml only recently begun to assist [e.g. Radio On (1975), Babylon
;. 'Th: Corporation’s brief, explained its annual repart, ‘should be to
pot only films that appeal 1o a popular audience, but also films that
ped ideas and invention.”” Following the general election, however, such
were to change. 'l was taken on to lead the charge’, Hassan commented
ds, “and very soon was mounting a siege.™
h the Eady levy, the Conservatives did initially lengthen the life of the
However, in doing so, they sought, not to extend its cultural man-
n'thcr 1o put it on an even more commercial footing than hitherto.
1980 Films Act and the 1981 National Film Finance Corporation Act
ﬂﬂ'il'h: Corporation’s debts to the government and awarded it a final
Lof £1 million. As already indicated, subsequent funding was to be derived
g the Eady levy and commiercial borrowing. With the decision to abolish the
bevy, however, the government went one step further and, in effect, sought
" the Corporation. This involved the replacement of the NFFC by
h Screen Finance Consortium which, according to the White Paper,
patinue to fulfil ‘the positive functions of the NFFC, while at the same
t being enhanced by the dynamic of private enterprise’’” To encourage
ite investment in the new company, the government was prepared to pro-
1 million over a five-year period at the end of which it was expected
the company should have become self-supporting. Three private investors
nnel 4, Cannon, and Rank—agreed o provide (im the form of loans)
DO.000 per annum for fve vears, £300,000 per annum for three years, and
E250,000 per annum for three vears respectively, Neither Cannon nor Rank
o their commitment after the initial three-vear period. Granada then
o provide £750,000 over a two-year period in 1989 but it too did not
NEW its commitment. Channel 4 alone continued with its investment during

Ll II |

:_.:" wssessing these measures, it would be wrong to regard them as simply mis-
ided and destructive. Thus, in the case of the quota and the Eady levy, it was
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not their abolition which presented a problem so much as the absence of 30
alternatives to them. It was already evident in the 19708, for example, that the
quota was not being enforced and that a number of cinemas, especially inde.
pendents, were failing to meet their quota of British features. One of the re
for this was the decline in British feature production, such that the number gf
films registered as British for purposes of quota fell by over half, from 98 1o a,
between 1971 and 1979, I the original purpose of the quota had been to sting,
late British film production the evidence suggested that it was now failing 1o dg
so and that its objective might be better fulfilled by other means,

This was also true of the Eady levy which, by the 19808, represented in reg
terms only one-seventh of its original value, Moreover, it had been a recurn
criticism of the levy since its inception that its allocation on the basis of boy.
office success characteristically rewarded those least in need of it This way
amiply demonstrated when the details of the levy’s distribution were made puh.
lic from 1979 onwards and revealed the extent to which the most commercially
successful "British’ films such as The Wild Geese (1a77), Supermaan (1978, Alien
(179 ), and Flash Gordon (1980 accounted for the lion's share of the pay-out™
The other shortcoming of the system was that payments were made withow
regard 1o merit, however defined, and the Interim Action Committee in partic-
ular had complained of the way in which the fund was being used to help the
makers of woft-porn (or "films that exploit sex” as the Committee preferred w
put it)." Moreover, with the decline in cinema attendances that was a feature of
the late 19708 and early 19804 there was certainly some justice in the exhibitors’
claims that the levy was not only an increasingly onerous burden upon them
but also an unfair one given the extent to which flms were viewed on television
and increasingly videotape.

As early as 1974, the Cinematograph Films Council recommended, as pan
of its strategy for reviving the British film industry, that a levy be imposed
on the showing of hlms on television in order 1o support film production.”
Underlying this proposal was o recognition that while films were increasingly
important to the television schedules (in terms of both proportion of pro-
gramming and audiences attracted), this was not reflected in the returns to
filmmakers from television screenings and there was a suspicion that prices

were being kept artificially low as a result of the BBC and ITV broadcasting

duopoly. The prices paid for features by television continued to be a bone of

contention during the 19805 and both the Association of Independent Prodiicers |

'* Thus, tor cxample, fof the period coding 17 Chat, 1981, e higgns Fady paymsnts were fa Fir Yo
Eyes Dialy | Eoms o), Supwreman [T {{Doomes], anad Flask Gardes [Lpeia04), In comlrasl, mone grm
usscly Brigish flms such as Batpdon (1980) reveived Eanots, Meowsewn of @ Swrvnor (1981) E1oa4, Ruk
B [1988) E4bp, and Kem Loach's Black Tack (gl only £138, See Tweo Tic ko Tap Eady Slod’, Sonees
Innrrmasiemal (17 Apr. 1982, 8-y,
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,ﬁ.nudlum of Cinematograph Television and allied Technicians
od for change.” A much-cited example, in this regard, was that of
{1981). This was seen by 3+ million people in the cinema who
an in order to do so. When the fillm was first screened on television

4 four times this audience but at a cost to the BBC of £1 million. This
preover, was high by television standards and covered more than one

all of these reasons that many accepted that the Eady levy should
it should be replaced by a different form of levy, either on television
otape. Indeed, in April 1985, the House of Lords went so far as to vote in
r 1 an amendment 1o the Filma Bill which would have introduced this
The amendment, however, was subsequently rejected by the Commaons
that had already been made clear in the White Paper. Maintaining
iy but changing its source, it had argued, would only be appropriate
it be wished “to recycle reasonably substantial sums into British pro-
Hmlpparent that the Conservative government did not wish to do
s this unwillingness to find means to support British filmmaking,
lh:- abolition of the Eady levy in itself, which represented the real
i:rth:« prﬂducunn sector of the British film industry.
lingness was also evident in the government's approach 1o fiscal
Ihﬂmwng. the recommendation of the Interim Action Committee's
the Inland Revenwe had ruled in 1979 that films could be treated
_"- * which were eligible for 100 per cent capital allowances in the first
result of this ruling the financing of film production became more
e to City institutions which, through the operation of leasehack deals,
i:u:lusm;l!.r involved in the support of British films (including, for
ple, Chariors of Fire, Edvcating Rita (1983). and Local Hero (1983) ). Despite
st to production, the scheme was not permitted to survive, The scheme
-| ent a number of amendmients before the Chancellor announced in 1984,
ne year as the White Paper, that he was abolishing it altogether and that
pst-year allowances would be phased out by 1986, Although the White Paper
d that these changes would "encourage efficiency and enterprise’ the evid-
: d otherwise.™ Investment in film which had been rising steadily
ng the 19805 fell dramatically from 1986 onwards, dropping from £270.
00 o £135.7 million in 1988 and to only £49.6 million in 1980, Although
drawal of capital allowances was not solely responsible for this fall, it
ciently important a factor for the industry to continue to lobby for

-
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tax incentives which would at least match those of other European CONNrigy
This campaigning looked like it might meet with some success fnlln-wing the
Downing Street seminar when two working parties, one on the structure of the
industry and one on tax reform, were established. The second of these, tndey
the chairmanship of then BFI director Wilf Stevenson, reported later that yey
and made three main recommendations: 1ax relief for foreign artists working iy
the UK, accelerated write-offs against tax, and the establishment of a new
vehicle, modelled on the French SOFICAS, which would entitle shareholder,
to tax exemplion or deferral. All of these proposals were rejected. however, by
the Chancellor Norman Lamont in his 1991 Budger,®

The major form of state support for film production to survive, in thi
respect, was the annual allocation of £1.5 million to British Screen. Despite the
bow levels of funds at its disposal, the company, under its first Chief Executive
simon Relph, managed to defy the gloomy forecasts of its early critics. Indeed,
in both the quantity and range of the flms which it supported it actually did
rather better, during the 1980s, than its predecessor the NFFC had been able 1o
toperating albeit under inauspicious circumstances). Thus, while the NFFC
was involved in only seventeen completed features between 1980 and 165,
British Screen had a stake (in the form of investments and guarantees) in forty-
four features in the period 1986 to 1989, Admintedly, in doing so, Relph wa
required 1o adopt a more commercial approach than Hassan: providing a lower
proportion of a film's budget, insisting upon faster returns on his investments,
and making finance conditional upon a sales agreement. Unlike Hassan, Relph |
was also reluctant 1o either commission seripts or be the first to commit to 2
project. The support of the company for ‘quality British film" was, however,
sustained and the projects in which it was involved were impressively diverse
including, for example, The Belly of an Architect (1987), The Last of England (1987,
Stormry Monday (1987), Venus Peter (1989), and Hush-a- Bye Balwy (1989).™ Indeed,
in one particular case, British Screen proved more adventurous than the NFFC
insofar as it was able to provide support for Mike Leigh's High Hopes (1988)
despite the absence of a script.
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sed. As a result, Relph negotiated a postponement of loan repayments
ently converted to equity) due to the initial investors in 1989 and the
_"_ of Trade and Industry also agreed to a continuation of funding,
y Screen, in this respect, benefited from the government’s apparent
e 1o follow through fully its commitment to the logic of the market-
e of this reluctance undoubredly derived from a belated recognition
dmost impossible demands that had been made upon the organization.
yile British Screen was required 1o be run on 'a commercially successful
 was not free to operate as a purely commercial enterprise insofar as it
liged to encourage specifically British film production and foster
ent.” Moreover, what must also have become apparent was how
a role British Screen plaved in this regard. In 1984, the White Paper
gpected the contribution of the company to British film production to be
st However, by the end of the decade, British Screen had, in fact, become
ajor source of British production finance, as was demonstrated by its
[vement in 25 per cent (ie. fourteen out of fifty-six) of all British pro-
ftion starts in 1988, It occupied, in this respect, such a key position within
dustry that even a Conservative government must have had reservations
| gimply abolishing it, particularly given its own failure to stimulate the
ercial sector of the industry in the way it had promised.

s'_:‘ 1 Production

e indication of this failure is provided by a comment found in the second
it of the Interim Action Committee. Writing in 1979, the Committee
d that there were only three British film companies which invested in
‘a material extent”: Rank, Associated Communications Corporation
L), and EML™ Seven years later, however, the involvement of all these com-
lies in production had largely ended. The first to pull out was Rank. Rank's

However, although British Screen achieved a generally respectable return iment in film production during the 1970s had in fact been quite modest
on its investments and won some notable commercial success (especially in the _ £1.5 million a year) until it decided to embark upon a new production
case of Scandal (1988) ), it did not succeed as a profit-making enterprise and rOgramy in 1977 (involving an estimated investment of about £10 million ).

failed to become self-supporting by the end of the 19805 as the povernment wever, the company was uncertain about what iilms to make and what audi-
il i SICES t0 address with the result that it oscillated uneasily between playing safe

Elevision spin-off, Wembling Free (1978), re-makes of The Thirty-Nire Steps
78}, and The Lady Vienishes (1979) ) and taking risks on films which it was
N unsure how to handle (Anthony Harvey's western Eagle's Wing (1979],
Cholas Roeg's Bad Timing (1980) ). Significant commercial success proved

* Bee Neal Molastney and Mark Le Fara, "Tresuary Ponders Retum to Eady Levy as ndusitry Awaits
Badpet Explanation’, Soreem Fimamee (07 Ape. it 1-1. According 1o the saihars it was fei by govern
ment that sceelorated write-offs were ioo bke the capital llowances which had been wripped anil
that the SOFHCAS (Socstes de Financement de industrie Cintmatographigee e Audiovisuel) were
insufficiently dafferent from the UK Business Enterprise Scheme (BES) which had fuiled yo stinalas:
imvestmienit in b, The BES scheme allowed ta relied to individualiinvesting in Blm comspasies bist wai
resiricied i E4o.000 per year and was thus nlikeby so bave born a magor source of film fimange, The BES
regalations also henited the amoust raised by a sisgle company s §500,000 in any one year, Beigish
Soreem had soeugh am cxemption from this nele bai wese refused by the government. See *British Serecn
Drvops BES Plan®, Sevoen Informationad | 1 Jady 1g83), 2.

* Foran assessment of Hritish Soroen s early performance, see Adam Dastiey, "British Screen Pusbes
far Private Cash 1o Masch Renmwed Gonverniment Support”. Sorees Frnanee | s labe 1aiiah

% ;" %, | addtion o ‘moouraging be production of British films on & commercially seccesdul
88" the policy of British Scroen i 8o encourage British tabent and original high quaty British flm
i mpecially from yousger bna oatablished producers and derecion”. See Brimmb Scoreen Fimance
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elusive and the company's enthusiasm for production soon waned. In June
1980 it announced that it was pulling out altogether. In the event, Rank Film
Distributors did continue 1o invest—on and off—in some Alms (in return for
non-U% distribution rights) but this was confined almost entirely 10 “safe’
American films for which US distribution deals were already in place. Thus,
apart from its initial loan to British Screen (a small sum compared to what the
company saved from the abolition of the Eady levy), its contribution 1o British
production for the rest of the decade was negligible (e.g. The Fourth Protocol
(1985} and Dealers (1989] ).

If Rank’s production policy of the late 19705 had lacked direction, the strar-
egies of ACC, under Lew Grade, and EMI, chaired by his brother Bernard
Dielfont, were much clearer. Impressed by the huge earnings of the "big’ US films
of the mid-1970% {such as Star Wars (1977} ) and emboldened by the commercial
success of EMI's own Murder oit the Owrient Express in 1974, both companies
set their eyes Airmly on success in the US market. In the case of AUC, they
were responsible for about fourteen filmis a vear between 1976 and 1981, most of
which were self-consciously tailored to appeal to what was imagined to be
American taste (e.g. The Casiandra Crossing (1976), The Bays from Brazil (19781,
The Medusa Touch (1978] ). Although no major hit was forthcoming, some of
the films did at least do reasonably well (e.g. The Eagle Has Landed (1976} ) and,
because of Lord Grade's skills at pre-selling, ACC's losses were kept to manage
ahle levels. However, with ACC's expansion into both exhibition (the acquist-
tion of the Classic cinema chain) and distribution (the setting up, with EMI1, of
a US distribution arm, AFD) the company became overstretched and was
unable to carry the scale of losses incursed by such an expensive flop as Raise rhe
Titanic (1980}, a film which for a time became synonymaous with the collapse of
the British film industry, In June 1581 it was revealed that ACC's film division
had lost £26.4 million. The Classic chain was put up for sale, Grade’s film pro-
gramme was brought to a halt and Grade himself departed his own company the
year after following a takeover by the Australian businessman, Robert Holmes
a Court. As part of the Bell Group, ACCs filmmaking division ITC survived but
with the exception of the occasional film (e.g. Whoops Apocalypse (1986] ) its
contribution to film production was, like Rank’s, negligible.

ACC's attempts 1o compete with Hollywood were taken one step further by
EMI when, in 1976, it acquired British Lion and with it the services of Barry
Spikings and Michael Deeley, During the 1g70s, EMI had maintained a fevolv-
ing fund of about £5 million which it had invested in films oriented primanly
towards the domestic market (comedies, TV spin-offs, horror ). With the arrival
of Spikings and Deeley, the company were persuaded not only to aim for the
US market but to do so by actually making American films in America. The
Dieer Hunter (1978) and Convey (1978) provided this policy with some initial
success but subsequent Alms, made after Deeley had left, proved financially dis-
astrous. Can't Stop the Mugic (1980 and Honky Tonk Freewey (1981 ), EMI's most
expensive film ever, cost the company particularly dear and the attempt to beat
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financially enfeebled EMI had by now been taken over by the electrical
Thorn for whom Spikings embarked upon a new production programme.
pugh this was again American in orientation it was much more modest in
o { Frances (1982), Temder Mercies (1982), Handgun (1982) ) and abo included
aritish films: David Gladwell’s Memroirs of @ Surviver (1980}, and Lindsay
srson’s Britanmia Hospital (1982) which were both made in association
the NFFC. The films division, however, continued to sustain losses and,
the arrival of Verity Lambert in late 1982 as the new head of produc-
. ings lefi. In contrast 1w the last project to be miated by Spikings,
sgronrnd (1983) which was partly shot in the US with an American star,
bert now committed the company to a palicy of medium-budget Brit-
mmaking. Cormfirt amd foy (1984), Morons in Outer Space (1985), and
ckwise (1986) were amongst the films that followed but they failed 10 do
giently well 1o win the renewal of Lambert’s contract at the end of three
Chief Executive of Thorn EMI Screen Entertainment { TESE), Gary
tnall then in effect closed down the company’s in-house production divi-
‘and announced in 11 place a system of development deals with indepen-
§ producers. However, before these armangements were to show any tangible
alts TESE was sold, in March 1986, first to the Australian Alan Bond and then,
yone week later, to Cannon. In the face of considerable hostility, Cannon's
¥ers, Menahem Golan and Yoram Globus, declared their commitment to
ish film production and established a fund 1o assist first-time directors.
ess as Lsual (1987), and The Kiechen Toto (1987) were made under this
gmie but Cannon, whose financial affairs had been the subject of much spec-
ton, faced mounting debts, leading not only 10 an end to their British pro-
pon activity but also the controversial sale of the studio at Elstree {which
passedd into the hands of Brent Walker). The Cannon Corporation
s then itsell acquired by the lalian Giancaro Parretti’s Pathé Communica-
s which in turn faced financial difficulties following its surprise acquisition
MGMLUIA.
e demise of Thorn EMI was also a blow 1o the credibility of the govern-
ents filrn policy. In Novemnber 1984, the then Films Minister Norman Lamont
dcited Thorn EMI as anllustration of the “‘impressive strength’ of the British
dustry when addressing objections to the government’s Film Bill in the
imons.”™ What was even more ironic, however, was that his other two
examples’ of companies successfully investing in Alm—Goldorest and
should also have ceased their involvermnent in production so soon after-
Pds as well.
| e collapse of Golderest was particulardy striking in this regard given the
Fin which the company had come to symbolize such a large part of the much
Bi8ussed ‘renaissance’ of the British cinema of the early 1980s. This was par-
tlarly so following the Oscar-winning successes of Chariots of Fire in 1981
i Cardhi in 1082, two of the films in which the company had been involved
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{although, in the case of Chariots, nothing like to the extent to which it was com.
monly assumed).™ Indeed. the government's White Paper cited the success of
these two films specifically when justifving their proposals to reduce state sugp.
port for British filmmaking. Goldcrest had been founded by the Canadian Jake
Eberts and had evolved from a small film development company (invalved in
such projects as Watership Down (1978, Black fack (1980), and Hreaking Glagy
(1980) ) into a major production company responsible for a number of success.
ful features, including not only Gandhi but also The Killing Fields (1984), Loca]
Hero, The Ploughman’s Lunch (1983}, and Another Country (1984). Although
a number of these were expensive productions, Eberts pursued a policy of
financial prudence, keeping his films’ budgets tight and spreading the risks a5
far as possible through co-investment deals and pre-sales. Following Ebeny’
departure from the company in 1984 and his replacement by James Lee as Chict
Executive, Goldcrest embarked upon a much more ambitious policy, becom.
ing involved simultaneously in three high-budget projects: Revolution (1955,
Absolute Beginers (1986), and The Mission (1986), This production programae
was, according to Eberts, "wrong on every level”: "the scripts were not good . .
all the films were too expensive, and . . . too much risk was spread across oo few
productions””’ These problems were added to when the films overran their
already inflated budgets (in the case of Revolurion by £4 million), promiscd
equity finance did not materialize, and the company was faced with a cash-tlow
crisis, The films then did badly at the box office and together lost the company
over £15 million, Ironically, the much more modestly budgeted productions in
which Golderest had been involved, such as Darce with a Stranger (1985 ) and 4
Room with a View (1985), were to turn a profit. A Room with a View, moreover
outperformed all three films at the US bow office despite only costing a fraction
{£2.3 million) of the budgets of Revolurion (£19 million) and The Mission (£17.6
million). Although Eberts returned to the company in 1084 (replacing the
ousted Lee), his job was basically to mop up the mess so that when Goldcrest
was sold in 1987 to Brent Walker it amounted to lintle more than a sales and dis-
tribution company. The new Goldcrest did subsequently return to production
but only on a small scale and with the US market primarily in mind (e.g. Mike
Hodges" Black Rainbow (198g) ).

A further casualty of the Goldcrest débdcle was the third company cited
by Lamont: Viegin. Virgin Films had been formed in 1980 to distribute The
Great Rock 'n’ Roll Swindle featuring the Sex Pistols who had been a profitable
source of income for Virgin Records. Under Al Clark, the company moved into

= Gobdcrot head, in Bict, provided minal development money of Linson for Charots of Fire, The
actual prosluctsan finance was provided by Allsed Stars, the film company of Egyptian llhj'rrndi:m-ﬂ-.-n
aire Mohsmmed Al Fayed, and Twengieth Cenbarg- Fox. H was no small iroay that sich & quinsessenalall
British film., asd the harbinges of the British cinemna’s “renaissinee’, sberalid have been fussded from
Egrptian and Hollywoosd sousces.

" Ay Fadeeiron i Final The Rise and Fall of Gobdorest Fifms |swith Teery lon) (Losdon: Faber and
Faber, o], 544 Terry lhort argues, oa he basin of profilability fonecasts, that the company’s investmen!|

of £35 millicn was based on ihe expectaiion of a ‘probable’ return of 2 mallaon but at # risk of loadng £21
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- on, providing support for Richard Eyre's Loose Conmections (1983 ),
y Barron's Secret Places (1984), and Steve Barron's Electric Dreans (1984,
afa number of films with a musical cross-over interest for Virgin, The com-
: , sustained bosses with rofy (1984) (a film spoken of approvingly
amant) and, as a result, became more cautious about film investment. The
any believed it was on relatively safe ground when investing, along with
erest, in Absolure Beginners. The failure of this film, however, proved to be
ast straw and a few months after the opening of Absolute Beginners, the
.1'. y announced, in October 1986, that it was withdrawing from equity

-ﬂem of Goldcrest’s collapse were also more widespread. One of the
successes had been to make use of the capital allowance scheme and
gt normally reluctant City investors {insurance companics, investment
5, and pension funds) into film production. The failure of the company,
pwever, reminded the City just how risky film investment could be and under-
ed confidence in the industry as a whole. With the simultaneous removal of
lowances by the government, it was not surprising that City funding
el dramatically with the result that it became virtually impaossible, as [lon
*to raise finance outside the entertainment industry itself”* However,
ud of 1586 (following the withdrawal of Rank and others from pro-

an), there was virtually no British film company involved in iinancing
uctio either.

consequence of this lack of British funding was an increasing tendency
ok to the US for Ainance. This was not, however, a reliable substitute. The
' jors were generally reluctant to invest in indigenous British features,
‘ Fing to use Britain s a bawe for their own productions (shooting, for
iple, Batrraen at Pinewood and Tndiana fores g the Last Crusade at Elstree
British production companies did, in the mid-19804, succeed in secur-
d deals with US independent distributors such as Cinecom, Atlantic,

_'1 bon Classics (who enjoved considerable success with films such as A
m with a View, My Beautiful Loundrerte (1985}, and Wish You Were Here
}. However, in the face of increasing competition from the majors, many
p companies began 1o encounter severe financial difficulties and sub-
1 _'; ity became much more cautious about investing in British productions.
result, there was a certain pressure on UK producers "to adopt transatlantic
iuction values in order 1o sell their films to US film distributors” and this
Ame manifest in the way that a number of companies such as Handmade,
B, Zenith, and Working Title began to reorientate themselves towards the
arket at the end of the decade.” However, the degree of risk involved in this
sach was substantial and led, in most cases, to an exacerbation, rather than
IAg. of the financial problems that British production companies faced.
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Like Virgin, Handmade Films was initially conceived with a specific purpose
in mind: the production of Monty Python's Life of Brian (1979) which EMI hag
developed but subsequently pulled out of because of its controversial subject.
matter. lronically, in the light of EMI's production policy of the time, Life of
Hrian went on to become the United Kingdom's fourth biggest earner of 195
and to take more than 5124 million at the United States box office, Emboldened
by such success, Harrison and his then business manager, Denis O°Brien, pro.
ceeded with a policy of producing low-budget comedies, often imvalving mem -
bers of the Python team { The Missionary (1981), Privates on Porade (1982, 4
Private Function (1984) ), Terry Gilliam's Time Bandits (1981) proved particy.
larly successful in the United States and Later films such as Mo Lisa (1986] and
Withmail ard | {1086) also did well there. A shift towards more American pro
jects was begun with the Sean Penn and Madonna vehicle Shanghai Surprice
(1986} and was followed by a series of American or American-hased projects
such as Five Corners (1087), Track 29 (1987}, Powswow Highway (1988), Checking
Our (1988), and Cold Dog Soup (1983). These, however, performed badly: the
company cut back on its production and, despite some belated success with
Nusts ont the Run (1990), pulled out of feature production altogether in 1990
{eventually selling up in 1994). In 1984 the company had narrowly failed to
finalize a deal with City investors (Prudential) and had continued to Ainance
production through a mix of its own resources and pre-sales. Despite (FBrien's
reputation for financial prudence, the company became overstretched when
success in the US market proved elusive. Faced with such poor returns, George
Harrison's enthusiasm for {and willingness to finance) film production faltered
and the company’s production policy went into decline.

Indifferent performance in the US also contributed to the difficulties of Palace.
Ironically, Palace had survived the financial débacle of Absolute Beginmers which
had cost both Goldcrest and Virgin so heavily. However, this reprieve was des
tined to be shortlived. The company had begun in video distribution (where it
scored significant successes with films such as Diva (1981) and The Evil Dea.f
(1g#2) ) before moving into film distribution {with Neil Jordan's Angel (19821 |
and then into production { Neil Jordan's Contpany of Wolves (1984) ). 1t was als
a Neil Jordan film {made for Handmade }—Mora Lisa (1986 1 —which helped
to re-establish the company’s credibility as a producer after the bad publicity
of Absolute Beginners. The company opened an American office and also su.-
ceeded in securing City investmient (in the form of a revelving credit loan from
the merchant banks Guinness Mahon and Pierson, Heldring and Pierson .
Results, however, were mixed. Palace’s first all-American film, Siesta (1987) and
Neil Jordan's High Sperits (198%8) {made with US money but shot in England an
Ireland) did badly while the company’s second American project Shag (1987
along with Scandal both performed well. In 1984, Palace then went into produc-
tion with The Big Man (1990) and Hardware (1990) followed, the following year.
by The Miracle (1990), The Pope Must Die (1991}, and A Rage in Harlem (1991
{another all-American project), Although none of these were comparable in
g b i that bad braiie b daven Coldersct [ihe maost exoensasve of the eroaapn
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A Rage in Harlem at £5.6 million), the budgets were high relative 10
earnings and represented a substantial investment for a small com-
swith few capital reserves, In March 1990, a strategy review, undertaken by
ansultant Stoy Hayward, reported that the company was suffering from “an
give spread of activities’ and ‘an inadequate level of financial resources™
s apparent not only across the Palace Group as a whole (which, in addi-
1 uction, was invelved in ilm and video distribution, video retail,
yigion production, recorded music, and software] but also the programme
". etion embarked upon by Palace Productions, Thus, when the returns
" ﬂms pmwd poor, the company lacked the resources to cover its losses
pced a growing mountain of debt. A rescue package was negotiated with
i (then owned by the Dunch electromics company Philips) but this fell
::_ when Polygram realized the full extent of Palace’s debts. As a result,
gy 1992, Palace Productions went into administration. Unfortunately, the
sany's biggest success, The Cramg Game (1992), which earned over $82
an at the US box office in 1992-3, came oo late to make any difference to
pEmpany’s fate,
"- zally, Steve Woolley of Palace had justified the move towards bigger-
ed films aimed at the US market as a way of breaking out of low-budget
]:lnducl:ltm and ensuring Anancial viability.” Howewver, without the
poes 1o ride failure, there is, as the examples of Palace and Handmade
r hittle guarantee of success. This is also demonstrated, in a differ-
by the experience of Working Title. Working Title was formed by
| Radclyffe and Tim Bevan in 1984 and scored an early success with My
il Lavndrerte (1985 ). This was then followed by a series of films incdluding
ngio (1986 ), Sammry and Rosie Ger Laid (1987), Wish You Were Here (1987,
Brld Apart {1987), and For Queen and Country (1988) which earned the
. iy a reputation for producing low-budget dramas with a political edge.
fith other companies, there was then a certain reorientation towards the
narket (and bigger budgets) when they became involved in The Tall Guy
i and Chicago Joe and the Showgirl (198g) towards the end of the 1980s.
0 _' i neither of these films was especially successful, the attempt 1o suc-
in the US market gained momentum when Polygram acquired a stake
Company in 1991 as part of its strategy to become a “European major’
Ever, while Polygram and Working Title subsequently enjoyed great
£58 with Four Weddings and a Funeral (1994), many of their other projects
and Polvgram’s film division as a whole lost money.* In this way,
fKing Title, unlike Handmade and Palace, benefited from the protection

Diexd i Argpas Finney, The Egos Mave Londed” The Bise amd Fall of Palace Pienies (Londos:
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of a large multinational corporation that was prepared (and able) to sustaig
short-term losses in the interests of a longer-term strategy (involving not jusy
production but also distribution).

Declining Profitability

—

When introducing the government's Film Bill to the Commons the then Filmy
Minister Norman Lamont predicted that the British flm industry was on ‘the
threshold of a strong commeercial future™” In line with the government's general
economic policies this was to be achieved by the reduction of state support for
film and a resulting exposure of the industry 1o the bracing winds of market
forces. By the end of the decade it was clear that Lamont’s optimism had been
misplaced. Far from thriving, the traditional commercial sector of the industry
had all but collapsed. That it did so illustrates one of the major shortcomings of
the Conservative government’s commitment to the virtues of the free marker,

Fosr as a numiber of commentators have observed of the government's econom:
policies more generally, a reliance on the free play of market forces does not i
itsell reverse industrial decline but only reinforces existing market strengths
and weaknesses,™ This was particularly so in the case of the Rlm industry where
state intervention was historically based upon a recognition that the British film
industry did not, and could not, compete on equal terms within the internas.
tional film market. By withdrawing its support, therefore, the government did
not revive the industry, only enfeehled it further,

The weakness of the British film industry in this respect derives from the pre-
eminent position enjoyed by Hollywood within the world market. Filmmaking
is, of course, a particularly high-risk industry. Indeed, to describe even main-
stream film production as ‘commercial’ can be misleading insofar as a sub-
stantial percentage of films do not, in fact, make money, Within the West it s
only the Hollywood majors that have been able to spread the financial risks of
production in such a way as to make filmmaking, more or less, consistently
profitable. That they have been able to do so is the result of a number of factors:
the scale of their production (in terms of both quantity and cost); the size of
the US home market and the returns which this provides;™ the ability, through

control of distribution, 1o restrict foreign access to the US market; and the
ownership or control of an international network of distribution and exhibition

¥ Parliaseiniry Debuaves, vol 88, col. 38 (19 Mo, 19840
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st = On the basis of these economic advantages, the Hollywood majors
it onl ina privileged position to make money out of their films but also to
pate other national markets. Britain and the United States do not compete
jal terms in this respect and, with the abolition of the quota, Hollywood's
ation of the British market was strengthened. Thus, in 1990, US films
for 88 per cent of UK box-office revenues.

his respect, the British film industry found itself in a position similar to
) .'-.:- 19205 when the government had first introduced a quota for British
as a result of dwindling market share. The responses to US domination
h | were open o the production sector of the British film industry in the
e, however, different from this earlier period. Historically, British
d been faced with the choice of attempting to compete dinectly with
ad in the international market, or relving primarily on the domestic
'ﬁr commercial viability. Direct competition with Hollvwood at an
gational level involved the attempt to secure success in the UE market by
g the Hull}'wclud model [and cost) nfﬁlnunaktnn. This was attempted
i p.m:lun:s in the history of British cinema: by Alexander Korda in the
by Rank in the 19405, and, of course, by EMI, ACC, and Goldcrest in the
and 19805, In all cases, these attempts proved financially disastrous and
se of Goldcrest marked something of a retreat from what one writer
gscribed as ‘the traditional kamikaze assault on the American theatrical
& Some companies such as Handmade and Palace did subse-
iy aim for the US market with a different stvle of cheaper ‘independent’
{ f- on but even this pnliu:r proved impossible to sustain. It is therefore the
. mpetition in the domestic market—that has traditionally
i:l!u' bedrock of British cinema.

i result of the quota {and later some additional forms of state support),
noe of a commercial British cinema which did not compete with
wood internationally but only in the home market proved possible from
305 to—just about—the 19708 [ when Hammer horror, the Carry Chs, and
afession films all ceased production). The basis of this cinema, however,
A audience of sufficient size to sustain its economic viability, In the 19803,
bility became increasingly theeatened by falling audience figures, Since
of 163.5 million in 1946, cinema admissions fell steadily until they

i Lt poist is panticulasly emphasieed by Nicholss Gasshaen wha argues that “the power and
ity of the majors i based wupon comteol of workdwide distribution networks which give them
posaibsllity 1o balance, om woeld sale, producsan veament with bax-officr revesuc’, Sor
smomacs of the L% Rotion Faoture Indusary’, is Capitalem gaed Commumisetion: Gleis! Cabiury
pics of Frfermanisn (Lendose Sage, 19en), 301 For & more generd disussion of the
sdvantuge enposed by Hollywoosd, soe Sieve MsEntyer, "Vannbing Poist: Frature Film
Mo im & Senalll Couniey’, in fobin Hall, Masmin McLloone, and Paul Hainosanh (ods, ), Berder
Mg File i Predand, Brviass anad Furope | Belias) and Londos: fntinute of Irish Sudics BFL isa4),
t K Film, Televiosom amd ¥iden Statiancal Oreeeview’, B Frim amd Telrvton Vel R
o BFL, vz, 41
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reached an all-time low of 54 million in 1984. Alhough this figure subsequently
rose {largely as a result of the opening of muliplexes from 1985 onwards), the
4.5 million admissions recorded in 1989 was still lower than any figure recordeg
during the 1970s {when the lowest was 103.5 million in 1977)."" Although gros,
box-office levels were in part maintained through increases in ticket prices, j
was clear that the returns which a British film could expect from the domestj :
market were considerably lower than in previous decades. Thus, whereas it wy, ; decl ning profitability of British film also led to a restructuring of the
once possible for a British film to recoup its costs on the home market thig : film mdurtr]- In the wake of the 1927 Cinematograph Films Act, and its
proved virtually impossible for the vast majority of British movies during the : nt of a British film quota, the British film industry moved steadily,
1g80s, Thus, in 1989, only five *British’ films earned over £1 million and 1wy i H:::l.-pjn: and 19405, towards an integration of production, distribution,
of these—Wilr and The Tall Gen—earned less than their costs of production, ) hibition interests, This, in turn, led to the domination of all aspects of
Even those that did ‘cover’ their costs were not necessarily guaranteed a profit, ndustry by two erganizations, Rank and ABPC, by the end of the Second
however, Given that only a small proportion of box-office revenues actually |d War. It also lay the basis for a modest domestic version of the Hallywood
return 1o the producer rather than the exhibitor and distributor, even such an jo system whereby these two companies ensured a regular supply of flms
apparent success as Scandal would only have recovered a fraction of its pro. he cinemas through production in their own studios. As cinema audi-
duction costs—of £3.2 million—from its UK takings of £3.7 million.* s began to decline, however, the economic basis of this system began to be
Hollywood did, of course, have to contend with falling audiences as well, _- med, and the two British majors increasingly devolved responsibility for
However, by the end of the 1g98os, the major studios—Warner Bros, Diisney/ ]:rndu:l:n-n onto independent producers. This process of devolvement
Buena Vista, Paramount, MCA/Universal, 20th Century-Fox, Columbia/TriStar, ched its conclusion in the mid-19%0s when the withdrawal of Rank,
and MGM/UA—were more profitable than ever as a result of their ability to take i EMI, and Cannon not only from direct involvement in production but
advantage of the new market for video, the revenues from which grew from pstment in production led to an almost complete divoree within the
1 per cent of studio income in 1980 to over 45 per cent in 1990.* The video between producers on the one hand and distributors and exhibitors on
market also grew substantially in the UK so that, in 198, the spending on him athe
on video (both rental and retail) was four times greater than the UK theatrical his meant that British film production during the 19805 was largely carried
box office.* However, the growth of this market for film has largely been to o independent production companies who typically put together projects
the benefit of Hollyweod films which have dominated video sales and rentals i irregular or one-off basis. Thus, no less than 142 production companies
even more than theatrical box office. As a result, the return to the British film timvolved in film production during the decade and the majority of these—
industry from video during the 1980s was relatively insubstantial. Thus, while involved in only one film {many, in fact, having been set up solely
Hollywood studio films were able to compensate for the drop in audiences purpose).” Few of these companies were involved in production on
at cinemas by generating revenues from video {and pay-TV), this was not bntinuing basis and only a handful—such as Handmade and Golderest—
generally the case with British films. There was also little evidence of a willing- £ e more than ten films. And, as has been seen, even these were unable to
ness on the part of British video companies to invest in British flm despite the iR 2 secure position within the industry. Although Hollywood underwent
increasing size of the video market. The large Parkfield Group did invest in = milar process of restructuring production, adopting what Storper and
Ropherson describe as a “vertically disintegrated” system of 'flexibly spe-
@ed production), the US majors, none the less, continued to be the key play-
i the financing of Hollywood productions,® Insofar as this was not the
in the UK, the split between producers and distributors and exhibitors
ssarily added to the problems of the production sector which not only lost
ble source of finance but also the security of a guaranteed outlet which a
cally integrated industry had once provided.
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Krays but its collapse in July 1990 meant few others were tempted to follow

ging Structures
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The exhibition and distribution sector, moreover, had no particular inter.
est in the showing of British films and increasingly drew its income from
Hollywood products. This wasa position exacerbated by the continuing concen.
tration of exhibition interests in the UK as well as the growing power of US dis.
tributors over UK cinemas. In 1983 the Monopolies and Mergers Commission
found against both Rank and EMI, and their aligned distributors, which they
estimated controlled some 6o per cent of the film exhibition market and an evep
greater share of the film distribution market in Britain.® Despite its comumiy.
ment to the free market, the government was reluctant to take remedial sction,
especially as it was dependent upon the goodwill of Rank and EM1 in the found.
ing of British Screen. The Office of Fair Trading subsequently undertook an
experiment to investigate how distribution and exhibition could be made more
competitive but it was not until the end of 1987 that it reported and a further
vear before it actually came up with some proposals regarding barring.™ During
this time the duopoly extended its control of exhibition and distribution cven
further so that, when Cannon took over the ABC chain (as part of its acquisition
of Thorn EMI)}, the two leading companies accounted for two-thirds of all UK
box-office revenue, Patterns of exhibition did, of course, alter following the
opening of multiplex cinemas, mainly by US exhibitors, from 1985 onward. "
However, MGM Cinemas (following MGM Pathé's acquisition of Cannon)
and Rank still remained the largest exhibitors at the end of the decade and
accounted for substantially the same amount of box-office share as previously
reported by the Monopolies Commission.

As these chains (along with the new US-owned multiplexes) were closely
tied to Hollywood distributors, this inevitably added to the problems of fila
producers, MGM Cinemas was aligned with United International Pictures
(LIP}, jointly owned by MCA/Universal, MGM, and Paramount, as well as with

Warners while the Odeon chain was aligned with Fox, Columbia, and Buena
Vista (a subsidiary of Disney). As the Monopolies and Mergers Commussion
argued, in a further report in 1994, this practice of alignment represented

‘a form of market sharing’ and dearly restricted competition.™ It also helped
1o ensure the dominance of Hollywood films in the UK market insofar a¢
UIP, Warner Distributors, Columbia, Buena Vista, and Fox—all distribution

= Manopolics and Mergen Commission, Filmye A Reporr om the Supply of Films for Eghibrtes o

Civirrm, Commd. B38| Londion: FIMSO, g8, 73 ) )
# Sor Rickard Gold, Wiy Film Industry Do Mol Like Barring Proposals’, Soreem Finsor {7 5o

pelh ), O of the cemarald problems of the Copacrvalive’s comnsiiment to 4 market free of canisdi
el festdctinss was thad this did mot necessaridly ingresse cosnpeticion: but, s with film distribution ansd
eahibition, seduce it & similar comtradiction was evident im the ‘free market’ policees of the Rragan
sdnsinistraison i the L5 whose laxenSorcement of anti-traes kegrdatbon allowed the Hollysmood mapoe
e move back into exhibition. See Thomas Guback, “The Evolution of the Motion Piture Thearr?

Bizitsies i the 1o, fearmal of Commuminataee, val. 17, mo. 3 U 5pring 170

 The most sigaificant of these exhibitons hus been United Cinemnas Intornational (U], jeinil®
criwrsil by MICA and Pasamomnt. which entered (e Brntlsh puarker at the end of 1588 snd soon becar<
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idiarics of Hollywood majors—commanded the lion's share of the UK box-
:'::!'i striking 84.6 per cent in 1989)." As a result, the Commission found
qace of both a “swcale monopoly’ (i.e. market share of over 25 per cent) in
ase of MGM Cinemas and a ‘complex monopoly’ (i.e. the operation of
competitive practices) in the case of the leading distributors and exhib-
L Although they were reluctant to link this monopoly situation 1o the low
entage of British films on British screens, it seems clear that the alignment
pen major distributors and the leading exhibition circuits (either tied to or
d by US interests) made it much more difficult for independent British
o secure an adequate release. As Simon Relph reported in his paper for
v £ Street seminar, while "big budget popular British films’ were gen-
: o gain access o the main circuits, ‘cheaper films with a smaller
fill clearly identifiable audience™—in effect the bulk of British films—
much more "difficulty in getting sufficient access to the market place’™
even two successful films such as My Beautiful Laundrette and Letter to
ey (1985) were turned down by both Rank and EMI. Moreover, as Relph
pbgerves, while the UK majors may have dropped out of production, the
mal pricing structures’ which had been a feature of a vertically integrated
ry remained. These arrangements had been designed to accelerate re-
am exhibition and distribution rather than production. Hence, when
_| left production they were able (along with US distributors) to
on 10 the most profitable sectors of the film business while pushing the
- 3 14l risks onto the producer and production financier. This is then
gted in the low proportion of revenues returned to producers which make
gible for both exhibitors and distributors to make money out of a film even
pducer makes a loss,

clusion

_':= cussion of "how UK producers finance their features’, European Filmfile
fibed the situation at the beginning of the 19905

 companies such as Rank, Thorn EMI and Handmade stopped producing films
i, o comipany in the UK has operated on a sufficiently Large scale 1o finance the
Iction of features without outside money, The UK can be described as a nation of
P s each producing few films, with no powerful integrated companies as bn
Oither big Earopean countrics. As a result, the role of UK producers is rather dif-
L from that of their counterparts in the rest of Europe. Rather than finding one
& which can majority-back a project . . . the UK producer is forced 1o assemble 2
Ok sonrces, resulting ina more complicated pattern of funancing than elsewhere.™

Mol B Witk osly @ b per oeed abuse of bor-officr i the same year, Rank was playing a decreas-
Ll o role in ditrbution bul pemained o major force inechibation
of UK Felen Producthion: For phe Prime Mrstiters Semimar, 1 lune spgo [ Loadon, mimen,
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While this has led o the |mpur|:m¢¢u:rl'prr. -sales (and, mﬂﬁpundmg}y the ro
of the sales agent who pre-sells 1erritories on a commission basis), it has g
meant that, in the absence of traditional sources of finance, producers J-m.,.=
increasingly had to look 1o Bmemnmnt -backed agencies and television for sup,
pm*L Thus, for all of the government's determination that it should ‘stand on
its own feet), it is apparent that what stability the British flm industry enjoyeg
during the 1980s largely derived from a continuing dependence upon the s,
—-¢ither directly in the form of help from state-funded agencies such as Britigy
Screen or indirectly through television, and Channel 4 in particular, for whick,
through licence and regulation, the government possessed a statutory respaons.
ibility, Indeed, so important had the relationship between film and televisog
become by the end of the wéos that, in 19¢0, the Palicy Studies Tnstitue
suggested that “the only factor which appears 1o have prevented the whole.
sale collapse of the British film production industry has been the increasing
involvement of UK television companies’™ [t is this role plaved by television
with which the following chapier will now deal.

= Aedrow Ferd and Boben Hachison (eds.), Cubieral Trends, no & [Losdone Poliey Sudis

apter 3

1 and Television
Relationship

: ;_j:'-u a Fourth Channel

sult of the economic problems that faced the film industry in the 1980s,

Iilitule, el VL

ision that was destined to play an increasingly significant role in
ir ce of British film production. The origins of this relationship
Eln:l and television may be traced back to the Annan report on the
of British broadcasting which was published in 1977." The influence of
however, was indirect rather than direct. For although the report
ered a number of proposals to require television to finance the film
ry—including a levy on film transmission, a rise in the cost to television
ﬂ:hmm, use of the levy on excess profits of the Independem Television
panies to support filmmaking. and the encouragement of BBC and ITV
Jcti Funds—it rejected them all on the grounds that the development of
nal relationship between film and television was unlikely to lead to ‘the
enation of the British film production industry’’ Despite this pessimism
erning the role that television could play in supporting film production, it
 none the less, the Annan report that paved the way for the relationship
een film and television that was to develop during the following decade.
id 5o by virtue of its recommendations for a fourth channel. The idea of a
th television channel had been in circulation since the 1960 but it was not
I the 19705 that it really gained momentum.* With the Annan report, how-
18 precise character began to take shape. The report was concerned that
ew channel should not simply be an extension of the BRC/TTV duopoly
fejected the proposal for an ITV2. Instead it proposed a new fourth channel
th would “encourage productions which say something new in new ways’*
off e Cosamitder on the Fursre of Hreadvanting, Cmsd. sraLondon: HMRO, 9770,
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"_'Hl'fu.l overview of the prechispory of Chanmel 4 b proveded by Svlvia Haroey, "Channel g
i Prosm Amnan eo Grade', im Sheart Food (ed. ), Befumd the Sooens The Structune of Brafmb
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