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INTRODUCTION

By the beginning of the twenty-first century, che@yDs had become
ubiquitous, multiplexes had widened the scope amikty of material they
were screening and film festivals were increashmgrtpresence across the
annual calendar. There had, apparently, never adwtter time to engage
with ‘world’ cinema. Why then, could | not encountany South
American films? A handful would appear amongst ffestival catalogues
or in special programs but these were few anddéavéen. When in South
America, | experienced the wide spectrum of cinéamabrks emerging
from the continent’s diverse peoples and culturgbegiences. | also
realised that film funding and production was irgieg. Returning to the
UK, however, | struggled to find traces of this Ifio cinematic culture. It
was clear that problems of exhibition and distridsutremained. Movie-
theatres in South America were saturated with USlpets and many
promising directors were struggling to get theim& into exhibition
spaces, making it difficult to get their second diene third or fourth, film
made. Governmental bodies were frequently celefiatnational
achievement in filmmaking but local audiences reradiwithout access to
the cinema of the region. Although films travellglroad and interesting
transnational networks were emerging, there weteatways significant
gains for the cinematic activity back home. Moreenf than not,
international audiences were ignorant of the varwf films that were
being produced. This situation was taking placa itentury of increased
global connectivity and at a time when cheaper pectdn, distribution
and exhibition costs were supposedly democratisiogess to cinema.
Nonetheless, there were policy makers, gate-kegpeesvening agents
and other persons that were, and still are, detengiithe access that
filmmakers and audiences have to cinematic culiaréne region. The
result is a regional cinema that is vibrant anceie yet, at the same time,
struggling to gain recognition and strength.

These features of contemporary South American catiensulture are not
systematic processes that work in a vacuum butnstead the result of
intervention from various agents working in inteking fields. From the
initial stages of production through to exhibitiand later stages of
distribution and film conservation, a number ofemsts are at work.
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These range from commercial investment in this {tigét area to cultural
investment in creating, adding to and maintainimg aatistic heritage.
There is thus value in uncovering the major contobs and the roles they
play. For example, how do the persons involved imematic culture
interact with processes of deterritorialization amdnsculturation that
affect flmmakers and their work and where are thsityiated within
activities and discourse that attempt to reaffirational cinemas and
regional frameworks? By questioning cinematic aeltim this context it is
possible to focus, not simply on a body of cultymadducts or the practice
of film-viewing, but on the manner by which a caclige notion of
cinematic activity is given meaning and circulatioy a wide variety of
perspectives and interests. Furthermore, one cderstand that cinematic
culture is formed through the way in which cinemactivities operate in
relation to particular locations and socio-culturabments. These are
complex relations as cinematic culture is both higlocalized, with
viewing often taking place amongst a relatively kmamber of spectators
in a fixed site, and highly globalized as film punts travel routes of
transnational distribution. Contemporary activity also the result of
specific historical processes that have brougherogtic culture in South
America to its present position. Although therenst one agent or
organisation that controls the way in which thelsenents come together,
a central question can be asked which is: who lasership of South
American cinematic culture? Is it the practitionar&l policy makers who
produce the cinematic works; is it the distributarsd exhibitors who
determine the way the films may circulate; or ighie audiences who
decide how and when to engage with the materia} teeeive? These
guestions raise subsidiary queries such as how rdansations and
persons intersect and compete when trying to gdwold on cinematic
culture; what kinds of access to local cinematidtuca are South
American publics allowed; and which discourses amahditions are
applied when international and national agents @nganisations have an
input into South American cinema?

By choosing to examine South American cinemati¢ucalin this way |

am not seeking to deny the importance of the inldiai cinematic text, but
| would like to argue that there is a need for a&areiew of the region to
more fully appreciate the way in which films becopart of a living

cinematic culture. For this reason, it is worth sidering the multiple and
interlinking factors that constitute and continugudevelop cinematic
practice. Although South American works are oftemdied together in
the wider framework of Latin American film histo(yWood, 2008; Shaw,
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2003; Pick, 1993, Hart, 2004), there are factoesesth by South American
nations, such as involvement with the Mercosur drdodock, cultural
traditions stemming from Andean communities andatiehships with
European settlers, that are not necessarily evigle@entral America or
the Caribbean. For this reason, rich detail emevgasn the distinct but
overlapping practices in South American cinema firacare examined.
The Southern countries do not contain a homogenouty and the
disparity between nations, such as the economidalfyessed Bolivia and
the more financially stable Chile, highlights anagperates the extent to
which different social experiences are undertalkemthermore, there are
internal divisions within the nations, meaning thaturban, elite, cinema-
going practice diverges greatly from the experienzierural communities
and their access to cultural works. However, thiesrea complex and
nuanced discourse of nationalism and regionalisf8dath America that
plays a part in the majority of cultural activityhether it is in the hands of
policy makers, film producers, distributors or coermial exhibitors. This
discourse frequently brings a sense of unity t@miatic culture in South
America even when flows of globalizations and dittmialization play a
significant part.

To bring to light the subtle ways in which the hatetion between
national, regional and global frameworks takes g@ldchave chosen to
focus much of my examination on four countries: émtjna, Bolivia,
Chile and Peru. Each of these countries spatiaiddr one another, share
similar languages (including the dominant langu&ganish), and have a
number of shared policies and agreements. Eachtrgowiso has
filmmakers and practitioners that fight through lwlebate, legislative
activism and film activities to support their natie cinematic culture even
though there is a great difference between Argaigtiannual film output
(which exceeds seventy films) and Peru and Bobkv@itput (that is closer
to four or five films a year). There is border-ging practice between
these nations and there is also a simultaneoumattenal outlook that
allows cinematic culture to engage beyond its lagaihity. It would be
impossible to separate out their cinematic prastiaed analyse them
country by country as there is such as wide ameofirdverlapping and
shared tendencies. However, they do have somaedistitributes that are
worth outlining to give an overview of the contemgmy situation.
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Argentina (population: 39.9 million)

Film Industry: Of the four countries, Argentina has the most #istaed
film industry with a history of sustained productiand strong national
distribution. It had a successful ‘classical’ pertbhroughout the 1930s and
1940s and although it suffered under a number pfessive military
dictatorships and financial crises, there has dfiegn a substantial annual
output of films. It was a key player in the New ibafAmerican Cinema
movement of the 1960s and 70s and found succebswhiat was called
the New Argentine Cinema wave of the 1990s. It tvas strong film
festivals, the Buenos Aires Independent Film Festand the Mar del
Plata International Film Festival in which commaigciindependent and
experimental Argentine films are exhibited. Theree avarious film
schools, particularly in Buenos Aires, that offiining in film production
and aspects of the industry. 74 national films weemiered in 2006 yet it
has to be recognized that only a small number edetgained critical and
public attention with 8 films gaining 86% of theXsoffice receipts for
national films. Like many countries, US dominang&ses at the box-office
with an 83% share going to North American film2006 (Recam, 2008).
There are increasing numbers of multiplexes, paetity in western-style
shopping malls, and the majority of these exhibisraall number of
national films. Many larger bookshops and recomtest sell Argentine
DVDs alongside US films and other world cinema veork

State Support: The state-funded National Institute of Cinema and
Audiovisual Arts (INCAA) is long established andghly visible in
Argentina. It offers support to producers and filakars and also runs
festivals and events to promote Argentine cinemitholigh some films
are made independently of INCAA the majority of coercial and
international successes are produced with somespsupport from this
institution. INCAA helps to uphold and regulate twuntry’s cinema law
and runs a number of cinemas aimed specificallgxibiting national
films and other Latin American or arthouse works.

Independent Production and DistributiorArgentina has a relatively
strong independent film network and there are ahbarof politically-
motivated grass roots organisations that show &kreenings to local
communities. They normally operate out of non-comuiaé or illegal
spaces and have strong links to documentary angriexpntal filmmakers
in Argentina and in other Latin American countrie®ther non-
commercial but established cultural centres, paleity in Buenos Aires,



South American Cinematic Culture 5

run programs of Latin American or Argentine filmltdough piracy is
illegal there are still a number of regular stalt&l markets where it is easy
to obtain pirate copies of both international aatianal films.

Bolivia (population: 8.9 million)

Film Industry: Bolivia is one of the least economically developed
countries in South America and the film industrifeets this in the lack of
resources and funds available for filmmaking. Hyeld a substantial part
in the New Latin American Cinema movement, maitigotigh the work
of Jorge Sanjines in the 1960s and 1970s, but basrrhad a sustained
commercial film industry. There has, however, bemmeased production
in the last few years with four or five films praghd annually and in 2006
Quien mato a la llamita blanc2006) broke all previous box-office
records to become the most successful national dilmrecord. Large
numbers of the population claim indigenous/Andearitdige and this is
reflected in the identity and non-Spanish languagged in many films. A
small number of film schools exist that provideirtnag not just in La Paz
but in Santa Cruz and Cochabamba as well. Thera aetatively small
number of movie-theatres in Bolivia meaning th&tr¢hare few spaces for
exhibiting national films. As opportunities to wordn 35mm are rare,
many filmmakers are making use of cheap digitahtetogy for film
production.

State SupportConacine Bolivia is the state-funded national filmstitute
and provides support in both the promotion of théiamal film industry
and the regulation of the country’s cinema lawhds funds available to
support film projects and the majority of films greed in Bolivia are
made with some type of support from the instittheugh funds are
limited and dependent upon reimbursement follovdagmercial success.
There is also a national cinemateca that, althoofficially a private
organisation relying on donations and philanthropipport, is the legal
depository for all works filmed within Bolivia. pplays an important role
in supporting contemporary national film througstieals and screenings
as well as preserving the heritage of national.filthe cinema law does
support a screening quota system by which moviattes are obliged to
exhibit a number of national films but there has been any success in
implementing or making use of this system.

Independent Production and DistributionThere are a number of
independent video makers making use of cheap témiwdo film shorts
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and documentaries. There is little formal spaceefdnibition of their work
although cultural centres such as the Alianza-Franun festivals and
programs that allow national and independent wiokse screened. Piracy
is prevalent to the extent that it is not commeigcigiable for stores to
stock DVDs as cheap pirate copies can be bougtat fiaction of the price
on almost any street corner. Although the majootypirate DVDs are
copies of US films, it is common for national filrtes be available on the
street during their cinema run.

Chile (population: 16.4 million)

Film Industry: Chile is the most economically stable of the caaatunder

study yet has not had a sustained film industrys T$1mainly due to the

severe censorship and constrictions placed oniltharfdustry during the

Pinochet dictatorship (1973-1990). Although Chilested the Vifia del

Mar festival in the 1960s that announced the malitdrive of the New

Latin American Cinema Movement, the majority of IEan filmmakers

were forced into exile with the onset of the diotahip and this led to the
production of Chilean cinema outside of the natidndustry. In recent

years there has been increased production, comtuwaith the reopening

of film departments in the major universities (thvgre closed by the
dictatorship) and this has led to around 12 natipnaductions annually.

There are increasing numbers of multiplex cinemaswestern-style

shopping malls and Chilean films can gain limitadtribution in these

cinemas around the country. There are few oldesfiteleased for sale on
DVD but stores are beginning to stock contempo€tijean films.

State SupportThe National Council for Culture and Arts was didl into
subsections in 2005 and this led to the creatioth@fConsejo del Arte y
La Industria Audiovisual (CALA) that regulates aprbvides support for
all audiovisual production in Chile. Cinema is sems a key part of
audiovisual production and is supported by lawgpitomote production
and dissemination. The new audiovisual council ghtutogether funds
from various bodies such as the business orient@erporacion de
Fomento de la Produccién (CORFO) and Pro-Chile Hzat previously
provided different levels of support. In 2007 thational cinemateca was
opened with the main aims of preserving cinematiétéaige and providing
exhibition space. One of its most important taskgoi reclaim archive
material as large amounts of film were destroyedthoy dictatorship,
stored in hiding or processed overseas.
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Independent Production and Distributio&lmost all films produced in
Chile gain the support of the National Council tre proliferation of new
film schools means that some independent and erpatal films are
made. There are also film groups working from ietdigus communities,
such as the Mapuche groups in the South, to makécplly orientated

documentaries. Culture centres and universitiesvigeo spaces for
screening national films and other arthouse wokkisacy is far less
prolific than in other South American countries itas still relatively easy
to buy copies of contemporary national films thheilgpgal street vendors.

Peru (population: 28.7 million)

Film Industry: Peru has had problematic political and economic
development which is reflected in the lack of reases and funds
available to filmmakers. There have, however, baesmall number of
films produced each year from the 1970s with mainthese being made
as coproductions. Each year, increasing numberghopping malls are
built with movie-theatres attached yet there ailklatge rural areas with
no access to the cinema and populations that deperdk Spanish as a
native language. US films tend to dominate the roimescreens but some
national productions manage to find exhibition iege spaces. At the
same time, it is rare to find other Latin Americims exhibited in the
commercial movie theatres.

State SupportConacine Peru was created along with a new cidaman
1994 to support and regulate the Peruvian film @tigu Although there is
a legal mandate for the state to support cinemdyation and to create a
national cinemateca and library relating to natior@nema, the
government repeatedly fails to provide the fundg Hre promised within
legislation. In 2008, the film council announceditttit was going to
consolidate Peruvian film archives in the Museo iblaal but it
acknowledged this was going to be a lengthy task.

Independent Production and Distributiohhere are grassroots organisations,
frequently with a political imperative, working toreate independent
productions, mainly documentaries. These grougnoftork in rural areas
and with indigenous communities, with the aim afesning films as part
of an education project. Filmmakers tend to relycoiture centres and
universities in Lima to screen copies of nationdéing and provide
programs of Latin American work. Piracy is extreyngdrolific with
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established markets and stores selling pirate sogeit is still possible to
buy some legal DVDs in upmarket stores in urbaasseich as Lima.

Although it is clear from this account that there aational specificities in
the cinematic culture of each country, the oveblapwveen practices and
activities is extensive. It is within the overlapat some of the most
dynamic and complex expressions of a regional caenculture take
place, particularly as it simultaneously interagith national and global
concerns. Furthermore, it is through examinatiothefrepeated activities
and processes that patterns emerge which poihietaentral persons and
organisation involved in shaping the way cinemattvity is undertaken.
While this work is complex and multifaceted, it daa organised into four
major competing and complementary interventiong@tk in the region:
state and institutional involvement, commercial usidy, international
interests and alternative practices. Each of th@seventions plays a part
in using one or more of the practices of produgtidistribution and
exhibition to develop South American cinematic grédtand, more often
than not, attempts to engage with national, rediand global circuits.

Chapter One introduces the first of these intemeastby examiningtate
and institutional involvemenin the construction of cinematic culture.
While traditions of transnational practices andbglocirculation have
taken South American films beyond country bord#rs,beginning of the
twenty-first century has witnessed continuing statierventions at the
level of production and exhibition. The construntiand reaffirmation of
cinema laws and cultural policy in recent yeardlhggts increased levels
of state intervention in contrast to other indestrin which products are
allowed de-regulated circulation through free-tragévorks. While it has
been rightly noted that cultural policy is not artmalarly new
phenomenon (Johnson, 1996; Martin-Barbero, 2000eMand Yudice,
2002), late-twentieth and early twenty-first cegtmolicy has particular
relationships with global economies. In South Amreristate organisations
promote works of culture from stages of productimough to distribution
with deference to both national signifiers and ititernational context in
which they may eventually be received. Often itaidess than organic
process when the national context is imposed upankssthrough a range
of policy initiatives such as funding, tax-breakaport and export laws,
exhibition quotas and official awards. Becauseqyois normally written
into law in South America and has strong legisaframeworks, the first
chapter makes use of this aspect to examine thufisgegal conditions in
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which cinema is produced as well as the way in Wwhiarious types of
cinema are prioritized and promoted through segéslation.

While much policy has a remit to support contemporproduction,
another significant factor of state involvementtie way in which
institutions and organisations develap historical trajectory through their
emphasis on film heritage and the nation’s cinetnadist. Policy is aimed
at the creation and maintenance of archives antkrsatecas’ (national
film theatres) which consolidate and stabilize ovadi cinematic formations
in the present. In this process, taxonomic colerstiare developed that
can be theorized in much the same way as museunssalée is the way in
which they prioritise certain cinematic works ireithnational formations
even when there is a remit to open up public acteetise wide variety of
the country’s cinematic heritage. Often, it is withthis area that state
involvement has the greatest power to exert a mationfluence rather
than recognise the multifaceted transnational meeethat are involved in
the production of films in the archives and cinesgas’ collections.

In contrast to the processes of determining theiomat historical
continuum, state engagement with regional netwthksw into relief the
extent to which any nation can contain culture imiths own borders.
Through a number of networks and cross-country eageamts, South
American nations attempt to share funding initiasivtransfer expertise
and knowledge and open up trade routes for filmdpets. Regional
identity is negotiated by nation states that hadegree of self interest in
retaining and reterritorializing national heritaged cinematic production
but can also benefit culturally and economicallynirreciprocal programs
such as those fostered by Mercosur and the Ibem@aneCAACI. At
times, the official discourse accompanying thessgams recognises the
cultural gains that are brought about by transnaticcooperation but
frequently there is an attempt to distinguish théamal cinematic work as
a contained project which interacts with ratherntlievelops from the
international context.

Complementing the paradoxical interplay betweenirdarnational and
national outlook, this chapter turns towards onthefperpetual debates of
national film theory: how can the state fully inporate the diversity
within its nation, taking into account the variel@itities and communities
that come together in creating a shared cinemaliimire (Dissanayake,
1994; White; 2004; Higson, 2000; Crofts, 2002)? Aowerview of a
national cinema raises questions about whethes ipassible for the
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country’s various subjects to be encompassed bgstyb cultural policy
that are working as much to sustain a commercilstry as to promote
cultural practices. In South America this is a jgatarly pertinent issue as
there are many indigenous communities who are maliged by
mainstream cultural practice even though they havehistory of
contributing to national heritage. The countriesxamine each display
examples of state mechanisms that attempt to incatp their disparate
communities but actual practices often underscdre difficulty of
reaching their aims. An understanding of the lingfspolicy is thus as
important as the potential that cultural policy astdte intervention have
for cinema in the region. With regards to the waywhich cinematic
practice will develop in the future, each of thetéas addressed in this
chapter are particularly significant as the extentvhich policy plays a
part in film production and circulation is unlikelyp decrease in the
coming years. In line with many nation-states, ualt industries in South
America are now as important economically as therddle’ goods
industries (Hesmondhalgh, 2002:1). For this reagbm, attempts by
government bodies and organisations to play a wahénerg role in this
state of affairs cannot be underestimated.

Their efforts are, however, met by a strong comimésector that controls
much of the audiovisual flow within the region. buld like to argue that
a cinematic text needs to be seen in order to entercinematic culture
and, for this reason, much of the second chaptecas oncommercial
industry is an investigation of the various forces at warkallowing a
cinematic text, or a body of cinematic texts, tangarculation and thus
form part of a living culture. While studies on theaning found within
texts can disregard their industrial constitutian, understanding of the
wider arena that constitutes cinematic culture, tnedway films become
accessible to publics, needs to take into considerahe commercial
flows that allow films to be seen. This perceptidoes not deny the
importance of non-commercial circuits of exhibitiand dissemination but
instead recognises that much of the collective gapee of film in South
America is determined through contact with routtsammerce. Guiding
these processes are the frequently overlookedhdigirs, sales agencies
and similar organisations. | have paid particaltention to these groups
in this chapter as their roles underpin significpottions of global film
industries but there is little documentation ofitheork outside of trade
magazines.
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These distributors and sales agents interact mdtive points of the route
from the film as craft to its emergence as avadlahllture and often act as
gatekeepers that direct the public’s access td bwhregional works. It is
unsurprising that the radical South American filnkea of the twentieth
century tried to bypass their commercial explaitatof film by screening
directly to film clubs and supportive groups (S@sarand Getino, 1987;
Sanjines, 1979; Littin, 1988). Nonetheless, thentydirst century witnesses
a continuation of their influence and few filmschdarge South American
audiences without these intermediaries. Complemegntieir work is that
of the South American exhibitors. Much more thammy agents that
negotiate the entry of films into a public spacdikitors work within site
specific criteria that reveals theay in which cinematic culture is not
created uniformly within a singular exhibition Iditen but takes place
simultaneously between commercial venues, in whprbfit drives
programming, and arthouse or cultural centres hickvother considerations
can be prioritised. Furthermore, examination ofs¢éhaites unpicks the
extent to which the cinema-going experience is tmkd by the socio-
economic and geographical placement of specificieitheatres. There is
little neutral ground on which to screen a Southefigan film.

Towards the end of the twentieth century and thgnméng of the twenty-
first, there was hope that digital-screening teddgy would make direct
distribution and access to films from small indiestreasier. There were
expectations that flmmakers could circumvent tlgerds who favour
Hollywood films or the cinematic works that folloits style. However,
the way in which distribution in South America conies to be tied up
with notions of commercial ownership and traditibrmautes of circulation,
links to the findings of critics such as Saskiaseas(2002). She critiques
the way that new communication technology allowabgl capital to be
directed and used from almost any point in the evorét there is a
continuous reiteration of cities (particularly ddished metropolises) as
financial centres in which hierarchical and spatiakqualities are
reaffirmed. It is a process that is highlighteddne of the main issues of
film distribution: the fact that Hollywood continsi¢éo dominate the global
sphere and the majority of DVD sales in foreignrdoies pertain to US
films. Of equal importance is the way this issuglis to the internal
working of South American cinematic culture becaudean, city-based,
directors often find it easier to gain distributitiman rural or regional
projects speaking from the margins. My exploratafnthe way digital
screening technology is being used in South Amesctus as much a
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mapping of contemporary events as it is a mappirtbeopossibilities that
are not realised.

Although | dedicate substantial analysis to theattieal exhibition of
cinematic work — the point at which films are ofteccorded the greatest
cultural placement and prestige (Harbord, 2002; dfiek, 2005) — the
final destination in the film object’s route (itsri@al in the home) is also
given attention. Taking into consideration the demf VHS sales in the
region, DVD has become the format of choice for ezigmcing and
accessing South American cinema products, partiguthose that only
have short runs in the movie theatre and rarelg §pace on television
channels. Although DVD sales follow similar routés 35mm film
circulation, the way in which certain works are agivlongevity in this
format means they are a significant factor in thgagement of publics
with cinematic culture. The processes involved he tcommercial
exploitation of DVDs (as with the commercial expédion of 35 mm film)
frequently deterritorialize films from their stargj point in a local cinema
culture and thus throw into relief the attempts dbgte organisations to
reterritorialize and develop cinema practice inréngion.

At this stage, it is possible to understand the wet fissures emerge
between the desires of state organisations thdt teicontain and enact
national signification within local film productsid a commercial industry
that gains more from cooperation with transnationagtworks.
Complicating matters further is the interventionrgérnationally oriented
groups from funding bodies to film festivals anbinficompanies looking
for global coproductions, each of whom set theirnoagendas when
intersecting with the global circulation of film tire desires of the state to
protect national culture. Chapter Three investigatgeseinternational
interestsand the entangled manner by which they have aipa®outh
American cinematic culture. Often their practicekl ao the cinematic
culture of South American countries and their ovourdry of origin,
allowing processes of transculturation to take @laoined by Fernando
Ortiz in his work on Cuba in the 1940s, transcuatian is an attempt to
explain reciprocal processes of cross-cultural tedem (see Hernandez,
2005). Although work in this field has remained nigiwithin Latin
American studies it has been taken up by scholach as Mary Louise
Pratt (1992) who have broadened its scope to ieckh@ way cultural
meeting has taken place in various post-colontaissiln particular, she
highlights the importance of ‘contact zones': thscdrsive sites in which
different cultures come together and adapt to am@har. The use this
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concept has for my analysis of South American ciméigs in the way in
which it allows sites of power to be interrogateul dhe exact processes
that take place in transnational exchange to bewered. Rather than
assuming that border-crossing processes will hateaaht-forward effect
on cultural practice, transculturation examinesdabmplex ways in which
producing and receiving culture are conditionedthy interactions that
take place. Through this perception it is possiblenderstand the way in
which South American cinematic culture is boundatplace of origin -
often the nation in which it originated - but condusly reaches out
beyond that boundary through interaction with fgreproduction.

The examples | give of international coproductiosmsd the varied
inflections with which they operate, feed into allvacumented body of
transnational film practice from the early twertiieentury to the present
day (Falicov, 2004; Lépez, 2002). Not so profusekamined in existing
literature are the varied organisations that fundtl® American cinematic
practice through a paternalistic and altruisticrapph. Organisations such
as UNESCO have a stake in supporting minority cefuithat are seen as
under threat from processes of globalisation. Weegaging with South
American cinema practice, they are often bettercqudathan state
organisations to support peripheral and margindlisgoups with
indigenous heritage. At the same time, there arerdhternational bodies
associated with film festivals that are involvediunding a broad range of
South American films. The discourse they use inrthemn publications
and practices firmly situates South American filndustries within the
Third World and, in this way, their transculturg@psoaches are tempered
by the power balances that condition many postrialdransactions.

Framing and constituting their interaction with 8oémerican films are
the film festivals in which they are situated. Alsnffestival studies have
shown, festivals can have a determining power tvereception of texts
(Stringer, 2001; Nichols, 1994; deValck, 2007). ey cinematic works
are received and constituted within internatioiai festivals can then go
on to affect their placement within a localized ezimatic culture. In the
twenty-first century there is a core centre of filestivals that determine
the attention which is placed upon certain filmslevfestivals and films at
the periphery go largely unacknowledged. This phesiwon leads to
Thomas Elsaesser’s suggestion that ‘certain filresr@w being made to
measure and made to order, i.e., their completiate,dtheir opening
venue, their financing is closely tied in with artpaular festival's (or

festival circuit’'s) schedules and many filmmakenteinalize and target
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such a possibility for their work’ (2005: 88). Evertnen South American
films do not anticipate film festival exhibition intheir production
processes, they do frequently rely on festivals Vaibility, funding

opportunities and distribution contacts and thuteremto transcultural
contracts that are determined by the power thatvéds hold over the
global film circuit.

While the various international organisations exsadiin Chapter Three
appear to take South American cinematic culture obdy national
boundaries, the practices they promote often iotemsith the state
organisations and commercial interests that haea loatlined in the two
previous chapters. What links these organisatioms agents together is
the way in which their practices channel discowfsefficial and regulated
cinematic culture. Each film that is supported @adh distribution and
exhibition moment that is produced falls within fwal and authorized
networks. However, within South America, publics Have access to
cinematic works and exhibition and distribution s that fall outwith
the jurisdiction of official organisations but anevertheless part of the
lived cinematic culture of the region. There areioi#s organisations and
activities that take place at a grassroots leveéyTare unendorsed, often
illegal and thus provide tredternative practiceshat | examine in my final
chapter.

In considering alternative practice, the work afapy is given particular
attention because activities, from distributinggthl DVDs to providing
free movie collections online, are fundamentaltte vay in which film
products are circulated in contemporary South AcaeriThis mode of
distribution is often as important as legal formsletermining the types of
cinematic works available to and perceived as nmggmi to local
communities. Equally important are the grassroatgamizations that
create sites for exhibition, often with politicalbyientated filmmaking in
mind, that circumvent official or commercial netwsr Their practices
involve taking over space so that they can prowddeessible cinema to
local communities free from commercial interventiéMithin these two
practices the home viewing context and the desingatticipate in public
exhibition are satisfied in a manner that interagith official modes of
cinematic culture yet engages audiences distinctly.

The issue of access to cinema that these activitigdight also draws into
guestion the role of the internet and the vari@ebmological tools that are
provided for developing a continuous cinematic undtthat is available to
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South American publics. When looking back at thblijgumeeting sites of

eighteenth century Europe, Habermas (1989) madm<iar a discursive

meeting space - the public sphere - that allowsetis to engage in critical
debates dealing with topics of public importance. \whas optimistic that

this space could be achieved in contemporary soiried way that permits

cultural and political participation. Using thesbeas in the twenty-first
century, many scholars concur with Todd Gitlin’s998) point that

technology has in fact led to a plurality of pubfipheres and that the
democratic potential is hampered by larger socimemic conditions.

Nonetheless, these factors do not diminish the itapoe of examining

how citizens involve themselves in cultural diss@uand the necessity for
understanding the complexity of public engagembamugh technology.

The interaction that South American cinema has witdrnet sites such as
IMDB and Youtube displays the potential for demdicraliscussion of

cinematic texts and allows a public sphere to dmvekith regards to

cinematic culture. Providing important platforms @ community-level

collective understanding of local cinema, the flafisnformation in these

interactions are not often made visible in ‘offlt@discourse.

This ‘official’ discourse (aside from the work dofly UNESCO) also
falls short when dealing with the issue of indigenadentities in cinema
practice and cinematic production amongst indigesnmmmunities. The
large numbers of indigenous communities in SoutheAca are not often
considered in discourse surrounding cinematic oaltu even in academic
overviews of the cinema of the region (Himpele, 08chiwy, 2008). To
date, there is only limited consideration of howligenous communities
are represented (or not represented) within cinematorks and,

specifically, within feature-length films. The foguon indigenous
filmmaking is often on short films and documentaras these form the
wider body of audiovisual works made within indiges media practice
yet this factor often puts the works outside of eviddiscourses on
cinematic culture that concern themselves with uieatength fiction

films. For this reason, it is necessary to situatdigenous cinema
practices within the wider scope of cinematic attiin the region to see
the extent to which they are engaged in a South risanr@ cinematic

culture. This chapter thus interacts with some k& primary concerns
developed in the prior chapters but also allowscsp#or the less-
documented and less well known aspects of Southrikare cinematic

culture to emerge.
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Through analysis of the various intersecting stsamohd interests, it
becomes clear that there is a constant tensiorinnétntemporary South
American cinematic culture between the nationad tlgional and the
global, particularly when individuals or organiseits attempt to influence
or take charge of certain cinematic practices. H@rethis tension also
acts as a bridging point that frequently bringsetbgr the diverse
organisations and activities at work in the regidtimderstanding and
documenting their work is not an easy task. As itorrGomez and
Herrera point out with regards to Bolivia:

No se tiene en el pais, hasta el momento, infoldnasistematizada sobre
los procesos empresariales que organizan la priggiuocimportacion, la
distribucién, comercializacion y difusién de prothg culturales de
consumo masivo (1999:2).

In this country we don't have, as yet, systematinéormation on the
business processes that organize the productionicupertation, or the
distribution, commercialisation and disseminatiorf mass cultural
products.

In a similar point, Pablo Perelman and Paulina &divstate that in
Argentina

A pesar de la importancia de las actividades dediastria cinematografica
en el pais y en la ciudad de Buenos Aires e inglisda contemplacién de
sus especificidades en la legislacion, hay muy pdoamacién econémica
sistematizada, actualizada y confiable (2003:9).

In spite of the importance of the cinema industagtivities in the country
and in Buenos Aires, including the specificatiorsmdnded in the
legislation, there is very little economic inforruet that is systematized,
up to date and trustworthy.

Nonetheless, it is possible to triangulate the thealf rich data that
emerges from the region so that an in-depth andotmapicture of South
American cinematic culture can emerge. In my ingesions and research
I relied on information from a variety of sourceften taken and compiled
from statistical sites such as boxofficemojo.congew institutional sites
such as Recam.org, and aided by first-hand obsenvatcademic papers
and personal interview#t times inconsistencies arise but these are often
the signposts which point to the complexity of theerlinked processes
and networks that constitute and continuously rebbgy cinema in the
region. What | am keen to emphasise is that fluidcpsses take place
between the nation-state organisations, commeraigrmediaries,
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international agents and alternative practices \wag that does not allow
the implementation of simple dichotomies such asiddal and Global,
First and Third World or Art and Industry but inste invigorates the
possibilities and potential of contemporary Soutimekican cinema.



CHAPTERONE

STATE AND INSTITUTIONAL INVOLVEMENT

Within cultural spheres, there is a tension betwiengrouping together
of South American cinemas as a regional entitytaachational specificity
which comes from each country’s cinematic outputofd, 2008).
Although various film movements in the twentietmey, most notably
the New Latin American Cinema movement, appearedtitmulate a
continent wide identity in film practice, the natifrequently resurfaced as
an important signifier (for example King, 1990; Rid993; Shaw, 2003).
Underpinning this tension is the way that consitienaof any film
industry outside of Hollywood traditionally worksithin rhetoric of the
‘national’ cinema. However, this concept is in doaoally contested
terrain. Scholarly work displays a sense of uneagth attempts to
distinguish what exactly the national is and howah be represented on
screen when modern day states commonly incorpaliatrse identities
and disparate communities. It is also true thagesgraphical distances
appear to shrink through the links produced by empiorary capital and
telecommunication flows, films often circulate tbgh global circuits and
diasporic communities unconnected to national corsceNevertheless,
attempts to grapple with the concept of a naticziakma are useful,
particularly as it is a term that resurfaces ndy @macademic research but
in film journalism, marketing materials, state kgtion and film festival
discourse. One of the more constructive definitiforsan understanding
of cinematic culture lies in White’s claim:

| propose a definition of national cinema, therattpays as little attention
as possible to the degree with which films themeshengage with
national identity. When trying to assess whethgraup of films actually
constitute a national cinema, two sets of questioast be answered. The
first is: does the group of films come from a conmityi reasonably
considered to be a nation? The second is: doesgtbep of films
constitute a diverse output, and can one find tfegiture, documentary,
and non-commercial sectors? (2004: 224)
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His outline has concrete practical application thabids some of the
trickier debates concerning the problem of decidiogv to constitute a
national identity, particularly as he looks at grewf films rather than
individual works. What | believe needs to be adttedhis claim is the
matter of distribution and exhibition. For films éaist as part of a national
context there must be a place for them to be seenracognized by
groups of people that are greater than a selectheurof film festival
visitors, journalists or academic scholars. In mhajority of cases at the
beginning of the twenty-first century this meanseecnatic exhibition or
DVD distribution.

Importantly, the issue of recognizing and promotimgional cinematic

works, including the exhibition and distribution &fms, is a concern

taken up by state organisations that have an imegtin producing some
kind of national label. Although different counsiaround the world have
varied levels of government involvement, almost @tuth American

countries have state organisations that are paypicrgasing attention to
cinematic culture. Particularly important is théesx to which government
involvement and support has been increasing intwhaty-first century

against predictions that increased global capitaluld weaken the
function of the state. It is a process that candresidered in light of Arjun

Appadurai’s claim that ‘it needs to be pointed thatt “deterritorialization”

generates various forms of “reterritorialization2003: 345) Understanding
the flux between deterritorialization and new peses of reterritorialization
gives important insight into the way in which statput into cinematic

culture is not merely a continuation of early twetit century modernity
projects (Lopez, 2000; Martin-Barbero, 2002) bugpacific intervention

into modes of audiovisual production and circulatiat the end of the
twentieth century and the beginning of the twemtstfGabriela Martinez

points out that

although culture and national identity remain digant in the elaboration
of new audiovisual laws, ideals of modernizatiord atevelopment no
longer provide the central component for the cosaif these cultural
policies. [...] To a large degree, nation buildingstraoved backstage as
ideas of globalization shape both state discourse #ndividual
filmmakers’ aspirations of gaining access to glabafkets. (2008: 1)

Adding to Martinez’s comments, | would argue thi@sinot so much that
nation building has disappeared in favour of gladion, but that state
intervention is now dealing with a more complexqass of adapting and
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retaining its hold on cultural production as a e to globalisation and
global markets.

Writing in 2004, just as Chile introduced its fidhema law, the director
Silvio Caiozzi stated

a lo largo de mas de 5 décadas, los cineastasiesct@cnicos del

audiovisual, e incluso periodistas han propuestmmdaesidad de una
legislacion de fomento al cine y al audiovisual conecesidad imperiosa
para que un pais, alejado como el nuestro, se @acer y aprenda a
conocerse. De cuan importante es vernos reflejadad gran espejo que
es el cine para corregir nuestros defectos y s@stiorgullosos de nuestras
virtudes. Y para proyectar nuestra imagen al mwerdero intercambiando

valores artistico-culturales; y asi consolidar imagen de pais que nos
permita relacionarnos con presencia y fuerza inckis el intercambio

comercial de nuestros productos. (2004)

at the end of more than 5 decades filmmakers, sctaudiovisual
technicians, and even journalists have proposed tezessity for
legislation promoting cinema and audiovisual medis an imperative
necessity so that a country as distanced as ounskecew and learn to
know itself. It is important to see ourselves wt#d in the great mirror
that is cinema to correct our defects and feel grofi our virtues and to
project our image to the entire world, exchangimgssic-cultural values.
And in this way we can consolidate an image otthentry that permits us
to relate ourselves with presence and force, inolgdthe commercial
exchange of our products.

Caiozzi's statement highlights a sentiment of supfor state intervention
in cinema yet there is also the sense that what stake for the national
cinema is not just the interest of flmmakers olliggo makers but the
interaction of the cinematic works with a wider pabThis sentiment was
echoed in the words of Jorge Alvarez, the Vice idezg of INCAA in
Buenos Aires during 2003. He noted that

sabemos que la expresion audiovisual es memorspgj® lazo de unién
entre nuestros compatriotas y entre todos aquetiasquienes nos unen
vinculos sanguineos, histéricos y culturales. dditeAnon, 2003: 187)

we know that audiovisual expression is memory andreor, a link which
unites our countrymen and all those with whom wareshhistorical,
cultural and blood ties.
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Caiozzi and Alvarez’s thoughts intertwine with aside that is noticeable
in state-sponsored film councils across the worldmely to increase
access to their national cinema within nationalrztasies and abroad.

Confirming this perspective, Antonella Estévez ndtet

en el contexto de una economia abierta como ls€umantea a principios
de los 90, el cine puede ser una herramienta paszmar en el resto del
mundo a Chile y sus riquezas culturales. Son estasnes las que
impulsan al Estado a involucrarse en el financiamielel cine nacional a
principios de los 90. (2005: 74)

in the context of an open economy, such as thevbieh was introduced
at the beginning of the 90s, cinema can be a w@résent Chile, and its
cultural treasures to the rest of the world. Ifds this reason that the state
began to involve itself in financing the nationalema at the beginning of
the 90s.

There is thus a complex desire to hold onto andnpte a bordered
‘national cinema’ yet also project this cinema i@cspace where it can
interact with external international elements.

Section 1: Cinema Laws and Legal Intervention

One of the most common ways in which South Ameritates attempt to
formulate national cinematic practice is throughgale forms of
intervention. They act in a similar way to a numbgcountries around the
globe that have cultural policies ranging from degian on media and
communication ownership to support for small folk @aditions. In an
international context, cultural policy came togetheith increased
governmentality from the seventeenth century onwatd produce
attempts in the nineteenth century to educateetifiz(McGuigan, 2003;
Miller and Yudice, 2002). Although this was not #&raghtforward
procedure replicated worldwide, Miller and Yudi&@0Q2) chart the way
in which it took place in Latin America when advtes of state
intervention, such as Domingo F Sarmiento in Argenand Andrés Bello
in Chile, implemented methods for creating idetizens in the nineteenth
century. While the policies were aimed at natisia§ the country’s
culture, they often followed European models andoigd or formed
prejudice against indigenous cultural practiceshilithis process certain
types of high art were privileged through a beiietheir ability to produce
a better and also governable citizen. It was atjpethat persisted in
Latin America during the early twentieth centuryemhcultural policies
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continued to support elite artistic practices (3tala, 2002). In line with
the work of David Morley and Kevin Robins this cka understood as
typical of the nation-building project: ‘Monolithiand inward-looking, the
unitary nation state has seemed to be the realisaif a desire for
coherence and integrity’ (1995: 188-9).

Towards the end of the twentieth century, howetlegre was increased
recognition of the need for diversity within cukurThis followed identity-
politics movements in the West from the 1970s thaluded feminism
and calls for racial and sexual equality, as weli@vements particular to
South America that sought the recognition of indmes subjects and
cultural practices (Brysk, 2000). South Americamrmoies now promote
themselves as multicultural and nations such ate@laive reformed their
cultural policy to reflect this (Miller and Yudice2002). While the
representation of communities within the nation magt be fully
inclusiveg as will be discussed later in this chapter, thelems of
multiculturalism imply a different type of nationébrmation from that
which Morley and Robins critique and have implioas for the way in
which cinema practice is supported.

At the same time, it is important to state that theve away from over-
bearing policy aimed at creating homogenous cizgid not necessarily
lead to the demise of cultural policy or its impact cultural practice.
Rather, South American film industries gained sithnthroughout the
latter half of the twentieth century precisely heszacinema was supported
by government policy (Johnson, 1996). For many aidual practices in
South America at the beginning of the twenty-fitentury, policy in the
form of government support and funding provides tmdy means for
continued existence, distribution and exhibition.

While cultural policy can be understood as a \étgbport mechanism for
South American cinema it is worth observing the wiagt strategies are
provided by legal frameworks, instigated by goveenis, meaning that
policy is as much a process of requirement andlagga as that of
incentive and enticement. Each of the governmentrgentina, Bolivia,

Chile and Peru has a specific audiovisual law thas created recently,
such as Chile’s introduction of Ley 19.981 in 2004 else updated in the
prior decadé.The key aims of each law are similar, mainly theation of

! Ley no. 24377 (Argentina, 1994); Ley No. 1302 Rewgnto a la Ley (Bolivia
1993); Ley No. 26370 Reglamento a la Ley (Peru 1996



