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INTRODUCTION

This book is a detailed study of the British filmdustry in its political
context. It provides a snapshot of a relativelyebrbut typically
tumultuous period, from 1995 to 2000, and focugeanuthe introduction
and early years of a new cultural policy mechaniddational Lottery
funding for film. When | began to research thisjpod in 2003, those five
years felt dangerously close and present, to tkenexhat it was difficult
to close them off as a moment in history. But patlthe finishing touches
to this book in the summer of 2011, this is clearntylonger the case. In
the intervening years, an entire political dyndsag run its course. Under
New Labour, public expenditure on education, thaltheservice and the
arts significantly increased, and the impact ofiddal Lottery funding
became tangible in new public buildings up and dake country, from
the Tate Modern in London to the Baltic in GatesheBhe UK Film
Council, which took over the distribution of Latgemoney to filmmakers
from the Arts Councils in 2000, provided a decafleetative stability in
film policy terms, and was then unceremoniously gdathby the incoming
coalition government in 2010. One of the final paig to have received
financial support from the Film Councithe King's Speec{2010), swept
the boards during awards season early in 2011, hasdalso been an
enormous popular hit, generating over £45 millionhe UK box office’
Therefore, given all this water under the bridgbatyarticular value does
the late 1990s continue to hold for British filnsturians of the twenty-
first century?

The years between 1995 and 2000 were a periodnoivation and
experimentation which irrevocably altered the fefahip between British
cinema and the state. Over this period, the fous Souncils of England,
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland ploughed £h8bon of Lottery
funding into filmmaking, assisting over 400 filmdamideo projectd.This

! Adam Dawtry, “Shuttered Film Council reaps rewafisBFI,” Variety, March
14, 2011, 4.

2 This figure is calculated from data provided foe purposes of this project by the
four Arts Councils of the UK, and contained in myaaids database. This data is
available online at James Caterer, “The Peoplet$uRis Appendices,Google
Sites https://sites.google.com/a/brookes.ac.uk/jamesest
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significant financial boost was accompanied by arbiious plan which
aimed to reform the structure of the film industgnder this plan, three
private consortia of companies, known as “frandiiseere granted
privileged access to Lottery funding, which could bpent on script
development, production or distribution. By the ry2800, new industry
“super-body” the Film Council was ready to take rotlee bulk of film
funding from the Arts Council of England, and atsoabsorb other key
elements of the public funding support for the Ulnfindustry. In terms
of its dramatic financial and institutional changekis was a period
comparable only to the years immediately followivgrid War I, which
saw the introduction of the National Film Financer@ration, the Eady
Levy, and the Group Production Plan. The livelyateb which took place
around these transformations in the public spheeeatso vital for this
project, as they illuminate the contested statusiméma in our national
life.

The source of the film industry’s newfouddrgesse the National
Lottery itself, was introduced by John Major's Cengtive Government
in 1994 to generate revenue for designated “goodess; initially sport,
heritage, charities, the Millennium celebrationsd dhe arts. This raised
the question of whether the production of more hagmuavn feature films
was really as worthy a “cause” as the maintenarfdbeonation’s concert
halls, its historic buildings, or its parks andslaie facilities. In addition,
the system of distributing Lottery money to thesahrough the four Arts
Councils of the home nations meant that flmmakimas placed on an
equal funding basis with opera, ballet or the Viguts. The coronation of
cinema as a state-sanctioned art form, deemingoitthy of public
protection and preservation, is problematic bothafits traditionalists and
for laissez-faireeconomists, all of whom argue that industrial Ueés
commodities, such as films, should be provided larket forces alone.
However, such market forces, acting with impunityice the film
industry’s deregulation in the early 1980s, haddpoeed a malnourished
production sector largely reliant on television ftw funding and talent,
whilst Hollywood consolidated its hold over the WKdistribution and
exhibition networks. If this is what had becometbé UK’s national
cinema, was this situation acceptable? If not, wtmild be done to
improve the fortunes of the UK film industry?

Whilst researching this book, my primary aim hasrbé document
and contextualise these debates in order to foggeater understanding of
this period, as well as its importance for the darpistory of national
cinema in the UK. Therefore, in the first three mieas to follow |
investigate the history of film policy within theK) and consider the
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extent to which historical precedents informed tlesign of the Lottery
mechanism. | then explore the reasons for the systdevelopment and
how it worked in practice, where the money was spamd what kinds of
films and filmmakers benefited. These questions @osed in order to
reveal the underlying processes at work. Howevehilstv these
socioeconomic processes and their histories araifisgnt within
themselves, they become most fascinating when deresd in conjunction
with their end products—the corpus of Lottery-fuddféims. For this
reason, unusually for a work concerned with filmigg the second half
of this book is textually focused. A wide rangelafttery-funded feature
films, shorts and artists’ film and video projeet® discussed, compared
and analysed. Here, my working hypothesis is thaté texts provide
invaluable lenses through which the UK’s complexd ashifting film
production ecology might be brought into focus.

Around one in every five UK feature films produdecthe late 1990s
benefited from National Lottery fundirfgit is therefore important to note
that the category of Lottery-funded feature film@though sizeable,
remains a minority of the total output of the filmdustry during this
period. Many of the most profitable and influenfiths released between
1995 and 2000 had no involvement with the schensesueh, the reasons
for separating out the Lottery-funded films frone tfest of the pack need
to be considered carefully. Does this method predacrepresentative
sample of the industry as a whole, or are cerigirg of films more likely
to fall within the Lottery remit, producing a moneternally consistent
grouping? Or do the differences lie not within fiies themselves, but in
the ways in which they are consumed by critics andiences? With
regard to these questions, a productive initialngda is provided by
Andrew Kétting's Lottery-funded feature filnGallivant (1997). This
project grew out of Kétting’s long-running relatenp with the Arts
Council, and was also supported by Channel FourthadBritish Film
Institute (BFI). In September 1995, it became ohthe first film projects
to receive a National Lottery award through thesAZouncil of England.
More recently, it has benefited from a beautifydgckaged DVD released
by BFI publishing. This is therefore a film whicladreceived high levels
of support from public institutions during its prarion and its subsequent
consumption.

3 As detailed in Chapter Three, 120 of the 608 festwhich went into production
during this period had support from National Logtemding.
4 For more details ofsallivants production history, see Chapter Five.
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In this light, Margaret Dickinson’s remark th@allivant “reaches the
public carrying a cultural burden” opens up a sedéissues surrounding
the nature of public patronage and its effectshbagbon the cultural
artefacts which it helps to create and the wayswimich they are
interpretedf. Dickinson’s comment should be considered in thetexd of
her work as a historian both of British film polieynd of the independent
filmmaking sectof. It is taken from her review dallivant in the avant-
garde and art cinema journslertigo, wherein she describes the film’'s
“cultural burden” as a complication for her own imwving process. For
Dickinson, this “burden” is one which not only wbgthe film down—
suggesting that it may creak or even collapse urtter weight of
institutional expectation—but also somehow insudateagainst criticism.
In a sense, by expressing her own reservationstabdilm which had
been so whole-heartedly embraced by the publicoseddickinson
presumably feels that she is betraying her stropgart for the concept of
public funding for artists’ film. Other critics caato the film with entirely
different axes to grind. Alexander Walker of LontdoBvening Standard
for example, was a vocal critic of National Lottéanding for filmmaking,
and frequently used his film reviews to tot-up theounts of public
money that had been wasted. His discussionGeflivant brusquely
concludes that “the budget was £334,306, includii$0,465 Lottery
funding. Unlikely that the punters or the picturakars will see a penny of
it back.” Walker had a preference for art cinema which melaait, for
once, he could bear this loss; overall, however anjument was clear: the
“burden” associated with Lottery-funded cinema viiaancial rather than
cultural, and was borne by the British public.

For Dickinson, this “burden” is a specifically audal one, assallivant
was funded for reasons other than the commerc@keyer, the history of
film policy in the UK demonstrates thatonomicgoals have most often
been the first concern of the state when it hasdtfii intervene in national
cinema. In the 1920s, the film industry becameftioeis of wider debates
concerned with protecting British economic inteseagainst mounting
international competition—both at home and in thapite® Following
the first Cinematograph Films Act in 1927, the Bbaf Trade held

5 Margaret Dickinson, “Gallivant,Vertiga 1:7 (Autumn 1997): 28.

5 e.g. Margaret Dickinson, edRkogue Reels: Oppositional Film in Britain, 1945
1990(London: BFI, 1999).

" Alexander Walker, “Around the coast in weird wdy&vening Standard
September 18, 1997, 27.

8 Margaret Dickinson and Sarah Stre@inema and State: The Film Industry and
the British Government 1927-1984ondon: BFI, 1985), 5-7.
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responsibility for the film industry until the egrL990s. With film firmly
categorised as an industrial activity, successoxeegiments implemented
primarily economic film policies: the quota systettme “Eady Levy”, tax
incentives, and public funding bodies, such asNh&onal Film Finance
Corporation, later known as British Screen, wetedabkigned to bolster
the production of British feature films aimed atwéde audience. But
running alongside these policies have been othbemses driven by
different sets of motives. John Grierson’s documgnfilm units, the BFI
and the Arts Council have all channelled small an®wf public money
into non-mainstream film culture, as more recehtlye European initiatives
and broadcasters, particularly Channel Four. THaurah aims of such
initiatives work on a variety of scales, rangingnfr notions of projecting
the national interest, to providing a space fotemtive debate on issues of
national importance, to giving voice to the cultlyradisadvantaged, or
even to romantic ideals of personal expression. @rike most important
ambitions of the Arts Councils in the early yeafsNational Lottery
funding for film production was to bring togethdrese economic and
cultural drives to produce a wide range of filmsc@mpassing expensive
period dramas, medium-budget comedies, and moreoceuoal short
films and artists’ film and video works. Films fugaithrough a combination
of these objectives are therefore given a particuteandate” to operate in
the public interest.

Populism and Film Funding

The title of this book takes its cue from John Majalescription of the
new charitable gambling mechanism at its launch984. By christening
the scheme “the people’s lottery”, Major was notyaesponding to early
criticisms of the scheme—particularly the decistorhand the operating
licence to a private consortium with shareholderstyas also invoking
a complex and potent descriptive lalfelAscribing the ownership of a
policy to the people is a rhetorical strategy aided with “populism”, a
political doctrine with great emotive power butlétin the way of fixed
content. As Paul Taggart has noted, populism isrgsdly an empty

° | am borrowing the concept of the “mandate” gierfilmmakers from Simon
Blanchard and Sylvia Harvey's discussion of indejeert cinema. Blanchard and
Harvey, “The Post-war Independent Cinema—Structame Organisation,” in
British Cinema Historyed. James Curran and Vincent Porter (London: gvéadd
and Nicholson, 1983), 226-227.

0 30hn Major cited in Anon., “Don’t tax the poor @amuse the rich,Daily Mail,
November 15, 1994, 10.
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vessel, making it an invaluable tool for politicianf every ideological
persuasiort® It was crucial to the beginnings of democracytia United
States, but has also been strongly associated Mafxist socialism.
Within recent British politics, populism has begupeopriated in a wide
variety of ways, from the semi-humorous nicknamethsd left-leaning
Sheffield City Council during the 1970s and 198tlse people’s republic
of South Yorkshire™? through to Margaret Thatcher's vision of a home
and share owning democracy, and to Tony Blairsogylfor Diana,
Princess of Wales, “the people’s princess.” Majamgcation of populism
in relation to the National Lottery was founded np@onservative neo-
liberal economic principles, which state that treeflom of the market is
more democratic than state intervention, and yet rirechanism was
designed with philanthropic intent. This createtuher implication for
the best use of the proceeds: the money raiseddshelspent on what the
ordinary people of the country want, not on sonssifised, elitist ideal of
national culture. In this manner, the National koftwas handed to the
mythical stewardship of the Everyman.

The status of populism is especially contested iwittne area of
cultural activity. The notion of “cultural populisnhas an added set of
connotations associated with the breakdown of &@etween high and
low culture, or what Richard Hoggart refers to abe“ tyranny of
relativism.™® Cultural populism is one of the key principles leliveg film
and media studies to be considered as seriouplitigs within academia,
although it is by no means an unchallenged trdfskore broadly, in the
public sphere, cultural populism validates actagtivhich have, at various
points, been excluded from the rarefied domairtatessponsored culture;
here, the trajectory of the Arts Council itselfinglicative. As established
by the economist and Bloomsbury intellectual Johayivard Keynes in
1946, its remit was initially restricted to opeballet and classical theatre,
but over time many more art forms have joined fisis including film,
video and television, all of which were grantedithewn separate

1 paul TaggartPopulism(Buckingham: Open University Press, 2000).

12 “The people’s republic of South Yorkshire” was oeedly coined by
Conservative MP Irvine Patnick during the periodDalvid Blunkett's leadership
of the council, 1980-1987. See Rachel Sylvestehe“blind boy who never
stopped fighting,'Daily Telegraph December 16, 2004, 6.

13 Richard Hoggart, The Tyranny of Relativism: Culture and Politics in
Contemporary English Sociefidew Brunswick: Transaction, 1998).

14 See Jim McGuigarGultural Populism(London: Routledge, 1992).
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department in 1988. The types of films sponsored by this new departmen
were restricted by both finance and cultural seligibto low-budget,
often avant-garde works. The arrival of the Natlohattery in 1995
promised previously unimaginable amounts of pubfinding to
filmmakers, upon the understanding that Britishydapcinema would be
a major recipient. As noted in Chapter One, howether distribution of
National Lottery funds to filmmakers was certainlyt the first attempt to
supporting popular cinema in the UK through pulditervention. Thus,
the quota legislation introduced in 1927 in eff@cbvided exhibition
space, which was filled by populist fare, whilsetfEady Levy was
designed to reward box-office success in the hdpgtimulating further
hits. The Lottery scheme generated its own versiohdong-running
debates, which are worth rehearsing here beforélthe are considered in
detail.

In the case of Lottery funding for film, the comipet interests of
commerce and culture were heightened by the sclserasburces, which
were ample enough to make a real impact on praatulgivels. Nonetheless,
such resources were subject to the peculiaritiesa afelective award
mechanism administered by institutions with largeyltural remits.
Assessment criteria were designed to implementethesits, and these
criteria could, in themselves, become the focusletfate’® Overall, the
National Lottery’s principal constraining factor svane of “additionality”,
a concept which attempted to ensure that previoeihting funding, both
private and public, was not simply replaced bylth#ery’s proceeds. The
logical corollary of this idea is that Lottery fund for film production
should not simply aim to produce the same typefilmé already being
made by the industry, but, by definition, these thie most popular types
of films. Further aggravating the issue of risk aatlirn was the fact that
Lottery awards to flmmakers were considered agstwents rather than
straight-forward grants, and therefore some measofrereturn or
“recoupment” was to be expected. Each of theséatenproved particularly
problematic within the realm of Lottery funding fpopular cinema. For
instance, some producers argued that easily alaileance would distort
the market, and vociferously objected to the idéafilmmaking “by

15 The Arts Council of Great Britain had been makiiip documentaries about
artists since the early 1950s, but such activitg waerseen by the Visual Arts
Department.

16 See the account of the debate over the concefpublic benefit” in Chapter

Two.
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committee”’ Demonstrating that a film project would be of biérte the

public and would provide additionality (or addedluneg for the film

industry was often easier for those filmmakers wih art cinema
sensibility and access to the long-running argumeint favour of

supporting this type of activity. Higher expectasoof profitability also
meant that the failure to recoup Lottery money sted in ostensibly
“commercial” cinema would later become damagingtii@r scheme.

In several senses, the stakes were high for Lofterged popular
cinema, but the potential rewards for the film istoly were also
considerable. It was hoped that providing a retigbdw of good quality
British films could begin to change audience tastied build demand for
home-grown popular cinema alongside Hollywood ingowith cinema
attendances rising year on year throughout the 49@®d further
exploitation windows opening thanks to continuiaghnological advances,
the dream of a film industry supported largely lmyreéstic audiences was
becoming a possibility for the first time since theriod following World
War 11.1® This is not to underestimate the importance ofititernational
market where, in theory at least, Lottery-fundets kibuld generate large
amounts of income, off-setting inevitable disappoients, but a sustainable
national film industry was considered the best 8irg ground for these
same breakthrough successes. Optimistic objectueh as these are
driven by one crucial assumption: that UK films gwoed in the popular
cinema mode would, in fact, prove to be genuin@gytar with domestic
audiences. Of course, this is not always the dasgely because of the
fact that Hollywood films are the most widely comsd product within
British film culture. A strictly populist viewpointight therefore question
the value of supporting home-grown popular cinernallaand, to some
extent, this thinking can be observed behind tlestms to award Lottery
funding to bigger-budget international co-productio However, the
wholesale support of Hollywood production by Biitigublic funds would
have been both deeply unpopular and entirely ussacg, which illustrates
that, within the arena of public funding, the pagubrive is inevitably
tempered by competing factors.

17 See the comments made by Simon Perry and Duncawdtéy in Adam
Dawtry, “Whole Lotto Shakin’ in Brit Film Funding,Variety, May 6, 1996, 23,
26, 214.

18 Gerald Kaufman's 1995 Select Committee report lom WK film industry
concludes that “The growing audience is the keyatdlourishing industry.”
Department of National Heritage (DNHJhe British Film IndustryCmnd. 2884
(London: HMSO, 1995), 39.
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Viewpoint and Methodology

The Arts Councils’ five-year involvement with the&KUilm industry was a
period of experimentation which now forms an inedlle case study of
cultural policy in practice; however, | have optdd concentrate
particularly upon the Arts Councils for anothersea. This focus allows
me to make use of my own personal history as anoyme of the Arts
Council of England’s Lottery Unit between 1998 a2@d2. Whilst this
book is certainly not a first-person account—as thajority of the
information found herein is in the public domain-wibuld be disingenuous
to ignore the implications of my closeness to theésearch topic. In
practical terms, this closeness facilitated cena@thodologies, particularly
the building of my awards database made up ofaati@ined directly from
the four Arts Councils. This database provides nafthe statistics found
throughout this book, and forms the basis of thteresive and original
statistical analysis found in Chapter Three. My axperience within this
system also encouraged me to speak directly taaeokthe key policy-
makers and practitioners involved in this periochd athe resulting
interviews were crucial in terms of challenging addveloping my
arguments. Here | share Maggie Magor and Phillipl&xinger’s position
that the “actors pursuing competing interests ie folicy process”
deserve far more scholarly attention than they eeiously received’
More broadly, | have been careful to signal thosem@nts in this project
when my viewpoint specifically impacts upon thestimls of my argument.
In this way, | hope this book represents a progiacbalance between
objective evidence and subjective experience.

Given my personal involvement in many of the issaed debates
discussed in this book, it is vital to be transpam@dbout my opinions and
objectives. The initial impetus for this projectsva desire to shed light
upon a set of institutional circumstances whicheneadly misunderstood
and misrepresented within the public arena. The idant assumption
about this period was—and, to some extent, stilltlsat it was a terrible
misjudgement to allow antiquated cultural institas like the Arts
Councils to have any responsibility over a largalse@conomic activity,
such as filmmaking. Whilst it is certainly true thhe problems of the UK
film industry were not miraculously solved by fiwears of Lottery
investment, | would suggest that the Arts Couneilsre not solely to
blame for this outcome. In addition, there werdaiarpositive results of

19 Maggie Magor and Philip Schlesinger, “For thisieemuch thanks.’ Taxation,
film policy and the UK government3creer50:3 (2009): 299.
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the scheme which would not have occurred withoet Ants Councils’
involvement, such as the unusually “joined up” $peuo of artists’ film
and video, short films and feature length art ciagmhich took place at
the Arts Council of England. Other areas were mpreblematic,
particularly the failure to achieve a consisteneleof box-office success
for larger budget feature film projects, althougmaintain that it is just as
important to evaluate failure and consider thedesst may offer as it is
to celebrate success. If my own detachment from tbpic has grown
during the course of this project, my belief thaeena is just as deserving
a recipient of National Lottery funds as arts cesitrswimming pools or
heritage landmarks remains undiminished.

In Chapter One of this book, | consider the UK'eypous economic
and cultural film policies in relation to the retelevelopment of National
Lottery funding. In particular, the occasionallyadtious relationship
between the Arts Council of Great Britain and thdéigh Film Institute
provides an instructive backdrop to the situatidrttee 1990s. Chapter
Two forms a narrative history of the developmentNstional Lottery
funding for film as an instance of cultural poliéy practice. Here |
examine key concepts, such as the principle ofiteahality”, and explore
vital debates, such as that which surrounds themaif the scheme’s
“public benefit”. The two key policy changes whielffected the latter
stages of this period are also discussed in detainely the Lottery
Franchise scheme and the establishment of the ®doncil, which ended
the Arts Council of England’s involvement with tfilen industry in April
2000. In Chapter Three, | interrogate these dewvedops through the use
of statistical analysis, which provides some priadhle and some surprising
results. For example, it is usually assumed thatagor failure of the
Lottery film production scheme was that it did maite sufficient account
of distribution, but my analysis suggests that thian unfair assessment.
Chapter Three also contains extensive evaluatioth®fscheme’s other
difficulties, such as the failure of some Lottegyifled film projects to
reach production. The truncated production histofyone of these
projects,Jack Sheppard and Jonathan Wild examined, along with an
example of an expensive Lottery-funded “floAimy Foster(1998).

The final two chapters of this book are driven bg most challenging
and rewarding objects of film policy analysis: tfiens themselves.
Chapter Four considers how the populist rhetori¢hef Lottery affected
the film production scheme; in particular, | exaeia range of Lottery-
funded comedies in light of the economic and caltwhbjectives they
were expected to fulfil. The chapter concludes wittase study of the one
major Lottery-funded hit of the periodilly Elliot (2000). In Chapter
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Five, | focus upon the “art” of the Arts Councifgpviding a survey of the
art cinema made with the involvement of Nationattéry funding. Here |
argue that, perhaps contrary to expectations, tmilist intervention of
the Lottery produced a distinctive legacy of anecna projects made up of
artists’ film and video work, short films, and fae¢-length art cinema. |
also provide a case study of a Lottery-funded artse film, which is
centrally concerned with the artistic process amsdrélationship to the
public sphere: the Francis Bacon biopave is the Devi(1998). This film
was initially developed by the Production Board the British Film
Institute, which was a small-scale but nevertheldtss lifeline for British
art cinema in the 1970s and 1980s. As this book go@ress in 2011, the
BFI are taking on the responsibility of large-scalemmercial film
funding for the first time, which makes the manystakes and selected
small victories of the Arts Council’s five-year enmter with the British
film industry all the more topical, important arelavant.



CHAPTERONE

FILM POLICY, INDUSTRY AND CULTURE

Exhibitorsknowthat the fostering and strengthening of Britishdurction
can be a fortifying bulwark against the monopolisiaggression of our
American cousins.

Kinematograph Weekly August 1925

A radical shift of policy was sanctioned: it becathe avowed intention to
intervene in the cultural drift of things in ordier establish a British Art

Peter Sainsbury on BFI Production in the 1970s

The Arts Council will announce on Thursday thasifinancing five or six
films, from Hollywood-style blockbusters to art-regul5-minute shorts®..
The Independeni8 September 1995

These three statements are selected from the uddtitf voices that have
contested film policy in the UK for more than thigearters of a century.
Each describes a moment of change for the industgy:beginnings of
economic protectionism in the late 1920s; the istis of an explicitly
“cultural” approach to the development of nationelema at the British
Film Institute (BFI) in the 1970s; and the arrivall National Lottery
funding for film production in 1995, which set ottt combine the
economic and the cultural strategies. The “monspuli aggression” of
Hollywood is a central theme across this historyt this issue was
particularly fraught during the 1920s, as Americanvies consolidated
their stranglehold on the international market.Margaret Dickinson and
Sarah Street point out, during this period, then fihdustry became the
focus of a wider political debate concerning thetection of British

! Charles Lapworth, “Production—and the exhibitoihematograph Weekly
102:955, August 6, 1925, 26.

2 peter Sainsbury, “Independent British Filmmaking ¢he Production Board,” in
Catalogue British Film Institute Productions 1951-1976ondon: BFI, 1977), 11.
3 Marianne Macdonald, “Lottery goes into the blockten business,"The
IndependentSeptember 18, 1995, 1.
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economic interests at home and abroad—a questiwnytienough to lead
to the Conservatives’ General Election defeat iA3I'9As a result, quota
legislation was introduced to protect the interesftghe British film in
1927, and the industry was placed under the auspmédhe Board of
Trade. Thus categorised as an industrial actigity,cessive governments
implemented primarily economic film policies: thaaja system formally
sanctioned a guaranteed proportion of cinema sctise@ for British
films; the “Eady Levy” redirected revenue from thmofitable exhibition
sector back to the cash-starved producers; andcgiulpding bodies, such
as the National Film Finance Corporation, laterwnas British Screen,
provided direct financial help to encourage prouturct

Running alongside these broadly fiscal policies endheen other
schemes driven by different sets of motives. Tlaalitral shift in policy”
at the BFI during the 1970s is one example of aitdmpts, which can be
grouped together loosely under the heading of ticalt initiatives. The
early years of state-sponsored filmmaking in the W&re led by John
Grierson and the documentary film units at a tinfewthe BFI's aims
were modest and educational. Following World Warallnew model of
direct intervention in cultural activity was proed by the setting up of the
Arts Council of Great Britain, which began to chahemall amounts of
public money into film activity outside of the matream, as did the BFI.
In later decades, television broadcasters—in pdaticChannel Four—
would also engage with “the cultural drift of thsig Subsequently, in
1995, these two divergent motives came togethéndrshape of National
Lottery funding for film production administered llie Arts Councils,
which was a mechanism constitutionally charged ath supporting the
previously unsupportednd with making money. From “Hollywood-style
blockbusters” to “art-house shorts”, the Lotteryomised to heal the
commerce/culture rift and thus deliver a new udifgolicy for cinema in
the UK. This convergence of previously discreteciiests provides a
tempting narrative arc through which to explain subsequent successes
and failures of the new system. In reality, of gurthe situation was more
complex than this narrative allows.

An important problem with this narrative concerree tcontested
definition of the term “cultural”, as it has beetilised in film policy. This,
in turn, reflects the complex set of meanings wiiele built up around
the word “culture” itself In its more general sense, “culture” refers to the

4 Margaret Dickinson and Sarah Stre@inema and State: The Film Industry and
the British Government 1927-1984ondon: BFI, 1985), 5-7.
5See Raymond William€ulture (London: Fontana, 1981), 10-14.
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“way of life” of a particular social grouping, mosften nations or states.
Thus, “British culture” is the shared social coostion which contains
notions of national identity, from high ideals, Buas parliamentary
democracy, to banal (yet richly symbolic) tradisorsuch as the cup of
tea. However, “British culture” also refers moreesifically to the
intellectual and artistic activity originating ihis country, which then may
go on to circulate internationally. An even morerrae definition
differentiates between high and low (or popularjtwe, a delineation
which has particular importance in the debatesratainema. Therefore,
“cultural” issues within film policy have drawn oany or all of these
definitions: censorship is an attempt to maintagetof shared (or imposed)
ethical values; the fear of “Americanisation” rasg from too many
Hollywood movies implicitly suggests that Britishulture is superior to
that of “our American cousins”; and notions of “pemanda” make the
link between representation and national identiplieit. However, in
recent years, the cultural question of film poli@s tended to concentrate
upon the support of (high culture) art cinema tmpensate for the failure
of the market to provide such activity. In this senit tends to be
perceived in opposition to the economic drive teate a sustainable
national film industry.

The fact that most cinema is produced via an inchistather than an
artisanal process means that questions of culhgteeaonomics cannot be
separated easily. For example, in the 1920s an@s] 28 the same time as
the growth of interest in film as an art form exdifrgd by the
establishment of the London Film Society and thelipation of the journal
Close Up there was also keen public debate surroundingctiteiral
effects of mainstream cinema. An oft-repeated siogfathe time, “trade
follows the film”, contains an understanding ofnfls potential to
influence audiences in their consumer chofcése mechanisms chosen to
deal with this problem may have been largely ecdoprbut the
motivations and purposes of each were at leastuah raultural as they
were financial. Similarly, it is difficult to comptely exclude questions of
an industrial nature even from the most strideryltural” policy
decisions. For example, Peter Sainsbury’s achiemtsmas Head of
Production at the BFI in the 1980s were built acbarcloser allegiance of

5 Paul Swann attributes the origin of this slogam &peech made by the Prince of
Wales in 1923. SwanrThe British Documentary Film Movement, 1926-1946
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1989), 10.
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the organisation’s production, distribution andibkfon activities’ These
complexities are vital and provide much of the mess of debate that
surrounds film policy. Nevertheless, historicaltihere has been a clear
separation between those who wished to place tliestream industry on
a stronger footing and those who believed in heldimmakers on the
margins—not least in terms of the scale of theuss#s available to each.
The Lottery certainly changed this equation, foe first time bringing
many millions of pounds of public money within threach of all
filmmakers, whether driven by art, profit, or a dumation of the two.

At this point, it is important to remember that floeus of this book is
on institutions which have broadly cultural rattteasn industrial remits. In
particular, the Arts Councils carry the respongipifor the nation’s
artistic heritage, and have tended, through thieénte of their founder,
John Maynard Keynes, to privilege high culture Idedf only for this
reason it is worth attempting to maintain a sepamabetween issues of
economics and culture within the following contealthistory, although
the connections and interplay between the two matl go unnoticed. The
first section of this chapter considers each ofritagor initiatives taken by
the British government to support film as an indusgtrior to the influx of
National Lottery money in 1995. Quota protectionishe Eady Levy, the
National Film Finance Corporation (later Britishr&en) and its off-shoot
the “Group Production Plan”, European co-produdiand tax incentives
are each examined in terms of their objectives¢cesges and failures, and
the corresponding debates provoked by each. Withoeing too
prescriptive, the purpose is to illustrate the digwments and continuities
in these debates across the decades, particuteabfar as they provide
useful precedents for the Lottery-funded era. Thleosd section
concentrates on the historical initiatives whicldaimed to support non-
mainstream film activity within the UK, again tragi a path which
eventually leads to the late 1990s. The early histd state-supported
filmmaking is focused upon the documentary film mment, driven by
John Grierson’s charisma and artistic ambitiorthi post-war period, the
emergent Arts Council was also involved in docuragnfilm production,
and later provided consistent support for avantigdartists’ film”. The
BFI's own investment in “experimental” flmmakingeated an artificial
rift between the two organisations, which shedhktligpon later tensions.
Finally, Channel Four's commitment to innovationobght a new
audience to the avant-garde, as well as providiitgl \support for

7 For an illustration of his financial acumen, sexelP Sainsbury, “The Financial
Base of Independent Film Production in the UB¢reen22:1 (1981): 41-53.
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independent feature films. The chapter concludéls svbrief overview or
“map” of the film policy environment as it existguior to the influx of
National Lottery money in 1995.

Industrial Initiatives

In 1925, as politicians debated the protection dfidh interests against
foreign competition and the idea that “trade follotine film” took hold,
the Federation of British Industries (FBI) presentgememorandum to the
Board of Trade, which was important enough to warpablication in full
by the trade papekinematograph Weekf/It contained one suggestion
that proved particularly influential:

The proposal favoured by the Federation and thesodated bodies,
which may better be called the “Quota” systemhg the exhibitor shall,
by legislation, be required to show a reasonablegmage of British films
in his progran.

In Germany, “renters” (distributors) were obligedhandle one local film
for every imported one of equal length; this wakigh quota level, but
one which applied at the point of distribution ®attthan exhibitiort’ In
Britain, a lowerexhibitors’ quota of 12%—eventually rising to 37%—was
considered “reasonable”. By providing a guarantgeate of the domestic
market for British pictures, it was hoped that tmfidence of investors
would increase, thereby stimulating production.the following issue,
Kinematograph Weeklpublished a selection of “trade views” on the
memorandum, which seemed broadly in favour of adgpthe quota
systen! As the measure progressed through Parliamenacidf some
opposition from the exhibition sector, but the oh@e managers were
placated by a reduction in their initial quota letejust 5%. At the same
time, 7.5% of films handled by renters would hawéé British, thereby
allowing exhibitors a vital element of choice.

Although both measures were designed to boost tbduption of
British films, the protection of the domestic marke a very different
strategy to the large-scale direct investment sgpried by Lottery funding.

8 Federation of British Industries, “To Revive Protlan: FBI's Summary of the
Rival Plans,’Kinematograph Weekl\L02:955, August 6, 1925, 30-1.

9 FBI, “To revive production,” 30.

9 Dickinson and Stree€inema and Stafd 8.

1 Anon., “F.B.l’s “plans” under the microscope: e views and counter-
suggestions,Kinematograph Week|y.02:956, August 13, 1925, 49-52.
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The quota system created an (arguably) artificinand for British

product rather than simply increasing the suppl¢ baping for success.
However, the results of the two measures, at easrms of the number
of films being made, were roughly comparable. AsguFé 1-1

demonstrates, both interventions caused an imneetiap in the number
of UK films being made, with an increase of 66%1®28 and 64% in
1996. Each “boom” also triggered concerns overasnability; between
1925 and 1936, 640 new production companies wgisteged in the UK,
but by 1937, only 20 were still operatiffg.
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Fig. 1-1: Number of UK feature films produced 192932 & 1993—-2008

However, the most important difference betweentthe systems is the
effect upon budgets or the amount invested per. fid®cause the 1927
Cinematograph Films Act failed to include a minimwwost criteria, it
transpired that some renters (many of which wereedegan subsidiaries)
chose to fill their quota by making or acquiringeap British films without
the production values of their Hollywood equivakentthe so-called
“quota quickie” effect* As a result, fairly or otherwise, the quota became

2 pickinson and Stree€inema and Stat&6.

13 Eddie Dyja (ed.)BFI Film and Television Handbook 20Q2ondon: BFI, 2001),

30.

14 As Lawrence Napper has demonstrated, not all ebeh“quickies” were

despised by audiences. Napper, “A despicable taditQuota-quickies in the
1930s,” The British Cinema Book2™ ed., ed. Robert Murphy (London: BFI,
2001), 45-59.
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associated with a decline in the “quality” of Bshifilms, which in these
terms is nearly always synonymous with “cheapnessher than any
subjective measurement of worth. Although Lottemnding tended to
have an opposite, inflationary effect on budgéts,ftims produced under
this system would also face criticism over theiralify and, perhaps
ironically, their extravagance.

The quota was an indirect method of controllingileition in order to
increase British production, and a logical extensio this idea was a
physical redirection of the money taken at the hafkice back to
producers. The Eady Levy was introduced in 1950this purpose’
Named after Sir Wilfred Eady, a treasury officiantral to film policy
under the then President of the Board of Trade ldandlson, the Levy
and the new National Film Finance Corporation fairiilson’s notable
legacy for the film industry. As with the quotaetiidea was taken in
modified form from Europe; France and lItaly hadraduced similar
systems in 1948 and 1949, respectively. In 195@yBatlined the British
equivalent which would see a reduction in Entertant Duty in return
for higher cinema seat prices, with a proportiorthig increased revenue
being payable into a production fund. An importdiffierence between the
British scheme and its European precedents wasthieatund was not
specifically targeted to encourage certain typeprofiuction, but rather
allocated according to box-office earnings of filni® all intents and
purposes, this was an automatic subsidy for thesing at a time when to
name it as such would have had severe politicalidaions. Memories of
the disastrous experiment with import restrictiahg, Dalton Duty, which
three years earlier had caused a near catastropiviplete boycott of the
UK industry by Hollywood, were still fresh and paih By comparison,
the Levy was a modest imposition on cinemagoers, g structure
rewarded success rather than encouraging riskyurentlt was intended
to be temporary, but was extended and became atatiut 1957, only
being removed in 1985.

The effects of the Levy are less easy to quantigntthose of the
qguota. The mechanism once more served to highliflet crucial
importance of definitions; the precise criteria fprlification as a “British”
film under successive Films Acts would have widegiag implications.
Under the 1948 legislation, a production companys wequired to be
registered as British in order to qualify for payrtefrom the fund, but
there were no restrictions placed upon the natieslof stockholders or
the source of the production money invested. Thigtributed towards a

15 Dickinson and Stree€inema and Stat@24—226.
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dramatically increased involvement in “British” phaction by American
capital during the 1950s and 1960s, which was @éls@n by the break-up
of the studio system, favourable sterling excharages, and the need to
release millions of US dollars “frozen” by the Bsft government in the
aftermath of the wal® Bigger budget international films, such @iem
Jones(1963) andGoldfinger(1964), were allowed to benefit substantially
from the Eady Levy fund, leading to the criticishat it was helping those
who least needed to be helped. Very similar attaedsld later be made
on the Lottery film production fund. AlthoudgFhe Independeist prediction

of Lottery-funded “Hollywood-style blockbusters” siaot entirely accurate,
several major international production companiesevievolved in making
films which received Lottery money, amongst theniravhax (Mansfield
Park (1999) and_ove’s Labour’s Los{1999)) and Columbia TriStaAfny
Foster (1998) andStill Crazy (1998)). Lottery awards were connected to
box-office success in a different way: the expégtatvas that they would
be repaid to the Arts Council should the produdti@hmow a profit, a
process known as “recoupment”; this proved to beaky problematic
given the relatively poor performance of the mayjooif the films.

Whilst the primary function of the Eady Levy wasdaot as a hidden
subsidy for the commercial film industry, it wass@lchannelled into
smaller-scale “cultural” initiatives, such as thkil@ren’s Film Foundation
and the BFI Production Board. However the most iiggmt single
recipient of the fund was the National Film Finaf@erporation (NFFC).
The idea for a state films bank which would makank® to support
production had been around for a long time; it was of the unsuccessful
recommendations put forward by the FBI's memo mitgd inKine
Weeklyin 1925. It wasn't until 1948 that the Board ofa@ie began to give
the notion proper consideration, which was largehing to the perilous
financial situation of British Lion, the independesroduction company
born out of the quota period, which had recentlerbeacquired by
Alexander Kordd! Some fifteen years earlier, Korda had scored a
sizeable commercial hit in the US wilthe Private Life of Henry VIII
(1933), but had since struggled to repeat thisesgcHarold Wilson was
advised that British Lion’s collapse would effeefiy remove all
competition from the major combines, Rank and AB®3t found it
impossible to sanction such preferential assistdaca single company.
The result was the National Film Finance Corporgtighich had an initial

16 See Jon Stubbs, “The Eady Levy: A Runaway Bribefyiood Production and
British Subsidy in the Early 1960sJournal of British Cinema and Televisiénl
(2009): 1-20.

7 Dickinson and Stree€inema and Stat@11-219.
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annual budget of £5 million, £3 million of which mediately formed a
loan to British Lion. The NFFC's official brief was supplement (rather
than compete with) private finance through the wion of small amounts
of “end money” to a large number of projetis.

One interesting off-shoot of the NFFC was an ambgiexperiment in
utilising public funds to encourage a restructurafgthe film industry*®
The motivation for the “Group” production plan wesplained by Lord
Reith, then NFFC chairman, in the following terms:

Few independent producing companies are organieedatry out a
programme of production with the economies and ro@vantages of
continuity. The Corporation intends to examine poasibility of financing
groups of independent producers, working togetteerathieve these
benefits but without sacrificing individualify.

Three subsidised groups were set up, the firstitwoo-operation with
each of the major combines, Rank and ABPC, andtiind, known as
“Group 3” and led by John Grierson, would remairaat’s length from
the film business and support new talent. On thetmand, then this was a
bold attempt to reconfigure the industry and previtie advantages of
“continuity”; spreading risk across a slate of paif; holding rights to
films in order to create a back catalogue; andifgygtable creative teams.
However, the scheme also hoped to provide oppaig¢snior innovation,
experiment and “individuality”, and as such, itsnaiwere split between
the industrial and the cultural realflsindustrially, the experiment was
not a great success; the two commercially drivenugs produced just 19
films between them. Both collapsed after a few géaroperation, largely
owing to the two powerful combines quickly losingerest? Grierson’s

18 “End money” was defined as the part of a film'sdpet (usually 30%) not
covered by the loan raised on the distributor'srgntee. See Julian Petley,
“Cinema and State,” irAll Our Yesterdays: 90 Years of British Cinengal.
Charles Barr (London: BFI, 1986), 37.

19 Richard Dyer MacCann, “Subsidy for the Screenefon and Group 3, 1951-
55,” Sight and Sounad!6:3, March 1977, 168-173.

20 Lord Reith, 1% Annual Report of the National Film Finance Corpiiva (5
April 1950) cited in Dyer MacCann, “Subsidy for tBereen,” 169.

21 Although Grierson’s Group 3 did provide opportigstfor unproven directors
Lewis Gilbert and Phillip Leacock, and the schemeneuncovered a new British
star, Joan Collins.

22 sue Harper and Vincent Port@titish Cinema of the 1950s: The Decline of
DeferencgOxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 21-27.



