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The Rise and Fall of Film Europe

Kristin Thompson
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f Europe was beginning to 'ShOW
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communist revolution, the USSR was not yet a factor, although other
countries eyed it nervously as a vast potential market which might fall
under German control.

Ironically, Germany had come out of the war with a greatly
strengthened industry. Before the war it had exported a negligible
amount of film and had in fact been one of America’s best overseas
customers. But when the German government banned the importation
of all but Danish films in 1916, the domestic industry entered a
period of isolation that would last for nearly five years. A major
breakthrough came in late 1917 with the creation of the Universum
Film-Aktiengesellschaft (Ufa) by the government and large industrial
investors. This move marked the entry of big capital into the German
film industry, as well as the beginning of vertical integration there.
Other large companies were soon formed, though none on the scale of
Ufa. The ban on imports continued to the end of 1920, and relatively
few foreign films seem to have been smuggled in.3 Government
regulation in support of the German film industry would continue
throughout the 1920s, another factor contributing to Germany’s
advantage over other European producing nations. The German in-
dustry was gearing up to compete on the world market well before the
war ended, and German firms moved systematically into neutral
countries during and just after the war,

Aside from a general fear of such powerful economic competition,
other European nations retained considerable anti-German sentiment
as a result of the war. With American control an accomplished fact and
the constant fear of a German “invasion” motivating many in the British,
French and Italian film industries, a highly competitive, uncooperative
situation existed in America and Western Europe until about 1922, The
French industty was initially adamantly opposed to allowing any
German films in at all, and an attempt to import Ernst Lubitsch’s
Madame Dubarry in 1921 had resulted in a ban, due to the perceived
anti-French propaganda in the piece. But The Cabinet of Dr Caligari,
the first German film to play in Paris after the war (opening in February -
1922), helped change French opinion; soon a small but steady trickle
of German films was coming into France, winning mostly favourable
reactions. A slow thaw in relations began, culminating in an almost

complete turnaround by 1924, when a spirit of friendly to-operation
surfaced among some elements of the European film industry, During
this thaw, Western Europe was also beginning to recover from the
economic depression of 1921; starting in 1922, most countries made
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in movin,
greater progress in rebuilding after the \ygrlgzrél:%e and in g
toward currency stabilisation during the mid- : : Butope was Ies
Bv 1924, then, the economic situation in Weste e ore
sson 'se,d thar; it had been just after the war, and t e;e \ gaﬁons.
dlso'rgalriu tion to cut-throat competition among film-producing one.
1136'181:1?;;2:&: it became increasingly Cchal' th?.t no Cc())rz rixiog?ci;rglg ton
| seri i into the American .
Co‘ﬂg mal];ii::irlioulf‘r:;izaj;di Italy had made virtua]ly. n<} gog;f: alllr;
hat divect (:I'he number of films made anm.}ally in tly ey
it dllcrlmciltm'n- the 1920s after a brief resurgence immediate g a ea e
iy ft u::;lr;glifting of the import ban in 1921, Germany ha mlatmo fgits
war-);z ;f larest share of its own domestic mafket as a resu o
O o a%ld the trade barrier of hyperinflation, but dl'llt;ni 923
a1 syzt?ml t the latter advantage as the mark was stabilise -bout
o 1'92 1thos of the German market rose sharply, from ab !
p—— ? l;?le total in 1923 to one-third in 1924; by_ 1925, %mer;;:':ic
one”quaictilezg er cent of the German market, surpassing t.he c:imWith
e hef thf:) first time in a decade. In 1926 that lead widene ’,I‘hese
Produ_ct Ozﬂms at about 45 per cent, to Germany's 36 per cent. hese
i:;:ritnyears of the German film industg’ s post-;:a?fg:ztlzrg Sct:ade;
i i st in Europe,
althoughbllt trer?}?;nfjd:;;eztrg? goe:chf:r countries. T‘he advantages e(r)::
(e::(c)::l%izc E:co:)operation against the common American enemy w

becoming increasingly apparent.

The Spread of Film Europe: 1924-1929

i SA
Furopean film experts were well aware of the reasons enabling the U

. )
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about 3,700, an they operated more days

theatres were on average larger than elsewhere; e e, Thus the
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F:sjgciftheigthan domestic, revenues. The result wazsz.i ;;ns;o;r—war
, 1 just in time to counter p
jump in production values just 10
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competition.® American films were not only more lavish than those of
other nations’ producers, but the American exporters could afford to sell
these big films relatively cheaply abroad. Other countries’ producers,
given a limited domestic market and fewer export opportunities, had to
keep budgets low and rentals high in order to ensure even a small profit.
In the early 19205, however, members of the European film industry
began to realise that by combining their individual domestic markets
into one large unit, with films circulating freely and regularly across
borders through reciprocal distribution agreements, they would stand a
chance of competing with America. With a larger guaranteed export
market, budgets for individual films could also be raised, and those films
could be sold at prices to compete with those charged by American
firms.” Such films still might not be able to enter the largely closed
American market easily, but they could contend on more equal terms
with the Hollywood product in such important markets as South
America and Australasia. The creation of a larger base for production
was the main goal of the Film Europe idea.
During the same period, the idea of pan-European co-operation was
gaining much currency in other fields. It had been voiced by left-leanin
politicians and writers since the war’s end, but during 1922 and 1923
the “European idea” was becoming more widespread and plausible, and
the concepts of widespread European political and economic co-
operation were widely debated in the popular as well as the specialised
press. The French occupation of the Ruhr made some sort of peaceful
solution more vital. In August 1923, Gustay Stresemann’s election
as Germany’s Chancellor made the concept of Franco-German
collaboration more viable; late that same year he spoke in favour of the
idea. With the election in May 1924 of the Edouard Herriot government
in France, the idea seemed even more workable, as Herriot had long
been an advocate of European economic co-operation. In October of
that year he spoke at the Sorbonne in favour of a “United States
of Europe.” By then, capitalists in various fields had come to realise
that the huge American market gave the USA a trading advantage
abroad in many areas. European business had lost its central position
in the world during the war, and it had become apparent that it would
not regain it using current strategies. Business leaders in France,
Germany, Belgium, Luxembourg and elsewhere were beginning to make
an increasing number of bilateral or mutually beneficial contracts.$
The film industry followed this trend in 1924, with an early attempt
at reciprocal distribution agreements between European countries, with
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the intention of building a larger rrtfarket. During 'Fhf: };sur}rllmg:t acl))fﬁtslsx:
year, Ufa signed a mutual distribution agreement thT }: e prebese
ments Aubert, one of the major French distributors. 1 eJ:t:f ad Deen
many distribution (:ontract;t siglrllcd betgwe;e;ocszgr;}:in:zsm?aas e
ies during the years after the war, bu

;;;Eit::ed one fgirm aZ the foreign disFribution agent ;of? anzzh;i, :ﬁ::]li
stronger one. The mutual distribution pact was diftere e
signalled a willingness to open m'ar.kets for a two-v}&lray xchange.
Moreover, this arrangement was explicitly presented to the pt:e Gy
attempt to create a European market.. French repo;terﬁ dpof o
interviewed the initiator of the pact, Erich Pommer. As hea otentiai
the single strongest film firm in Europe, Pommer was see(;m asa It)he i
leader in a new pan-European industry. He su;nme 1 C;lp pe new
approach which many industry members hoped would gu
European film in the future:

I think, said Mr. Pommer, that Europe?.n producers mustlat laii
think of establishing a certain co-operation among‘tllllem‘sl(le ves;ble
is imperative to create a system of regu-lar trac?e whic mtoecr;cate
the producers to amortise their films rapidly. It is 11ech:s.sa‘r{l > creae
“European films,” which will no longcr”be French, ritish, : ‘ntc,.
or German films; entircly “continental” films, expanding oud i o
all Europe and amortising their enormous costs, can be produc

easily.9

Similar opinions were expressed repeatedly .in the trade and popular
ress of Europe for the rest of the silent period.10 - .

P The idea of Film Europe took some time to bea_r fruit. It c;ﬂn}e :ﬂz
being shortly before the German industry entered its }:si—s;a de:‘sla g)l "
crisis. In the autumn of 1924, shortly after the Ufa-Aube odu;tion
Wengeroff and Stinnes interest in Gerfn.an}j for.med Westi, a pr ductio
and distribution company with subsidiaries in the major pru thes%
countries. Wengeroff intended to sponsor producuonIszcember
countries, then to circulate the results thro.ughout Europe. 2 oce! an&
Westi and Pathé formed Pathé-Westi, a mutual products on and
distribution firm. Again, the move.ff.ttracted great attef:g;tmn aom s
seen as a big step forward in the creation ofa E}Jropcan 1lm n:z SN enlt) e
successfully in world markets. A major expansion péogr}?n: ne went o8
in early 1925. But the project’s scope went beyond wha : conment
German situation could support; West1 went out of business
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a year later, in July 1925.1% Apart from the Westi project, there was no
successful follow-up to the hopeful beginning made by Pommer and
Aubert during 1924 and 1925 (though Ufa and Aubert exchanged
German and French films on a regular basis). When Ufa was in financial
difficulty in 1925, it turned for a loan, not to its fellow firms within in
the European film industry, but to rival American companies. The result
was the famous Parufamet agreement, in which Paramount and MGM
provided a loan to Ufa of $4 million for ten years. The two American
companies were to release ten Ufa films annually in the United States,
while the three firms set up a joint company for distribution in Germany:
Parufamet, which would distribute twenty Paramount and twenty
MGM films annually, as well as an unspecified number of Ufa films.
The distribution in Germany, rather than the loan, was the main point
for the Americans: Parufamet was a means of gaining import certificates
and a secure place in the German market, and they continued to release
through this company in Germany into the early 1930s. The loan
allowed Ufa to survive the crucial period of indebtedness during
Germany’s stabilisation crisis.12
Once the German post-stabilisation crisis ended in 1926 and 1927,
however, the film industry there resumed its role of leading the continent
in the serious business of co-operation. As other European countries
stabilised their currencies and passed beyond the main period of
post-war reconstruction, they too entered the boom years preceding
the Depression. Over these years, production companies continued to
sign agencies in other European countries. Companies in one country
invested in similar companies abroad. One of the most notable of these
came when Ufa and Svenska formed a jointly controlled distribution
firm, involving French investment, in Paris in mid-1926; its name
reflected the sentiments of the period—L Alliance Cinématographique
Européene (ACE). The company announced plans to produce in all
three countries, but its main purpose was actually to serve as an outlet
for Ufa films in France, and it functioned very efficiently as such for
the next few years. Ufa continued to set the pattern, signing a reciprocal
distribution agreement with Gaumont-British in December 1927; this
was hailed in Britain as the first such major signing for a British firm.
Despite the groundbreaking success of the 1924 Ufa-Aubert mutual
distribution pact and later the ACE initiative, France had to be content
to play second fiddle to Germany in the Film Europe effort. Hollywood
had become the single largest source of films in the French market
during the war, and there was no import ban or government regulation
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during the post-war years to help French film-making to r;c:)vi; rtz
le:.dingg position in its own market. Wl?ile G_erman'y mgna%; A:; carv
out a toehold in several important regions, mclud‘m_g_ _ouA Ame o%
France continued to have very limited export possﬂ?zhnes. ke o
German films even went into the lucrative American market, - il
French films were largely locked out except for the art-cmzm;ﬂ::lr Le;
(In 1925, for example, the prestigious Raymond Bernalr1 Crit;,_-ion
Miracle d’es Loups [1924], was given adﬁ;e—\gek r?;o:,; :)feﬁnding on
in New York, specially rented for the pu : "
X}r:::ir:arllndistributor. Despite favourable reviews no one picked up the
A3 . ]
ﬁlr'rII‘he) Soviet Union’s film industry played no part in thf: eafgeyeaérrsi (?d
the Film Europe movement. Export was minimal durmgld. Pf o
when the government was trying to ferlllco;ralgﬁ &'lli [r{:);ziutigi ?t was‘
i frer the devastating effects of the Bolshevik Revol .
;I;ciuig{ilat;; phenomenal success of Batz‘lesbpoPoten;fm é:t ]%Z?y ‘;c;a:
i 3 1 in Europe. Over the n ars,
Soviet films gained any prominence in Europe. U e oaesty n Fil
the USSR did benefit by participating i
}Ellzv:((:vzr,ln eOctober 1926, a joint Russian—German proﬁulc{t[l}os:i;rllli
distrill:;t;tion company was formed, called Derufa (DEuts’(I:‘ he pssischa
FilmAllianz; the name was later changed to Derussa). The vestors
were Sovkir:o and Phoenix Films and they planned tohcoG-p::I)] ;:1 -
Germany and distribute a regular programme of }););29 ai-‘t g
Soviet films. Derussa went bankrupt in th;ﬂautu::nnloding 0, after having
i mber of important Soviet mf, inclu
g?zﬁorBtzfn:t’l;uGirl With a Hat Box, Pudovkin’s The End of St Petersburg
'Ei tein’s O/d and New. . _ . '
an%‘lilseer;i ?928 was probably the most intense period for mtemanzﬁal
reciproc}:ral agreements. In March, anothFer la:i'lger Gvf:rr;aéli r::;r;[r)lan);
. ; o :
igned a distribution pact with the rench company 1an
'iIr‘leTI;rsiigrgritish International Pictures dlc]l_, Ii_:}lgEsam; Ittvallth g;:l}:z ::2
y o v,
Ufa and the state-run film agency , 0
{{l;.?ti;but: each other’s films. Other agreements between smz;]lﬁlicccz;rie
anies occurred throughout this period.. The net result was Iz.l poticcable
?ncrease in the circulation of films within Europe. LuEI\}uCgE clleal- ,
new director of Ufa, commented at the time of the ;

A European film cartel is actually established now. 'I]‘:ui Gegr;:z:)}
Italian agreement was only an incidental step in a whole series o
general European agreements. A number of leading film enterpris
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in important European film countries have joined to form a solid
front against America in order to be able to negotiate on terms of
equality with the greatest film factor in the world 14

In general, the Film Europe movement can be said to have shown
distinct signs of achieving its aims on a modest scale. From 1926 until
the decade’s end, a few countries actually managed to chip away at the
American hegemony and to increase the circulation of European films.
They did this primarily through distribution contracts and quota laws,
As a result of such co-operative measures, the, American share in
Germany fell from about 45 per cent in 1926 to 32 per cent by 1930,
while the German share rose from 40 per cent to 50 per cent in that
same period. As Table 3.1 indicates, a similar pattern occurred in Britain
and France, with a drop in the American share after 1926, when the
European economy had recovered enough to make production more
feasible. Germany’s share climbed steadily in both the French and

British markets, paralleling the rise in contracts between countries for

distribution. In Britain, sound caused a drop in foreign-language films;

but by dint of making French-language versions, Germany built up its
share of the French market again in 1932.15 Germany’s relatively strong
production and its quota laws enabled it to regain the largest portion
of its domestic market by 1927.

Britain, starting from a very low state of production, with American
films dominating its market to a considerable extent in 1926, also
managed to improve steadily. The effects of the 1927 quota are obvious
in the rising British share of the market. Partly because of the Film
Europe co-operation of the period, the quota had a restraining effect
on American imports, while German imports continued to rise until
sound came in. In the long run France benefited less from Film Europe
than its two main partners, Germany or Britain, simply as a result of
having too weak an industry to hold up its end.

The Decline of Film Europe: The Depression and Sound

Given that the efforts of the Film Europe participants seem to have
seen a relatively hopeful beginning in the 1920, why did the notion
die out in the 1930s? We can attribute the decline, which occurred fairly
quickly, to a combination of important historical changes, both in the
film industry and in the larger political and economic spheres. Chief
among the causes were the Depression, the introduction of sound,
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in circulation in Germany,
ble 3.1. Source of feature films in circ
g:an:é and Britain, 1926-1932 (based on numbers of feature films

censored in each country)

f U of Total
of %of No.of %of Noo
Year El;sOf it:.lf glcr)nso total  films total  films total no. of

from from from fro‘m _ films
USA Germay France Britain

German: Y sis
;)926 22%7 44,5 202 39.2 22 ;g 3 8.4 o
1927 192 369 241 46.3 27 4.6 2 o4 2
1928 205 394 221 425 24 3.8 o 2
1929 142 333 192 451 16 4.3 ; W=
1930 97 318 151 485 13 11.2 ; o o8
1931 80 280 148 51.7 32 .

France ) . -
?)924 589 85.0 20 2.9 68 133 ; o 90s
1925 577 82.0 29 4.1 73 .7 4 s
1926 444 78.6 33 5.8 55 9.7 . Ve sel
1927 368 63.3 91 15.7 74 12.1 - i
1928 313 53.7 122 209 94 1?.9 " P
1929 211 482 130 29.7 52 1 .7 o 5 4
1930 237 496 111 23.2 94 13.7 : S 4
1931 220 48,5 60 13.2 139 3 .2 : e 4
1932 208 43.4 99 207 140 29,

ritain | a2
(1:)921;6 620 836 43 5.8 24 gg ig :g o
1927 723 81.1 71 8.0 34 3.1 2 o
1928 558 71.7 93 12.0 24 .4 - o
1929 495 74.7 60 2.0 16 2.9 o 38 oy
1930 519 69.5 49 6.6 22 2.5 o o
1931 470 72.6 16 2.5 10 1.1 e N o
1932 449 70.0 18 28 7 1,

. . . ical up-
consolidation within individual national industries, and political up
\ R |
heavals in Europe and the USS N . .
The Depression caused general political and ccoIn(;rp{il patih:l‘_:iisoz
i imilar path of change. Individu
many countries to follow a sim _ . : °
tendid to draw back from international co-operation, e.rect{ng :;Zﬁ
barriers in an attempt to improve domestic t.econom;les in em 0);
rather than through systematic international dealings. The amou
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government regulation of commerce increased during the 1930,
National industries tried to raise exports and lower imports, frequently
without regard to co-ordinating efforts with other countries. In the film
industry, this trend was exacerbated by the fact that the
mercially viable sound systems happened to be introduced in Europe
just at the time when the effects of the Depression were spreading.
While sound had been innovated in the USA between 1926 and 1928,
it did not reach Europe until 1929, and then only on an occasional,

initiatory basis. The process of widespread conversion of studios and
theatres went on during the early 1930s,

Sound offered several encouragements. to increased competition
within Europe, Most obviously,

it introduced language barriers among
countries. Previously films could circulate throughout Europe and the
rest of the world with the simple substitution of different intertitles,
but now the export-import process among countries without shared
languages became more challenging. At first, dubbing was too tech-
nically crude to be feasible, Subtitles were not popular initially, and it
was not clear that they would prove an acceptable solution. Initially,
it was widely believed that Europe would break up into small clusters
of countries with shared languages, protected by the language barrier
from a large influx of imported films. Sound was thus at first seen as a
way of wrenching domestic markets back from American domination.
Some industry officials and commentators seem to have hoped that
American films would be confined to Great Britain, the Commonwealth
and other English-speaking areas. If this had indeed happened, it would
have meant that European producers could amortise thejr films more
casily within their domestic farkets and the few other countries with
the same language, They would have a more limited market but one
involving far less competition,

This idea had some curtency in France. The editor of 74
Cinémathographie frangaise wrote in 1930 that sound would be good for
the French industry: “Numerous are the territories where the French
language is spoken and employed, or where it is utilized as the preferred
second language.” He listed Belgium, Switzerland, North Affrica, Egypt
and the Near East as such markets. He also pointed out that ticket
prices in France had risen with the introduction of sound: “The coming
of the ‘talkies’ is all for the good of the French industry, for now film
production can be covered, with considerable profit, within the country
itself; in addition to which there is a certain sure [sic] foreign market.
Competition from outside is no longer to be feared.”'6 This writer was

first com-
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imisti subtitles and dubbing had been improved
OvzrlgeongLSt;;eljgelzj 11,'16 standard ways of' dealing w1thhla;§:3§§
;:rriersg. American films continued to be a major force on tl ;32 neh
market, making up about 43 per gent ;)g;she market in ,
ini hare until about .

ren];a“:;:legn az?::ai t:l;;asrent that the French-language ma.ﬂ:t I;\:vssﬁzlgf
largZ enou’gh to permit competition on equal 111:e:rms ::; " o%ﬁcia]
language production. A 1935 report by a Frenc goveid e

inted out that about 75 million people around the world sp ke French
PO:i that there were about 5,000 cinemas catering to 21:2 5e 1]11 b
%nn lish-language films had a world-wide audience of abou(t) . 62 n 01,-

gh times as many; these people had access to 30,00 cliln ° , o
e tim as many. The report concluded: “To protect the kren
o c;u:t?Zn against foreign production is not only to df:fend 1&1 gut i‘;ﬁ
Errl?:l :bove al% to place it once more in a position which would pe

i : iti first .
it to attack with equal chances, its 1nternat10nal competltlon, at
1 )

on its own market, later on foreign markets.”!” It was th-e :la?;z :1:&:1 nﬁlal:
had been issued over and over since the late war perio e cxport
heard in the 1990s): win back the French m'fu'ket, then }inf(i)l‘:l b
The report also called for the poorly organised Frenc
be;;ﬂﬁtfgﬂgj -lish-language market mentioned iq t-his report }}llaéi a}.llsg
efi th% Brit%sh industry to shift its tactics. Bnns.h ﬁrmls a192 gs
ctro links with German and other continental ﬁrms.m tbe ate * ;
Stm?% al':in in both co-productions and mutual dist.nbutlon IthS"c :n
fﬁg%ﬁd bfen largely unsuccessful indsending ﬁlnish ;nt};)rg;:h ;;lzf:stry
i i sound, some in
marketr.xtl“:;he:i};c:::(c)lr?;%wzﬂ hope. There was a wi.desPrea‘cil assu;nﬁ;
:faiai;at{vitﬁ great actors speaking the King’s English Bn%t?.s ha;;c; t1;)ry
of famous literature or in costume Rictures b.ased or}r h;x :remendou;
British films would appeal to American z}udlcnccs. | remencous
of The Private Life of Henry VIII in 1933 seemed to ol
iﬁc: Zssssumption. There was a great deal of ﬁr}anmal- speculatlgn Cll?ne m
r;duction over the next few years, ending in a dlsa.stroui‘ ¢ r::ls e in
b duction in 1937. Indeed, by the late 1930s American fi : had 2
Strongs rip than ever on the British market.18 The British productic
Stfle(;l%:f garrI:ble on English-language films as its ?mpe forlggogpe;;tg
::ned i% away from European co-operzftion durmgkthe o sg nd
toward the USA. There were many foreign film-makers :;tid '8 for
British firms in the 1930s, but they no longer came to p p
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British-German co-productions; thes
various Eastern European countries.

Sound had another major effect on the European film industry, which
exacerbated the effects of the Depression. In every country, the high
cost of wiring theatres and studios came in the period 1930-35, during
the depths of the Depression. In particular there were many small, locally

owned cinemas that had no choice but to pay for the installation of
equipment or go under.

¢ were refugees from Germany and

Changes within National Industries
The USSR

At the same time that the Depression and the conversion to sound were

occurring, other significant changes were taking place within the film
industries of various European countries. In ge

producing nations, there was some attempt at consolidation of the
structure of the industry. I will concentrate here

on the situations in
the USSR, Germany and France. Each country experienced a move
toward mono

polistic or oligopolistic structures of some sort. In the
USSR and Germany, these consolidations were linked to political shifts
toward totalitarian regimes, and these political pressures ensured the
success of the changes. In France, the attempted restructuring of the
industry failed because of the continuing weakness of the film industry.

In the USSR the film industry made a late start after the First
World War. The government nationalised the industry in 1919, but
relatively few films were made in the next few years. Shortages of
raw stock, equipment, personnel and capital plagued production com-
panies for the next few years. Indeed, shortages of basic equipment
continued into the 1930s and would influence the whole import-
export question and the shape of the first Five-Year Plan as it related
to cinema,

Co-operation from abroad was vital to the establishment of the Soviet
film industry. In 1922 the Treaty of Rapallo opened the first official
trade relations between the USSR and a Western country, Germany.
German firms would provide the main source for production equipment
imported into the Soviet Union, as well as acting as a distribution
conduit through which Soviet film exports subsequently flowed out to
other countries.’? In particular, throughout the 1920s the German
Communist group, the Internationale Arbeitershilfe (IAH, the Workers’
International Relief) formed 2 link between the Soviet film industry and

neral, within major
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much of the rest of the world. This group was responsd‘)le fo;"1 ﬁria;;c:;fg
ignificant portion of the Soviet film industry d};flng the 20
] S'lggl an credit and German-made productlon.eqm.pm'cbn ;.on
if;];: ghiu%’)tﬁ flso set up Prometheus, a German—-Sov:Eet.dmtr;t ; S1 "
firm based in Berlin. Prometheus became one of the main 11-npof s of
Sf\get films into Germany, one of Russxa’shmost lutcxl'a?v’fI:‘ A C()IAgH
istributed them to many other countries. :
nllarkeis’l)?ir;ﬁeeclllsgnglz;ri:triost important Soviet prod'uctlon comlfamc;;
li/f;)z;sr:b om. Mezhrabpom kept up its close }ink w1thfProme;c) r:g(s)
Germanypand was highly successful ix} produle_rlg ﬁlfnsthcérFf;xkEl E{_lrope
The USSR was certainly never a major participant ]1;1 Film Butope
movement. The government would h.ardly ha.ve Een pterested in
helping set up a healthy capitalist film 1f1dustry inak uropduced prext
Thg TAH, however, was interested in using t.he ﬁln;sl 1]; px;cfl R
USSR to I’)romote an international worke'rs cinema 2! By cir carly and
continuing links with the German film mdt'xstry],aSowzt If:;) I
distributors indirectly benefited frorp the Fllfn uropt e
the late 1920s, Soviet films had gained a wide _repl.ll a e by
because of the kind of international film circulation od o7
l;‘alitn E?Sro ¢ through, for example, artistically onente.d .fi‘lm cxﬁ)(:is fions
r11d confeﬁ:nces. During the early 1920s, such exhlbmops lacinema
nganised within single countries an(% focu;ecigc;x; tl;fovr‘lrzilsfathe erma
151 spring o , s
?f - Prg:]rlllslfziu:e(:idi;c}fiiié};z, tlile “gInternationale Tentoonstg]lugg
mt?‘?l:foe%ieg ” was held in The Hague. This als? happened to Zti de
(f)ilr)st foregign c;éhibition in which the Soviet film xndustrydPar11:c1£ thé
hrough screenings of several Soviet Montage ﬁl_ms and a 1spr 3; the
j&]i—Ugnion Society for Cultural Relations \.vxth 'Forc.1§n192 ;)uat es
(VOKS). A similar Soviet presence was prowdef:l 1(111 ll)m L1920 at e
“Film und Foto” exhibition in Stuttgart, organised by Fone e
Werkbund. These events, which occurred in part becaus; oher %ofﬂe.n
Film Europe movement, helped give Sf)wet ﬁlms a hig e ftherings
Soviet films would become regular attractions at internation dg therings
of this sort, including the film festivals founded in Venice and ¢
" ;‘ts;zigséarly 1920s, however, the Soviet film in_dustry c;v;s r?r;)lw;lrgt
in two contradictory directions. On the one hand, its nof:f:c1 lmoirnduspt -
d export led to increasing participation in t}}e European sexl}'—
gln t}f:, other, the government was moving towar.d greia.t'irwould
sufficiency and ’isolation from the outside world, and ultimately i
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largely choke off the film industry’s connections to the European film
circulation.

In general, the Soviet government gradually moved toward con-
solidating its entire film industry into a monopoly, though its progress
in this direction was slow and fitfu] and ultimately did not succeed until

firm called Goskino, This company is generally held to have been a
failure; it never managed to concentrate distribution and import-export
functions or to eliminate the private firms that had sprung up under
the New Economic Policy. Its general programme included the ex-
portation of films, because foreign currency was still needed to build u

the physical assets of the film industry. Foreign films also had to be

» and another attempt was made

fo create a state monopoly through the formation of Sovkino. Rather
than subsidise industry extensively, the government demanded that the
film industry pay for itself, Moreover, the film industry was supposed
to expand rapidly and possibly even one day to become a major source
of general revenue for the government.

Ironically, Sovkine began operating at the beginning of 1925, the
same year in which Stalin’s policy of “Socialism in one country” was
first put forth publicly. His goal was eventual self-sufficiency, but like
many other Soviet industries of the time, the film industry was largely
dependent on export and import. Indeed, in the mid-1920s, the Soviet
cinema was just gaining its first success in the West, In 1926 the release
of Eisenstein’s Battleship Potemkin in Berdin brought the new Soviet
Montage movement dramatically to European and American attention,
Late that same year, the distribution company Amkino was formed in
New York, acting as the outlet for most Soviet films entering the
American market during the 1920s and 1930s,

Sovkino’s policies were, however, already under attack within the
USSR, and the attacks intensified as the decade progressed.23 Many
viewed both the import and export of films as dangerous to the Soviet
film industry. Western films brought undesirable ideological views to
~ workers and peasants, presenting bourgeois ideals and Hollywood’s

images of the luxuries of consumer society. Perhaps more surprisingly,
- however, film exports were seen as ideologically suspect.2 Officials had
No particular wish to spread communist ideas through cinematic
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Five-Year Plan demanded that all raw film stock for the domestic
industry be produced in Soviet plants. It took several years to build the
promised factories, but they opened in late 1931. During 1932 there

i itics in the West seem to have
nda, despite what censors and critics in t _ :
Eé:lla):ftid givenpthe widespread editing :;mcci1 oft‘llltr1g1:_zt;>ar:n1n§a(:if i(slxlrzt
: 1 industry )
films abroad. The Soviet government and film ad other,
i i ions 3 ing films abroad: to generate an in
simpler intentions in sendmg e oration wis
foreign currency. As far as ideology was ¢ cerned, opuation was
i i i dent Soviet cinema. Sov
widely viewed as creating a more deca. foa. SOvkino was
ignoring ideological correctness in its attempt to.
repeatedly accused of.lgnonng ide . ity comated
al to foreign audiences. Sovkino ﬁ s wer -
:Fifl: for;)ign ﬁ.l%ns and found to be too similar. They were not considered
irely fit for domestic audiences. . .
enffl'r;u); Slovkino was caught in a bind, It hag to 1mII))ort_tandse:§23( ;g
ild- iet 1 try, but it wa
der to pay for the build-up of the Soviet industry, but i tacl
l(:; ge(];v;'rfm);nt officials and the press for doing s?. ;I‘hllz kind ];fl :ll';gcztsﬁz
inued in spite of the apparent success of Sovkino.
(l:gggfgesealsrclm,pSOViet films for the first tim'e;z Sgenerated MOre revenue
domestic market than imported films. '
OnTtIIIZ ﬁ(r)sri1 Soviet Five-Year Plan was announcci;l in Di:errszr :tziz,
i i in March 1928. As in other indu ,
and applied to the ﬁ!m-md}lstry in ; 3 e
it called for the elimination of imports an oufficensy |
the continued build-up
duction; exports were to be used to f-‘mance :
E?;hlécc;:::ma fn the USSR. In effect, this meant tbat the whole nOt'l;s!:
of co-operation with European ﬁlm—producinﬁ; natlglns ‘;ﬁl zogva;g?car
) . ! o >
ial policy. Soviet film did not achieve the goals .
;fl.f;;lonich:}crlule: while exports continued with socrlne succ}::ss d“én;lgg,t(})l:
i 1 into the mid- .
20s and early 1930s, imports also continued into the mic
lat%‘l'lxz F?v?:[-lYear %‘Ian in film took some time to achieve its goaf:
primarily because the industry was whollly depen(cjier;t c;r;df;r?frin 1:;{ !
i i tarted. In
tock and equipment at the time the plan s .
:h(c):c Soviet c(ilneI:na self-sufficient in these a}rleas, lmanufact;nr;%ro?;dt }::
i f the plan was
be built up from scratch. One part o . 4 ity 1o
i ion of the new sound-film technology pioneer P .
fcﬁ? %rgjﬁuzr:xdoGerfnany. Through government contro:; t.hzﬁntroducngﬁ
i USSR until technically success
of sound was largely delayed in the . 2y successiul
i d innovated domestically. Produc
systems could be invented an . Production of
i k of funds and a far-flung sy:
sound films began in 1930, but a lac . ysiem
i i ed a slow conversion
of locally owned rural cinema installations ca;ltis & slow comversion t0
d exhibition. The Soviet industry was still making .
:g:l;li:i—l%Os, and the silent period persisted ther.e longer th:lm ;r; ;&y
other major producing country except Japan. Du.rmg thfs:' eailiyl " ;
however, the goal of self-sufficiency was achieved. Similarly,

series of import-export combines; the cinema combine was Intorgkino,
formed in April. Then, during May and June, Sovkino was replaced by
Soyuzkino, a company controlling the domestic market, It formed a
more complete monopoly than had Sovkino and was vertically integrated
to control all segments of the industry. Together Intorgkino and
- Soyuzkino changed the earlier policies of Sovkino. Officials at Sovkino
had persisted in their orientation toward import despite the Five-Year
Plan. Now imports fell more rapidly. According to American customs
figures for shipments of film into and out of the USA, 1932 marked
the first year when the Soviets achieved a trade surplus with the USA 27
By 1937, virtually no imports were going into the USSR, Indeed, in
that year a major American trade publication, the Fi/m Daily Year Book,
gave up covering the USSR in its annual survey of foreign markets
there was simply no hope for American firms dealing with the USSR,
In 1935 the last Separate production company within the USSR,
Mezhrabpom, was dissolved into Soyuzkino, Mezhrabpom, as we have
seen, originated through investments and loans from the German
communist group, the IAH, in the mid-1920s. By 1933, the remnant
of the TAH had fled the Nag; regime, re-establishing itself in Paris.

of Soviet co-operation with European film interests in the 1920s was

eliminated, and a totally monopolistic, nationalistic organisation was
achieved within the film industry.

Germany
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culmination were, however, vastly different. Germany had be:e:r;l 3::
leader and the stabilising force in the Film Europe mo:rcmer?t, an n
country that had benefited most from the movement's achlevemgn .
Yet this success made it all the easier for Gerrr}any to turn away i‘{ortn
co-operative policies and attempt to dominate its neighbours’ markets
once the adverse effects of the Depression bec'ame apparent. - i
Germany was among the countries hardest hit by the economic c:l'is 8
and it has been argued that some effects of the slun?p surfaccif; er:l
even earlier than in the USA.2® The German ﬁlr%hmt.:lustrg st. eri !
i isi 1929 and 1932. The introduction
through deepening crisis between . : <
isi he major producers wr
d meant that costs were rising, and t i
f:(())lrlrrllpeting fiercely among themselves. Ther? }:v.vas }1110 I;trﬁcmrzdc?ﬂr?n
ively peaceful oligopoly within the Hollywo
B e e/ P ished itself in the 1910s and 1920s,
industry; that oligopoly had establishe  itse .
En:tiging without cut-throat competition. By cog;rast, tlhne gegrtarz‘
ove
large firms frequently absorbed smaller ones or drc ut ¢
;ufiness. While there were '.=:ight‘y-threef afl‘ldm prod;lcnon "czmé);n;e;:;?
-nin .
istence in 1929, the number had fallen to forty !
;\}/Iu;:;lser many of the smaller companies bccamt? contra:.ctuall}y1 hnkec:
to the thr’ee largest German firms during t};lathpznoc'l. One (1); ::N iihmzise
bis-Klangfilm, which had arisen on .
D et of soe T(? ing the early 1930s it expanded its
introduction of sound in 1929. Dunng the early xp
;gﬂ;}ence both horizontally and vertically. Of tl'xe fortmig.e f;;r;j
mentioned as existing in 1934, twenty-four had links to To 1;. poid
policy consistently favoured the trend toward concentration in the
.lndDuZtgl.g the 1930s, the Nazis fostered a course of consoli_dation, ﬁrsf
toward oligopoly and later toward monopoly. T.he few blggestd§or§d
panies, primarily Ufa and Tobis-Klangfilm, cont1_nued to expan ;: ;.em
the m;my small companies that had typlca._ﬂy existed alongsi le o
were gradually eliminated. The nationalisation process began in >
with the formation of a government-sponsored company to buy up t c}
existing film companies, and culminated in 1942 with the formation o
1 30
tate monopoly, Ufa-Film, or Ufi. ' . .
thi)setl:miningpthz reasons for Germany’s withdrawal ffom. its li.aglmg
role in the Film Europe movement depends on ax; i‘xamma?on atl)i sati::i
ici ing 1 Even before nation
licies concerning import and export. ; e n
g:g:; government regulation and policy were mﬂuentl'al in these are;.sl.-
For e}:amplc, in 1933 the government changed t}.le existing .systf,m :h
awarding certificates to films being shown domestically. Previously su
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certificates had been used simply to indicate the artistic quality of a film
so that it could qualify for tax breaks. Now all films had to have a
certificate to be exhibited at all. Some of the categories added over the
years were “Politically especially valuable,” “Valuable for youth,” and
“Artistically valuable.” This last description was reserved for prestigious
films, many earmarked primarily for export.3! For the most part,
however, the Nazis favoured strongly nationalistic films. This attitude
went against the Film Europe spirit of the 1920s, when it was widely
assumed that films should appeal to an international audience. For
example, on 23 March 1933 Goebbels addressed the film producers’
organisation for the first time, informing them of new policies and
claiming that: “I gain the impression that all present are honestly willing
to co-operate. The film can only be re-established on 1 healthy basis if
German nationality is remembered in the industry, and German natyre

is portrayed by it.”32 This could be interpreted as an anti-Jewish

statement, but it also suggests a more general desire to avoid films
calculated to appeal to any non-German groups. Similarly, when the
new head of the German theatre-owners’ association gave an address

shortly thereafter, he expressed similar sentiments. David Hull describes
his speech:

He warned the audience that the “Friedrichstrasse crowd” (a
reference to the Berlin strect where Jewish producers had their
offices) was through for good. Germany did not want to cut herself
off from the rest of the world, he said, but German films must be

made by Germans who understand the spirit of the German people.
All non-Germans in distribution must go.33

Again, Hull takes this reference to the
directed only against Jewish producers. It is worth noting, however, that
the Friedrichstrasse was also the location of many of the foreign
companies’ import and export offices. Quite carly on, then, nationalism
became the explicit policy of the Nazi government, and this discouraged

any sort of co-operation with other countries in regard to the circulation
of films.

Exportation, however,

“Friedrichstrasse crowd” as

was still necessary to various German

. industries. In general, Germany had only a very small stock of gold and
_foreign currencies, but the '

_certain raw materials.
- to be able to pay for these imports. When the Depression hit Germany,

country was still dependent on imports of
Hence it needed to keep exporting goods in order
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bank runs and unemployment alarmed foreign lenders and investors,
and many withdrew their money from the country in mid-1931. Exports
of manufactured goods were central to the Nazi policy of recovery and
expansion, and despite lowered film imports, the German industry tried
to maintain exports at as high a level as possible. David Welch argues
that this was one reason for the delay in nationalising the film industry
until the second half of the 1930s, since such a move would have scared
away foreign buyers of German films.3*

Nevertheless, film exports did fall. In 1929 approximately one-third
of the cost of an average feature film was paid by export revenues. By
the 1934-5 season, these revenues paid only 8 per cent of the industry’s
income, and they had fallen to 7 per cent by 1938-9.35 Despite attempts
at appeasement abroad, there was much resentment of the Nazi regime.
Exhibitors in many countries would not want to risk offending their
patrons. For example, when Hitler became Chancellor in 1933,
all German films playing in New York theatres were immediately
withdrawn—with the significant exception of Madchen in Uniform,
which was publicised as an anti-Prussian film and therefore inimical to
the new regime.3¢ There were also many Jews and others in film
industries abroad who despised the Nazi regime and refused to deal in
German films.

Customs figures on American imports and exports give an indication
of the fortunes of German films abroad. German exports to the
American market reached their peak between 1930 and 1932, and then
declined. Similarly, American exports to Germany peaked for the entire
inter-war period in 1929 and 1930, then fell fairly regularly; there was
a considerable drop from 1933 to 1934. As Ufa had its own branch

th
¢ leader of the movement from the start. It had probably the only

~operative policy into the sound

era, but a i i
, t that crucial point the German industry moved in an entirely

different direction.

the pattern of small companies lingered

The film j i
. Compani:;dl:}jtry Was 1o exception. After the war, there were
companiet s at v:;rc Vemcall){ integrated. The relatively large
Y small theatre chains and were reluctant to undertal%e

Ofﬁ‘f inbNe“}’l.Y}‘:fk Cltc)l( during this period, the }ISGA seemsﬁla good production, preferring to distribute ind
market by which to judge the genera% df:chne of German films on nt that small producti ndependently produced films, This
world markets.3” Government protectionism and support did aid isks. Through ton companies had to take most of the financial
the domestic German ﬁl'm industry unt_il the country ngan definitively roduction segc t;’;‘;::‘; 1;205 and 1930s, the bulk of the French
to lose tI}e war. Certainly the long-range Nazi policy was to t.ake ' nly two or three films bzﬁ:r: ’ O'f dozens of smallfrms that produced
over foa.:exg_n m.arkets t.hrough conquest rather than co-operation. ntering and leaving ¢, gltzmg under. Such firms were constantly
Temtona! invasions during 1930 and 1940 created an expanded film rganisation of an g the Irln arket-place. Moreover, there was Little
market w1'_ch no competition. Welch states that by the cn‘d.of 1939, catres and distzj-; b?l’g:):lz in the industry. Since the vast majority of
German distributors had a monopoly within an area containing about terests were ofper, ompanies were individually owned, their
?3,3(})f03 ;heatres, well over double the number of theatres in Germany dustry was not paigfiii?ym those ﬁ(ﬁ' the producers. The French film
itself. . and it af ! successful at controlling its ow:

I_Jltimatcly the effects of the Depression in Germany and the: ch.anged : released jz %ﬁt:ﬁ}d? :;1 (f;)rmgn markets. The number of Freicilaétit;
policies under the Nazi regime were almost certainly the most significant and very few French :ompae; linany rosii Oélly slightly in the late 19205

_ : €5 succeeded in having their films releg
sed
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in the USA. As a result, producers had a difficult time amortising their
ﬁhgts);md did bring a smal! boost in 1930 and 1931, ;t leﬁst fcflomteljtitciﬂz
i i ided by the fact tha
and in the German matrket. This boost was al c fact .
i i later than other countries. Moreover,
Depression hit France somewhat > Y oreove,
i lieved that the system of small bu
e peotmen e ot o6 ic crisis altogether. Such
uld protect it from the effects of the economic
:)(ilﬁdfnce, combined with hopes for high proﬁts- from sou]r:;d f.ilmsi, 91;(91
to a higher rate of investment in the French ﬁl}in md}t:stry. u:mgr s
i ergers. -
ig film companies formed or expanded through merger.
;l.lingﬁhn cfor Ei)nstance:, formed a major productloi1 subsidiary 1rf1 FFrarrllit;;
i ’ ful exporters of Fre
which soon became one of the most success :
1 i ¢ Clair’ d films. 1929 also saw the
duct, including René Clair’s first four soun i
g;fmz(t:ion of Gaﬁmont-Franco-Film-Aubert, a rlngeéie(r} of thre‘; rc;t::lh
ies, i i he French half of the erman-—
panies, including Aubert, t e o ooas e lacaat
tual distribution pact with Ufa. When, in e year,
?rlcj;nch firm, Pathé, Ip;ecarne Pathé-Natan through a s1.m1.lar mer%ler, tl:;
French industry seemed to be moving along a path snfnlar 1;0 tdosc o
the American firms when they formed the Hollywood oligopoly a deca
1. r.40 - . - -
eai’&l: a result of this investment and growth, Rroductlon.rose (s;gn;lﬁ
cantly over the next few years. However, these 131%1 com;l)anies ta;; d otth :;
1 1 ful oligopoly. Instead,
relatively large ones failed to form a success ad, they
1 - tition in an attempt to monopo
A A in 1936 concluded that the French
industry. A government repost in o the French
1 930s had been weakened by the g
industry structure of the f:arly 1 . : PP Sk
trast between these big, vertically integrated fir :
sr(:;]jasindependent producers: “The large companies commlttc;d tl}e
error’ in the early years of sound, of wanting to enlarge themselves in
’ 41
nopolize the French market. .
orc'?;etto?]n(;)etﬁion was simply too intense; it causeid a great numbel: c.:f
failures among both types of companies in the mid-1930s. The cr1s1i
eaked in 1934, when Gaumont-Franco-Film-Aubert almost dv\;;:rif
Eankrupt and was saved only by a government lo.an. In the secoE t a ‘
of the decade production was almost entirely g1vendover t;)lez;ﬂyoi()tc;l
, i i ted to a
tiny independent companies, as the md}ustry rever . :
lari (l:fl' vell)rtical integration. As a result, 1nvcst412nent and credit remained
ince many companies inevitably failed.** - -
10‘%:2: eproblzms miant that French film was stﬂ-l weak abroad. I:
fared better in its domestic market, aided by a series of governmen
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trade barriers introduced from 1933 on. Up to that point, the French
government had offered little protection against imported films. It had
set up a weak quota in the late 1920s, allowing seven foreign films to
be imported for every one French one released domestically. Even this
quota could not be rigidly enforced, since French production was not
usually high enough to meet the theatres’ demand. In 1933, however,
a quota of dubbed features was set for the next year’s import, and the
required number was raised in each subsequent year. This quota involved
the first attempt to set a definite number to imported films, instead of
the earlier ratio of imported films to domestic ones, The Film Daily
Year Book's coverage of France suggests that this new regulation was
the first actually to hinder American firms releasing in France. Over
the next few years the French share of its domestic market slowly grew,
while the American and German portions declined. After 1935, the
German share fell considerably. French films continved to be more
popular than American imports in the domestic market. At mid-decade
they reached 50 per cent of the French market for the first time since
the war. Moreover, after 2 long decline in box-office receipts induced
by the Depression, French revenues finally began to rise in 1937, and
the crisis eased slightly.43
All this suggests that France was more successful on its own than it
had been as part of the Film Europe movement, although the change
was slow and unspectacular, and French film-makers and commentators
still considered the industry to be in crisis in the late 1930s. During the
1920s, co-operation with other countries had benefited them rather than
the weaker French industry. In the first half of the 1930s, German films
in particular continued to be important in the French market, and
French companies were remarkably willing to continue their co-
operation.** Germany maintained a policy of making French-language
versions of its films long after other countries had stopped doing so.
France continued to enter into co-productions with German firms and
sent its best personnel regularly to work in Germany.*S Thus the

remnants of the Film Europe policy apparently continued to benefit
German firms more than French ones.

Conclusions

The decline of the Film Europe movement paralleled that of the general
European idea and the effort to create 2 federation of European states,
After much discussion during the 1920s, this effort came to a head at
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i ions Assembly in September
th Session of the League of Nations : _ Se
;%Z;Tfr? Geneva. There Aristide Briand, France’s Foreign MnEster zi
one of the central supporters of the Europeanduil_fl:a, Prﬁp%s}i:i : w::(:f:uch
erriot.
federation; he was backed by Strese.mann an o e proet
r the next few years, but it soon b.ecame cle
if;l;agzszd. The rising right-wing partics in Germany c?niemtt}llectl) I’:h;
move as an “enslavement” of their nation. Stresemann ls) 1 ea o/
March 1929 and Briand’s on 7 March 1932 were severe | ows(.1 itywas
autumn of 1931, the European idea was walnmig q}l:mki};; 1:mand as
i owever,
largely eclipsed. It never died out comp! etely, ‘
:Ic;:nSeff;dyWoﬁd War it helped form the basis for the forgnani)nsi r<1)f
the Council of Europe, the Common Market and the developing
7 Union. - .
Eu'{'iie;‘?lm Europe movement, though shortwhvedl,{ had kzo::s Zlf:;;fiie
ing, i film-makers kno
cant effects. For one thing, it made many Known outsic
1 i i therwise have remained pri y
their own countries who might o ¢ pomany
i his was probably to pave the way
national figures. One result of t 5 Was he way &
imilati 2 to the Hollywood industry
the assimilation of European émigrés in A
ing the 1930s and 1940s. In addition, the ¢ . s
d:ct:rrilged many influences that enhanced styles of ﬁlm-maéqzz% t}::l)lgil
Eut the world. (Teinosuke Kinugasa’s[ Igzgglof Mad?:iesstE:O " 31 od Car
’ 1 dAre [1 are only e m
Dreyer's La Passion de Jeanne . 00 e e
1 1 ly Film Europe contribute
obvious early examples.) Ultimately nuributed insticu
i ly developed in the subseq
i hich have been far more thorough y : it
:llzcrl:d:s. 1Today international film festivals, co-Productlor;s, ;.nd r:ilit;r
national casts and crews are common strategies. AJl of t exc';x sither
originated during the 1920s or at least received their first widesp

and systematic use then.
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- For figures on the decline in American control, see my Exportin
Entertainment: America in the World Film Market, 1907-1934 (London:
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