[F FESTIVAL INTERNATIONAL dufilm de Cannes first opened on the
unfortunate date of September 1, 1939, as Hitler invaded Poland. Reborn in
\pril 1946 as the first major postwar international cultural event, the Festi-
~al promised the “finest films in the world presented in the finest setting in
‘he world.”* With its glamorous sheen, it would help projectanimage of the
‘ecovery of France and would serve, more concretely, as an ideal vehicle for
cnewing tourism to the Cote d’Azur. But it did more than that.

in the context of film history, “Le Festival de Cannes” as it was later
known, or the Cannes Film Festival, became the shooting star in an ever-
expanding cosmos of film festivals after the war.? It played a key role in the
development of the postwar “art film,” helping to launch the French New
Wave when it awarded Frangois Truffaut best director for his Les 400 Coups
{111959. The Festival also provided an international venue for the exhibition
»f films made in countries that would emerge after the war as having na-
tional cinemas of international value: Mexico, Japan, Egypt, and India.

But the Festival is also central to the cultural history of the postwar era.
Iz showcased the importance of film to the project of the postwar global-
ization of culture. At a pivotal moment in American domination of the in-
cernational film market, the French-run Festival developed an international
olatform for the world’s films and film personalities. In Cannes, films and
their stars had access to an unprecedented scope of publicity, disseminated

+ the increasingly photo-oriented mass international press. While studies
of cultural diplomacy have underscored national chauvinism, rivalry, and
‘he frigid battles of the Cold War, the history of the Festival describes the
rorging of a collaborative international film culture.* At Cannes, nations,
ncluding the United States, coexisted, ccoperated, and coproduced. A con-
uence of certain vital elements allowed the Festival to succeed: the asso-
ciation of France and the Riviera with cultural cosmopolitanism, the Festi-
sal's creation of a press juggernaut, and the transformation of this spot on
rhe Riviera into a literal crossroads for the world filmmaking community
all conspired to make the Festival the world’s largest film market. Though
‘he Festival fell short of achieving the true cosmopolitanism to which it as-
nired, it successfully shaped the filmmaking community’s practices more
“han we have understood.

Cosmopolitanism was the Festival's driving cultural value, photographic
stills its primary mode of international publicity, and film commerce its un-
lerlying practice; these elements enabled the Festival to attract the world’s
ilm producing community to participate. France established its centrality
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in international film culture by playing host to the world’s most important
Festival and market. If French national products did not dominate the box
office in most parts of the globe, Cannes promoted internationalism and
eventually auteurism instead. The Festival contributed to the international-
ization of the film industry in symbolic and actual terms. The Festival activ-
ities organized at the behest of French cultural diplomats and film profes-
sionals show that the French moved beyond the notion of “national cinema”
asbothanideal and asa mode of film production. In the process, they had an
important influence on Hollywood and in developing a global film commu-
nity. The Cannes Film Festival, from its inception in 1939 through the end
of 1968, marking its first phase, shows how important the French were in
shaping the direction of world film culture in the postwar era. The Festival
cultivated the idea that such an international film culture existed in the first
place and that France could serve as the perfect staging grounds because of
the long-term French investment in cultural cosmopolitanism.

The Festival managed to become world famous because of this universal-
izing vision as well as the actual films shown there. But the historically spe-
cific configuration of other factors—its location, the management’s canny
organization of the press, their ability to draw the stars the press favored,
and the development of the film market—worked together to establish its
success. Although there can be no doubt that the Festival served French na-
tional and economic ends, more significantly, it helped give renewed valida-
tion to the notion of film as an international business and cultural form in a
period of apparent American dominance.

The Festival organizers sought the cooperation of countries around the
world, but it forged its strongest partnership with the American film-pro-
ducing community, for whom the benefits of participation seemed less
obvious than for smaller countries. Though few would dispute the rise of
American film hegemony in the first half of the twentieth century in the
wake of World War I, only the French had the confidence, know-how, and
sheer nerve to challenge American rule after World War I Most studies have
characterized this confrontation as cultural protectionism and focused on
the postwar impositions of film quotas by the French government to reserve
screen time for French films; scholars also stress the French governmen-
tal subsidy of the film industry that made loans for the production of high-
quality French films.* The Cannes Film Festival, however, created an inter-
national stage for films and film culture, and also promoted international
film business. Its direction forged an alliance with Hollywood that would
define such concepts as “global Hollywood.”s
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The Cannes Film Festival may be the most celebrated film festival, but
it was not the first. That distinction goes to the Mostra Internazionale d’Arte
Cinematografica, better known as the Venice Film Festival, which began in
Augustof 1932 asan extension of the Biennale d’Arte. By 1938 when the Venice
festival awarded Leni Riefenstahl’s Olympia (The Olympiad) the grand prize,
observers and participants rightly saw the gathering as a platform for fas-
cists rather than as an international competition. The British, American,
and French delegations responded by claiming they would no longer par-
ticipate at Venice. Philippe Erlanger, director of the Association Frangaise
d’Action Artistique, the agency responsible for the travel of French art and
culture abroad, in his capacity as the French representative to the Venice fes-
tival, teamed with the French government’s minister of foreign affairs and
the minister of national education to establish that France would hosta gen-
uinely international film festival the following year.

Thoughitvied with other attractive locations suchas Biarritz, Vichy, and
even Paris to host the Festival, boosters from the city of Cannes were strate-
gicin securing the selection of their town. The organizers of the first Cannes
Film Festival set out to democratically promote film on an international
scale in pointed distinction to the propagandist mission in Venice. Regula-
tions from 1939 stated that Cannes would “encourage the development of the
cinematographic arts in all its forms and to create among all film produc-
ing countries a spirit of collaboration.” The Festival proclaimed it would be
free of “all ideology and nationalism,” and competition rules underscored
that intention.” To ensure fair competition, Axis powers Italy, Germany,
and Japan were excluded. The jury was to consist of members from each of
the nine participant nations: Belgium, the United States, France, Great Brit-
ain, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Sweden, Czechoslovakia, and the Soviet
Union. France would simply compete as one among the nations. Each coun-
try would propose its films, and the jury would select the best of each na-
tion’s offerings in addition to awarding an overall international prize.®

A radio ad in July of 1939 announced, “the international capital of Ailm”
was set to debut its festival at the start of September 1939. Louis Lumiére,
the French father of film, was to preside over the three-week event. MGM
sent a special boatload of stars including Tyrone Power, Douglas Fairbanks,
and Norma Shearer. A giant papier-maché Notre Dame decorated the Palm
Beach sands to promote William Dieterle’s film The Hunchback of Notre Dame.
Journalist Maurice Bessy, who many years later became the Festival’s direc-
tor, noted in Cinémonde on the eve of the event that it would be a “peaceful
victory” and that the nations gathered “no less inart than in politics are not
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prepared to bend before tyranny. ™ But events intervened. Hitler invaded
Poland at the same moment and attendees scrambled to return home. As
Erlanger noted, “the name of the festival was up in lights in the front of the
Casino Municipal when human folly turned out the lights.”"’

Although there would be no film festival in Cannes until 1946, it was
not for lack of trying. Traces of various wartime plans offer glimpses into
French cultural burcaucrats and their wartime experience and remind us of
just how central film had become not only to government propaganda but
also to everyday life during wartime. The “phony war,” as it has been called
by historians, began in October 1939, but Georges Huisman, the director of
Beaux-Arts wrote in November 1939 to Jean Zay, the minister of national ed-
ucation, hoping to keep the festival idea alive despite the impending doom.
In particular, he worried that this new war would repeat the devastation that
the war of 1914-18 had wrought on the French film industry and argued that
afestival might keep their national industry alive.1? Philippe Erlanger main-
tained plans to reopen the Festival in March 1940, but urged the mayor of
Cannes to keep the local press quiet to avoid enflaming the Italians while he
worked the proper diplomaric channels.’® Although he considered the idea
of awinter festival a terrible one, mostly because the war had distracted the
press from reports concerning any other topic, the mayor cooperated but
warned Erlanger that nothing could be worse than “news of a festival taking
place in front of empty seats.”™ The city of Cannes, he reminded Erlanger,
had a high standard of event planning, which the conditions of war might
spoil. Better to hold no festival than a mediocre one.

Discussions continued into the next year. Georges Prade, a Cannes
booster in Paris, wrote to the mayor urging him to consider supporting a
wartime event so that the city would maintain its hold on the Festival and
not lose it to competing sites if the Cannes municipal authorities lost inter-
est.!* No one seemed to worry about the dangers of the actual war interven-
ing, echoing Marc Bloch's famous indictment of France's lack of prepared-
ness for the war when it eventually came.’¢

The invasion of France in May and the defeat in June had important
implications for all French industries, film among them. In the reorgani-
zation of many of its agencies, the Vichy government created the Comité
d'Organisation des Industries Cinématographigues (COIC), whose connec-
tions to the German occupiers were strong. The COIC would lay the ground-
work for the postwar structure of French cinema, developing after the war
into the postwar Centre National de la Cinématographie. After a pause
starting in June, film production began again at the end of 1940 in studios in



The Cannes Film Festival

the southern unoccupied zone while the Germans set-up Continental Films
in Paris. The French moviegoing public was unaware of any of the distinc-
tions since Continental’s French-language films were not meant as prepa-
ganda vehicles but rather to keep up the veneer of normality and morale in
occupied France."

The COIC extended the hope that a wartime festival might happen. In Oc-
tober of 1941, a note from the Action Artistique to the secretary of state of na-
tional education and youth informed the secretary that Count d’Herbement
of the COIC had approached them, having made certain advances with his
connections in German film. His ambitions ran high. The note says the count
planned to accomplish what even Venice never had: “a gathering where, de-
spite the current state of affairs, the peoples of Europe, America and Asia
would meet.”*8 How they planned to accomplish this is left unarticulated."®
Two months later the escalation of the war with the bombing of Pearl Har-
bor and the American entry into the war made the gathering of the peoples
of Europe, Asia, and America impossible.

The archival paper trail relating to the Festival runs cold for the rest of
the war until October 1944, only months after the liberation of Paris and
only a month after the Germans were driven from France. At that time,
Philippe Erlanger and Henri Gendre, a Cannes hotelier (and father of actor
Louis Jourdan), suggested to the new general director of cinema that a fes-
tival be planned for December 1945. Erlanger himself had not even been of-
ficially reintegrated into his civil service post in the Action Artistique ser-
vice. (That came in December 1944. Because he was a Jew, Erlanger had been
decommissioned on December 19, 1940.)2° Such determination on his part
was prescient but also suggests the central place that film would occupy in
the cultural and economic agenda of the nation after the war. The Ministry
of Foreign Affairs certainly understood this. Its cultural affairs officer com-
mented, “It is clear that French cinematic production will be called upon,
after the war, to become one of the most effective means of French propa-
ganda abroad.”

Planning for the Festival officially began in the spring 1945, but the post-
war conditions presented many challenges. In April of that year, the orga-
nizing committee of the Festival wrote to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
explaining that all the major hotels in Cannes had been requisitioned and
occupied by French and American forces. In fact, Cannes served as the of-
ficers’ site in the United States Riviera Recreational Area. (Enlisted men
went to Nice.) A note from Henri Gendre informed the Quai d’Orsay that the
American colonel Gum had promised that when hostilities actually ceased
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they would take up Monaco’s offer and move their offices and troops there
to make way for the Festival.? For a variety of reasons, many budgetary, the
Festival was pushed back again to September 1946. The organizers excluded
Germany, Spain, and Japan but invited Italy, mostly to fend off the poten-
tial revival of the Venice festival.2* The Soviet Union was counted among the
twenty-one participant nations in what its organizers heralded as the first
postwar international cultural event.*

Fireworks, flower parades, receptions, and an impromptu movie house
in the municipal casino made the first Festival a stunning few weeks in an
era of otherwise profound deprivation. The opening evening party also fea-
tured Grace Moore, the American star of the Metropolitan Opera, singing
such popular French favorites as selections from Jules Massenet’s Louise and
performing a rousing rendition of the French national anthem, the “La Mar-
seillaise.” Married at the time to a Frenchman, Moore’s presence signaled
the vital importance of American participation in the Festival. As a press
release announcing the Festival in 1945 boasted, it would be “a big show of
friendship between nations, and particularly between France and the United
States who began the project.”? This comment came on the heels of partic-
ularly tense moments after the war when the flooding of France with Amer-
ican films led to the plagued negotiations of the Blum-Byrnes Accords.?®
Despite the bitter anti-Americanism that the quota battles produced in the
filmmaking community, the Festival organizers clearly believed that coop-
eration between France and America was possible and mutually beneficial.

Although the first Festival would be remembered in the long term as
a significant event in the history of film aesthetics because it introduced
Italian neorealism with Rassellini’s Rome, Open City, its inaugural program
also confirmed the overall health of France after the war and the role film
and other forms of culture might play in promeoting international under-
standing. The poster for the Festival in 1946 featured a film camera operator
with a globe for a head, posed to evoke the transformation of a machine-gun
into a movie camera. Through his camera runs films composed of differ-
ent national flags (fig. 2.1).%” French observers echoed the Festival’s graphic
message of internationalism, stressing film’s capacity to promote universal
understanding in the era of newly achieved peace. As Léon Moussinac, cor-
respondent for the Communist film publication L'Ecran francais, remarked
in his opening commentary describing the Festival, “There are thousands
of ways to serve peace. But cinema’s power of rapprochement and influence
goes beyond that of other modes of expression in that it directly and simul-
taneously touches the worldwide crowds.”?® People associated with the Fes-
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tival such as poet, writer, artist, and filmmaker Jean Cocteau, a regular on
the Riviera social scene and president of the jury several times, perpetuated
the notion of film as the universal language. He applauded the Festival as

“an apolitical no man’s land, a microcosm of what the world would look like
if people could speak to each other directly and speak the same language.”®
War-torn Europe looked to the popularity of film and to the seeming uni-
versalism of both entertainment and the language of images to repair its fis-
sures. This rhetoric recalls prior discussions of early American cinema’srole
in integrating immigrants, but in postwar Europe it took on new meaning

and urgency as the need for international understanding emerged.*®
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The first Festival may have been a success but the event’s future was
hardly assured. Competition from Venice presented the new Festival with
its foremost problem. At the time, it seemed to both the Festival organizers
and the press that there would be room for only one festival.! In fact, when
the French learned in late spring of 1946 that plans were afoot for a Venice re-
newal, shuttle diplomacy by Erlanger resulted in an accord between the two
festivals in which each would host a major international event every other
year and in the off-year the other would offer a “film week” that involved no
international competition.3? This competition from Venice and the unsure
budgetary contributions of the French government compromised the Festi-
val’s stability between 1946 and 1950. In fact, the French government’s sup-
port of the event declined in the initial years. In 1946 government money
accounted for 89 percent of the event budget. By 1953, the government’s
contribution shrunk to 55 percent.? After the 1947 event, the Festival also
took on the hybrid administrative status of an “Association de 1901,” which
meant that it became an independently run organization in the publicinter-
est, the equivalent of a nonprofit organization, but one that, because of its
general public interest, would and could receive government money. This
established its independent status while guaranteeing a long life of depen-
dence on the government for financial support.

A diverse cast of characters ended up leading this hybrid organization
from its headquarters in Paris. While Philippe Erlanger remained an ac-
tive member of the Cannes team, Robert Favre Le Bret became the Festi-
val's administrative director in 1947. Favre Le Bret combined the finesse of
a cultural diplomat with commercial experience garnered from some years
spent working as a journalist. During the vears he ran the Festival, he also
headed the Paris Opéra, where he organized foreign tours. He set the tone
for the mondain quality of the Cannes Festival (he was often photographed
looking at ease in a white tuxedo and sunglasses) and was accused over the
years as director of not caring or even knowing enough about film. Thus, al-
though the Festival reported to the government, its personnel had experi-
ence in the private sector. Also joining Favre Le Bret were film profession-
als such as Marcel I'Herbier, who represented the producers and writers
organization the Syndicat des Producteurs Frangais et de I'Association des
Auteurs de Films. French film producers always had representation in the
Festival’s decision-making bodies. Although France is reputed for its “stat-
ism,” the Festival’s administrative operation suggests that the commercial
and public sector worked in tandem as it organized this international cul-
tural event.
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i the wake of Cannes Film Festival's success, film festivals popped up
{rom Carlsbad to Punta del Este, from Berlin to Beirut. The Cannes’s files list
.bout eighteen festivals in 1963 alone. On the surface, festivals promoted
-ourism, which helps explain why many localities yearned to get into the
festival game. As one Cannes city official reasoned, given the usual cost of
idvertising, the seventeen Festival days and “the hundreds of magazines,
vecklies and dailies that publish articles, photos and colorful reports of
Cannes, .. . it is easy to see that the festival gives Cannes immeasurable pub-
licity.”** Film professionals, however, did not always meet the multiplica-
iion of festivals with great enthusiasm. As early as 1947, Variety noted, “the
plethora of film festivals in Europe is becoming a permanent headache for
the bona fide picture people. . . . Everyone is hoping that some regulation
will provide for one festival a year in all of Europe similar to the ones gov-
erning the Olympic Games and international fairs.”** A 1951 dispatch from
the U.S. Embassy in Paris discusses a movement to create a single “Nobel”
prize film festival, a proposal that had gained the approval of the Interna-
tional Federation of Motion Picture Producers.®® In 1952, André Lang, rep-
resenting the French Critics Association, explained to the Cannes Film Fes-
tival organizers, “there aren’t enough good movies to divide them between
festivals in a single year.”’

Each festival sought to distinguish itself from the next but a clear hier-
archy emerged in which the Cannes Film Festival became the first among
them. As early as 1953, the organizers noted that it had become “the univer-
sal meeting ground for film. ... We can say that the Cannes Festival has be-
come, little by little, a sort of Olympic games of film.”?® In 1956, the Paris
correspondent for Variety, Gene Moskowitz, declared, “it is possible to say
that Cannes’ prestige is far greater than its chief rival, the Venice Film Fes-
tival.”® The next year, Variety called Cannes “unquestionably the major
film event on the Continent.”*® The Saturday Evening Post proclaimed it “the
most important (festival) from every point of view—in attendance, public-
ity, number of films shown and amount of business transacted.”® Darryl
7anuck, head of Twentieth Century Fox, wrote to Favre Le Bret that “there is
need for only one festival in the world and 1 would say it is Cannes.”*

The Festival’s scale and genuinely international quality helped Cannes
achieve recognition. While it may have promoted French economic inter-
ests by stimulating tourism, t did not serve as a mere pretext for showcas-
ing French films. French aspirations were grander. The Festival organizers
sought to establish and direct world cinema from the beaches of the Medi-
terranean and readily envisioned France as the perfect place because of its
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association with both internationalism and a commitment to excellence in
culture. As a press release boasted, “No nation other than France could bet-
ter preside over such a gathering with a spirit of artistic independence and
absolute impartiality.” In a later moment of self-congratulation, the Fes-
tival administration noted, “we must never forget that our liberal and apen
policies, especially towards countries without a distinguished film indus-
try (the festival must also offer encouragement and a model), contributed
enormously to our world-wide fame and to the success of the festival.”#*
The Festival offered small but significant film-producing countries such as
Sweden an incomparable audience for products made in Northern Europe.
It also invited people interested in film from countries with little or no na-
tional film production to participate as abservers, hoping to help stimulate
filmmaking around the globe.

When officials boasted (and boast they did) about the success of their
event, they often defined their achievement in creating the crossroads of
the world’s film culture. As a Festival official noted in 1959 in a report des-
tined for the newly created Cabinet of the Ministry of Culture, headed by
André Malraux, “all the big stars of world film have come to Cannes in the
course of the last few years.”** The Festival measured its success by its abil-
ity to host the world’s cinema community, calling it in 1949 “a sort of Inter-
national Conference on the cinematic arts . .. the biggest film gathering.”*¢
In Cannes, argued the Festival's promoters to the government, France would
host the world, reinforcing both the nation and its leadership in the greater
international community.

Others touted the event in similar terms. The executive secretary of the
Motion Picture Academy of Arts and Sciences applauded the Festival's inter-
nationalism: “it did bring most of the current films of the world into the fo-
cus of a single show place. ... small countries and large ones were accorded
the same courtesies and privileges.”*” Cannes’ mayor also noted “the pres-
ence of a cosmopolitan crowd speaking all the world’s languages gives the
festival its incomparable ambiance,”8

How broad was the Festival competition? Over the years diplomatic is-
sues came into play at specific moments, but an overall ethos of inclusion
and participation prevailed to embrace as many of the film-producing na-
tions as possible. The Eastern bloc nations, for example, came in and out of
the list of participant nations. In attendance at the Festival in 1946, the USSR
abstained in 1947 and 1949 and returned in 1951. Absent againuntil 1954, the
Soviets participated from then on suggesting that actually being a part of
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‘he event was more important than posturing or using the event as a polit-
ical football. The Chinese in Taiwan sent a film in 1959; in 1960 the People’s
Republic of China began to visit Cannes. The former Axis powers (except
[taly) were absent from the participant nations in1946; by 1949 Germarny pat-
ticipated and in 1951, Japan and Spain joined the participant nations. Latin
American countries participated and presented films, and Mexican cinema,
in particular, received a great deal of positive critical attention. Most of the
Furopean nations (such as Sweden, the Netherlands, and Finland) partici-
pated frequently, but only when they felt they had a sufficiently good film
t0 exhibit. The Festival cast its net wide: the new state of Israel sent a film
in 1949; India, Egypt, and Morocco regularly sent films. The original seven-
teen participant nations eventually numbered, on average, about twenty-
cight. Although some nations would come and go, the Festival exhibited the
hroadest range of the world’s films in one place at one time. What this ever-
shuffling list of nations suggests is that the worst of political enemies could
come together to participate inan international cultural event.*®

Visitors and the press brought a host of associations and expectations
with them to the South of France and this played an important role in the
construction and reception of the event. Like the rest of the Riviera, Cannes
had been an international playground since the early nineteenth century.
Yet unlike Nice, tinged with faded nineteenth-century Russian and British
aristocracy, Cannes was perhaps best known for sumptuous villas and its
swank beach clubs, and for its new American money. Frank Jay Gould built
his first Riviera palace in Cannes; its 1929 beach and casino club was called
Le Palm Beach and movie stars such as Charlie Chaplin, Rudolph Valentino,
Cloria Swanson, and Douglas Fairbanks helped found the summer season in
the late 19205 and "30s (figs. 2.2 and 2.3).

Cannes’ success in drawing film people from around the world was due
i no small measure to its billing as “Hollywood on the Riviera.”s® By con-
necting the Riviera and Hollywood in the public imagination, the Festival
also underscored filmmaking’s link to a “Mediterranean” climate. Atmo-
spheric comparisons were constantly made; it is not clear whether the mov-
{es were associated with the sun and beach because of Hollywood or because
the sun and beach embodied the glitz and glamour with which film culture
had early become associated. Recalling the rhetoric of California boosters
who imagined their state as an American Mediterranean, Cannes boosters
invoked California.® Georges Prade, municipal deputy of Paris, explained
in arguing for the Festival in its planning stages,
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CANNES., Le Palm Beach (Roger Scassal, arch.; Nice

2.2 Postcard of the Palm Beach Club in Cannes, ¢, early 1930s. Courtesy: Cannes Municipal Archives

2.3 Postcard of the pool a* the Palm

Beach. Cannes ¢ 2ary 1930s. Courtesy: Cannes Municipal Archives
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As one American preducer recently told me: Noon on the Croisette, the boat for
the islands, the water at Juan-les-pins, at Cap d’Antibes, the yachts, the planes
that cross with their white trails . . . is this not “la joie de vivre,” and the same cli-
mate as that of the cinema itself ? This is something that will transform the Céte
d’Azur into a center of one of the most important industries in medern times.
with its climate, with the astonishing range of its cultures, by the proximity to
snow, the Céte d’Azur, a night away from Paris and a few hours from London by

plane, will become the Florida and California of Europe.*?

Americans saw in the Riviera an environment that evoked California, but the
French also appeared bent on promoting this association as well. Philippe
Erlanger applauded the Festival’s ambiance and its parties and receptions
by remarking that “they give the festival the actual atmosphere of Califor-
nia.”s3 The French associated sun and filmmaking with California, but the
allusion had its own local reference as well. As the news bulletin from Uni-
France Film suggested, “the Cte d'Azur may well be called a French Cali-
fornia. And foreigners from all over the world, even California itself, do not
deny it.”54

Just as movies became associated with the sunny climate of Los Ange-
les during the same period in the United States, so they did in France, where
many people in the film industry hoped that the studies in nearby Nice,
where films had been shot as early as 1911, would take root. The studio La
Victorine was officially opened in 1919 by Serge Sandberg, an early film exhi-
bition pioneer in France who believed that the South of France was a poten-
tial paradise for filmmakers as it had been for painters.® French filmmakers
from then on attempted to establish the Riviera as a center for filmmak-
ing. A truly remarkable wartime attempt by Jean Renoir to create a studio
in nearby Valbonne (Renoir has otherwise been represented as having never
had any intention of staying in Vichy France), underscores the interest by
French filmmakers in transforming the south of France into another Holly-
wood.?® In addition, like California, the South of France immediately be-
came associated with the new culture of the automobile and stood out in
France, much as Los Angeles did in the United States, as a motorist’s para-
dise (fig.2.4).” Finally, to many observers, Cannes seemed so picture-perfect
as to resemble a film set. Critic and filmmaker Alexandre Astruc noted in
1946 that the city was a “ville cinéma” which seemed to emerge “like a pre-
fabricated set from a Technicolor film. One might say that a set designer had
plopped down a sumptuous construction at the edge of the Mediterranean”
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2.4 Robert, Hugette, Arlette, Florette. Antibes 1953, Photograph by Jacgues Henri Lartigue, € Ministére de |3
Culture—France / AAJHL

(figs. 2.5 and 2.6).5 Cannes was an excellent backdrop for any festival, but it
was the perfect site for a festival dedicated to film. When contrasted to the
charming but decrepit lagoon-city of Venice with its Lido beach, one cannot
help but draw the Hollywood-Cannes comparison.

In Cannes’ resort culture, festivity and pleasure became a fundamental
part of the Festival's image. One critic asked whether Cannes was a “flm
festival or a festival of festivities?” He complained about the frantic pace
of events: “screenings, screenings outside the competition, press confer-
ences, cocktail parties, receptions, luncheons . . . Too many banal society
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receptions where cinema has nothing to do with it.”® Another critic had it
both ways: “across this enormous Carnival, this fair of film and mondanités,
film (which s after all an art!) still manages to find its place.”®° The mondain
ambiance seemed to matter so much that the organizers insisted that eve-
ning screenings were to be attended in formal attire by guests and report-
ersalike.® The Festival organizers invited journalists to the main beachside
boulevard, the Croisette, in black tie. Other events included the flower pa-
rades along the avenue, press conferences, and appearances by movie stars.
i The press, decked out in their finest, covered the Festival as one big party.

The social events and their accompanying spontaneous and planned rit-
uals that prominently featured in the popular press presaged the “pseudo-
events” of mass media culture.52 By 1951, most Festival events and press cov-
erage were in place, except for the creation of an overall first place prize, the
Palme d’Or, first awarded in 1955. Until then, the prizes were a hodge-podge
designed to honor as many films as possible. Continuity in administrative
leadership also assured a coherent development of these rituals and their
publicity. Erlanger continued to participate actively in the event’s organiza-
tion and Robert Favre Le Bret served as the primary organizer and director
of the Festival until 1968 when the winds of social and cultural upheaval af-
fected even the film world. Henri Langlois and his partisans used the broad
events of Paris in May 1968 to shut down the Festival and it was subsequently
reorganized.®

Though some critics faulted the Festival for its frivolity, the parties gave
reporters something to talk about. In fact, the Festival was so associated with
paracinematic events that Favre Le Bret, writing to LExpress editor Francoise
Giroud, complained about journalist Pierre Billard’s coverage of the Festi-
val, lamenting that he was most upset about the magazine’s notion that the
Festival preferred parties to film: “I will limit myself to reminding you that
from Italian neo-realism to the New Wave, the entire evolution of film for
the last twenty years has been formed at Cannes.”* Favre Le Bret needed to
remind the press that the Festival was about film because he had helped the
Festival succeed by staging an unrelenting series of extracinematic parties.
The press, relying on clichéd notions of the gaieté frangaise, enthusiastically
covered the fun in Cannes.

Movies alone could not establish the Festival as a worldwide stage for in-
ternational film culture but press coverage of “events” could. For the exclu-
sive ears of the Festival’s organizers, however, Favre Le Bret admitted that
extracinematic events were essential as he looked back over more than fif-
teen years of festivals in 1966: “If the Festival is recognized worldwide, it
1s much less due to film reviews . . . than to all the extra-cinematic events.

e
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Whether we like it or not, this is what gives the Cannes meeting its appeal-
ing shape and provides an alluring atmosphere that pleases all the foreign
guests and provides their memories with lively and brilliant images.”®*

The key vehicle for the representation of the international gathering be-
came the worldwide press corps. The press assured the greatest interna-
-ional buzz. Print journalists, especially related to film trade and fan publica-
tions, attended from many countries. The photojournalists covering Cannes
rended to be either French (the Mirkine family became the key Cannes pho-
tographers and were given excellent access), but by the mid-1950s photog-
raphers arrived from all over the world; they often worked for one of the big
photo agencies such as Magnum and Rapho. Once television coverage in-
creased in the mid-1960s, the audiovisual press corps included journalists
mostly from Europe and America. Cannes events and the photo opportuni-
ties they generated played a central role not only via print, but also by the
international dissemination of photos as a primary vehicle of publicity. As
Favre Le Bret noted, “this extraordinary publicity, that reaches millions of
people around the world, is due in large part, it must not be forgotten, to the
hundreds of photographers and reporters of French and foreign TV."¢¢

The Festival had a fairly straightforward approach to the international
press: more is better. In fact, much of the Festival’sbudget went toward pay-
ing for journalists, both French and foreign, to attend. From the start, more
than half the Festival’s invited guests were journalists. Over time, and as the
Festival had hoped, the number of journalists who attended at their own ex-
pense far outnumbered those who were invited. In 1951, 300 journalists at-
tended, of whom 150 were invited. In 1954, of the 400 journalists in atten-
dance, 177 were the Festival's guests. Only a year later, 614 arrived to cover
the Festival, of whom only 201 were invited. The Festival steadied its invita-
tions at about 200 but by 1963, 808 journalists attended. In 1972, there were
1,000.67 A team of seasonal employees, led initially by a young woman who
would become the well-known novelist Christiane de Rochefort and her
assistant Louisette Fargette, who eventually assumed the director’s posi-
tion, were charged with the onerous task of handing out press certification,
which also guaranteed admission to the films and press conferences. In a
tribute to Fargette on the occasion of her fortieth year working at the Festi-
val, noted television interviewer Frangois Chalais remarked, “I saw her of-
fice under siege as if an impenetrable fortress. . . . I'd often ask myself, ‘How
does she do it? Your job put you in front of the worst of the starved savage
beasts of the jungle . .. journalists.”®8

The press did not simply “cover” the Festival. Its presence also helped
create the Festival's ceremonies. Photographers’ needs created the Festival’s
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great ritual—la montée des marches (the staircase climb). In the old Palace,
the staircase stood at the center of the interior hall, not unlike the stairs at
the Opéra in Paris. Journalists fought each other to get a photo of the stars
as they entered the theater. This led Jean Cocteau to utter his famous re-

@2

gret: “cest un festival d'escalier” (a staircase festival).®? In the Palace, the
live crowd outside missed the ascent of the staircase entirely and its design
made it difficult for photographers to shoot entries and even more difficult
for television cameras to film. In fact, most of the images of the evening ar-
rivals were taken not on the steps but as stars entered. As the Festival grew
in size, pressure for better photographic access to the stairs increased. The
new Palace, which opened in 1983, allowed the show, complete with a huge
red-carpeted outdoor staircase, to take place on the sidewalk—Dbetter for on-

lockers and still and television cameras (figs. 2.7-2.9).7
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Once filmmakers and cultural diplomats from around the world under-
stood the extent of the media presence, they wanted to send their films and
stars, and even attend themselves to take advantage of the well-organized,
free publicity. As the Festival organizers noted, “outside the attribution
of the prizes, the Festival is an extraordinary publicity launch for a good
movie.””! Nathaniel Golden of the Department of Commerce, the American
delegate to the Festival in 1959, urged even greater American participation
in the Festival for its “goldmine of world-wide free publicity."”2 In particu-
lar, he observed the large numbers of still and newsreel photographers who
acquainted audiences around the world with an actor or actress’s image be-
fore their film performance was even known,

But the “news” from the Festival came in a variety of forms. Newspapers,
glossy magazines, and the burgeoning field of telejournalism made a global
audience spectators at the Festival. In particular, the rise of such publica-
tions as Time, Life, Vu, and Match in the late thirties had spawned new play-
ers in the profession—the photojournalist and the pheto agency such as
Magnum and Rapho.” The confluence of the Festival with the rise of the
photojournalists—or “paparazzi® (as they became known after Fellini’s
shutterbugging hound “Paparazzo” in the 1960 film and Palme d’Or winner
La Dolce vita)—and of television journalism favored coverage of the Festival
as a series of photo opportunities. If, as noted earlier, Cannes appeared as
the perfect studio lot set, film stars, film professionals, starlets and onlook-
ers stood out against this backdrop as the beautiful subjects photographed
in the foreground. As an American journalist observed, “Since photogra-
phersare the elite of the Festival and are welcomed everywhere, a good ploy
is to borrow a camera and, looking hassled and irritable, push through.””*
Being photographed was the name of the game. As the samereporter for the
Saturday Evening Post remarked, “the Festival's host is M. Francois Mitter-
rand, the Minister of Justice—chosen for the honor not because justice has
anything to do with the film industry, but because he is the most photoge-
nic of French ministers.”’s

The history of the press coverage of the Festival also dovetailed with the
rise of the new medium of television and its reporting. Festival organizers
sought to use television in a variety of ways. As early as the 1951, they con-
sidered featuring a simple demonstration of television. After all, the me-
dium was still in its infancy. Another year they contemplated that, in light
of the Palace’s limited number of spectators, they could retransmit the Fes-
tival films on a giant television screen. But they worried that the potentially
poor quality would only magnify public aggravation with the exclusivity of
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Festival events.” In general, this group charged with the promotion of film
did not imagine the new medium as a threat to the seventh art. As one orga-
nizer noted, “television has enriched film.””

The press—print, filmic and televisual—represented the Cannes Festival
s an elite international gathering to which millions around the world were
invited through the voyeuristic powers of the mass media. If staged events
drew the press, the movie stars drew audiences. As Favre Le Bret noted,

Ihe seductive nature of the site of this international meeting of film is decidedly
favorable to the development of such an ambiance but it is not the essential ele-
ment. That element can be found more so in the animation that goes on during
the entire event; this animation is crystallized around the presence of certain ar-
ristic personalities which confirm its spectacular physiognomy . . . itis those per-
sonalities that also allow the journalists from all over the world to write stories

that will interest a broad public.”

Stars were a key lure. They paraded in convertibles on the Croisette, gave
press conferences, and most ritualistically, appeared in formal attire for the
evening screening, the apogee of the day’s events. As one Canadian news-
paper explained, “compared to all the distractions that Cannes offers during
this international event, the highlight of the day is the arrival of the stars for
the evening performance.”” The evening screening showed stars “going to
the movies” as well as stars accompanying their own films. At these screen-
ings, formal and ritualistic star appearances were on offer. Unlike tradi-
tional star iconography, which relied on the single star or the fan magazine
coverage of events such as film premieres that related to a single film, the
Festival offered a collective portrait of the film world comparable in scale
only to the Academy Awards, which it could even claim to exceed because
of its international reach. In fact, the Academy Awards, which only became
a “theatrical event” in 1944, was not telecast until 1953. By then, Cannes had
already garnered a great deal of international press coverage.

The connection between stars, photography, and film was integral to
how the star system functioned in general.#° But the Festival also contrib-
uted to the development of the star system as a symbolic order (as opposed
to an economic structure). Edgar Morin, one of the first sociologists of film
and celebrity, commented on the Festival even before he published his land-
mark books, Le Cinéma ou I’homme imaginaire (1956) and Les Stars (1957).5* As
other observers had also noted, it was not the films, but “the film world on
parade” that made the Festival exciting.® At the center of this world, Morin
argued, were stars whose actual presence seemed to prompt great curiosity
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about their status as “real” people as opposed to their cinematic image.
What one could observe at the Festival, much like on a safari, were the in-
teractions of stars with each other as well as their individual and collective
display for the public. Yet Morin observed that the lived reality of the star
was simply one extended photo shoot. The Festival itself was like a sound-
stage: “If the star’s real-life is like a movie, it is also that the Festival life is
essentially cinematic [c'est que la vie du festival est essentiellement du ci-
néma.]”® For Morin, at the heart of cinematic culture was photography it-
self: “All that is filmed is photographed a hundred times. All that is photo-
graphed resembles that which is filmed. All that is photogenic aspires to be
photographed.”s*

Morin interpreted the Festival’s iconography in an essay written in 1955
in which he developed many of his important observations of the star Vs~
tem as embedded in long-term cultural habits and rituals. He identified
several types of image: the star’s entry to the Palace; the “staircase climb,”
which he compared to the Roman triumph or the ascent of the Virgin; the
classic poses that suggested the lives of stars are filled with joy, happiness,
and love; the Madonna and child sequences in which a female star is paired
with a child. In addition, he noted that the images served over time to hu-
manize the deific stars. Finally, he commented on the image of the starlet,
whose structural necessity inhered in the fact that she shone light on the
grandeur of the more important star. In other words, Cannes, it turns out,
provided Morin with the material for what became some of the earliest and
most influential ideas about film stardom as a system. 55

Yet in trying to render the Festival within a longer visual cultural tra-
dition, Morin missed the particularity of the Cannes mix of star imagery.
Cannes’ novelty included juxtaposition of the classic “star” photography of
the staged Hollywood premiere and other official “photo shoots™ alongside
the seeming spontaneity that the beach seemed perfect to exploit. For ex-
ample, for every traditional star photo of celebrities in formal attire (figs.
2.10 and 2.11) there is an image of a Kirk Douglas or even Sartre on the beach
(fig. 2.12). This informality reinforces the gay life that Morin identified but
also goes beyond it to emphasize what the paparazzi became famous for—
the unauthorized image.

If glamour functioned to present a sophisticated star, the Cannes images
offset that with a certain natural and spontaneous style. In the early years,
stars and filmmakers did stroll on the promenade, and photographers were
as likely to catch them off-guard (see figure 2.13 of Bardot and older theater
and film star Edwige Feuillére at a café) as they were to ritualistically photo-
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raph them at the staged photo shoots. In fact, the spontaneity of the Fes-
cival photography led to heightened concerns among stars that had some-
-hing to hide. In a note from publicist Rupert Allan to Robert Favre Le Bret,
\llan suggests that Gene Kelly be hidden away at a less central hotel than
‘e Carlton where photographers lurked day and night. As he explained to
(he Bestival director, “Gene has a hair problem, which means that he must
wear a cap or a headpiece for photos. This, in a way, presents a problem for
\im in Cannes with all the photographers around.”® But careful manage-
‘nent of astudio-perfect image did not work here as it did in Hollywood. The
<tars whose careers were made by Cannes were stars such as Brigitte Bardot,
who basked in the spontaneity of the Festival events and its convivial atmo-
sphere. A nineteen year-old starlet in 1953, Bardot’s natural charm before the
cameras at Cannes would make her the most famous woman of the decade.
Cannes played a crucial role in the career of Brigitte Bardot, who in turn
played a crucial role in promoting the Festival. At her first Festival she was
described as a “charming . . . young starlet” who was “so adorable.”’ She
had, in fact, just completed her first starring role that year in Willy Rozier’s
film Manina, whose English title is sometimes The Girl in the Bikini. The
filn’s publicity materials underscored that the character lived a “free and al-
most wild life.” This quality would become a key element of Bardot’s style—
happily repeated in the beach photos at the Festival.®® The crossover to the
rcal beach in Cannes was thus not a big leap from the theme of Bardot’s first
film. In that debut year at Cannes in 1953, she also had the good fortune to
be photographed with one of the most famous stars in attendance, Leslie
(Caron, whom she knew from their days at dance school in Paris. Caron was
by then on her own rise in Hollywood, having already starred in An American
in Paris, and was present in Cannes with Lili, a film that received much posi-
tive response at the Festival.

[T IS NEVER easy to explain why some are elevated from the ranks of star-
lets to become stars, let alone definitively explain the sort of phenomenal
fame of someone like Brigitte Bardot. Yet, to consider her celebrity with-
out attaching it to the photojournalism of the Cannes Film Festival misses a
major element in both her meteoric rise and in the influence of the Festival
oninternational film culture more generally. Bardot and her husband Roger
vadim mastered the Cannes-style photo by making even arranged photo ses-
sions seem spontaneous. This sort of spontaneity became synonymous with

the “acting” career of Bardot, but its quality and cultivation may well have
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been first developed for the still images of the shutterbugs on the beach at
Cannes. Her early champions such as Frangois Truffaut, writing when he
was a film critic, noted, “she is founding a new movement in cinema.”®® Yet
rather than see this new style as emerging merely as a response to the stag-
iness of the traditional French cinema, Vadim and Bardot first cultivated
their “cinematic” style in relation to the photojournalism of Cannes. Out-
side of considerations of style, as Favre Le Bret wrote to Raoul Lévy, the pro-
ducer of Et Dieu créa la femme (And God Created Woman), as if it were self-
evident, “the Festival served as Mlle. Bardot's launching pad from the start
of her career.”®® The Festival and its cosmopolitan culture advanced her ca-
reer in a way that allowed her to emerge as an international superstar who
was clearly thought of as “French” at the same time.

The canny management of photojournalists at Cannes helped Bardot go
from starlet to star. Photographers hung out on the beach and stars and star-
lets appeared in suitable lack of attire to take advantage of the photo oppor-
tunities. While images such as figure 2.14 of Bardot with Kirk Douglas were
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staged (in this case to promote his film Act of Love in which Bardot had a bit
sart), Bardot also had a knack for just showing up on the beach when the
photographers were loitering waiting for people to shoot (fig.2.15).

If the Festival took its “discovery” of certain films as a point of pride,
.tarleticonography served as the more popular visual equivalent of the hunt
‘or artistic talent. As Maurice Bessy, longtime film journalist who directed
‘he Festival immediately after Favre Le Bret, observed in retrospect: “It was
the era when young women, rather than recording an album wanted to get
\1t0 films. They went to Cannes.””* The Festival, in short, became an inter-
©1ational “Schwab’s”—the drugstore on Hollywood Boulevard said to have
Liunched a thousand careers. The fact that Bardot could rise from starlet sta-
rus to superstardom encouraged photographers to lurk in search of other
pretty young hopefuls. And careers were made. American Tina Louise, not
\ong after her appearance at Cannes in 1962, became Ginger on Gilligan’s

Jland, a show on which she played, of all things, a starlet. But most of the
young hopefuls photographed remained nameless for posterity.
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The starlet photos were part of the growing genre of the pin-up.®? The
commodification of female sexuality may, in fact, have been as universal a
language as film. The beach setting offered a seemingly legitimate reason
for their state of relative undress. Fairly lax censorship laws and a long tradi-
tion of nudes and erotica in France encouraged risqué photos. Variety noted
about the Festival, “What’s ‘news’ to a photographer? Girls, Girls, Girls.”3
As the Saturday Evening Post reported of one starlet, “she is usually clad in
the absclute minimum of clothing allowed by law, and that, in France, is
two tiny wisps of fabric known as a bikini. . .. She will also do almost any-
thing to get herself photographed.”* Since the launch of the bikini in 1946
by Cannes designers Jacques Heim and Louis Réard, the French reinforced
theirreputation as a sexually open society, and the photographers at the Fes-
tival used the occasion to sell these sexy photos around the world under the
veneer of legitimate reporting, even of the racy monokini (figs. 2.16).

But starlet photos also provided an interesting critical commentary on
motion pictures themselves. As a Life magazine headlined punned, “Lady,
do you want to get in Pictures? You CAN at Cannes.”® If you couldn’t get
into “pictures” as in motion pictures, there was always the world of pa-
parazzi photos. This starlet hunt reinforced still photography’s importance
to film, while highlighting the social and cultural hierarchy between the two
photographic forms. The introduction of television at the same time as the
Festival took hold as an important yearly image-fest added a third mode of
photographic representation to the relation between still photography and
moving photographic images.

The first postwar festivals were covered in fairly simple one-minute
newsreels, which filmed the openings and closings or panned the Croisette
and beach but did not offer visually distinctive coverage. These films were
made by Gaumont and distributed worldwide through newsreel outlets. The
filmed iconography of the Festival would find its great director under the tu-
telage of journalist Frangois Chalais (fig. 2.17), who attended the Festival as
a newspaper journalist from the start (and was then married to equally im-
portant journalist France Roche). His Reflets de Cannes, beginning in 1951,
and then Cinépanorama (1956), a weekly film show broadcast by the French
national station RTF, were essential elements in the spread of the Festival's
public image.®¢ Like newsreels, Chalais’ Reflets captured the palm trees, the
Palace, and the general ambiance of the Festival on film. Always set to jazzy
music with an up beat and swinging tempo, his broadcasts emphasized the
event's festive element. Like the still imagery, it featured many images of the
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beach and women in bathing suits. In fact, some members of the Festival
direction complained that Chalais emphasized the mondain and frivolous
jualities so much that he was giving the event negative press. As one orga-
nizer noted, “This broadcast gives a false impression of the Festival, and can
only do it a disservice in the eyes of, among others, the public servants who
already think that it is consists of nothing but trifles and parties.™” Chalais’
coverage particularly irked Festival organizers since they were supported
'n part by public monies and the government was also responsible for tele-
vision. But Chalais refused to be controlled by the subjects he covered. He
responded to these complaints by reminding the organizers “Tm not here
to be a Festival apologist.”*® Chalais seemed far less the dupe of the Festi-
val than most of the press corps, or at least he understood that the journal-
ist had the right to represent the Festival as he or she wanted and not as the
Festival did.
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2.7 Francgois Chalais and friend a* the Festival, 1963 Couwr tesy: FIF

Despite the complaints and defenses, the Reflets established its differ-
ence from the paparazzi and the newsreels in two ways. First, Chalais’ team
filmed not only the event being covered, but also the press coverage of an
event. There are countless images of the photographers taking pictures in
the television broadcasts; thus the television cameras filmed the subject of
the photos and the subject being photographed at the same time. The tele-
vision programs emphasized what could already be found in the still photo-
graphs, which often had trouble getting their subjects without photograph-
ing photographers as well. (See fig. 2.9, a shot of Warren Beatty and Natalie
Wood, as well as fig. 2.18 of Alfred Hitchcock and Tippi Hedren on the stair-
case with photographers lurking behind and in the center of the composi-
tion). The television camera’s “eve” reveals the fabrication of the event as
an event by showing the photographers at work. Television transmitted a

sort of metacritical perspective—coverage and the coverage of coverage.”



The Cannes Film Festival

2.18 Alfred Hitchcock and Tippi Hedren at the Festival, 1963. Courtesy: FIF.

Perhaps this is what bothered the Festival organizers, since it was their job
to produce the event as smoothly and seamlessly as possible.

Chalais’ shows also carved out the terrain of the celebrity interview in
France. Like the imagery that seemed to underscore image making, Chalais’
interviews often focused on celebrities. He interviewed most of the ma-
jor figures that visited the Festival—although French-speaking stars were
clearly at an advantage. Americans such as Jayne Mansfield, Mitzi Gaynor,
and Dorothy Dandridge did not attempt to speak in French and were thus
filmed in motion—on boats or dancing—to mitigate their mute status. For
those who could speak, he prompted them to complain about the difficul-
ties of celebrity and in so doing reveal their “private” selves. Sophia Loren
explained that she had no more privacy because “you have to pay the price
of celebrity.”1%° Brigitte Bardot pouted that “my life is a big prison,” and

Martine Carole explained that one’s celebrity status “destroys your private
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life.”**' Some had more clever replies to his asking about the power of celeh
rity. Simone Signoret reminded him that if she had been trulv powerful they
would be doing the interview at a time she selected and not the reverse. Jane
Fonda, with a fairly good facility with the language, underscored the fact
that when the camera is on, an actor always acts—undercutting the charade
that the Chalais interview would really bring audiences closer to those inter
viewed. 12 In sum, television coverage combined the spontancity of the pa
parazzi photos with an attempt to achieve greater intimacv. Vet, television
differed from paparazzi photos in its more self-reflexive stance. It offered a
discourse on image making rather than acting as just another medium for
seamless representation.

Photo and television journalists cultivated the spontancous image at
Cannes and thus helped underscore the special cosmopolitan space of the
Festival. Only here would such international groupings of stars be possible
(figs. 2.19 and 2.20). Riding in the convertible in figure 2.19 are the Italian
Sophia Loren, the Frenchman Alain Delon and his girlfriend, the Austrian
star Romy Schneider who had become a superstar in Europe in the wildly
popular Sissi films. Figure 2.20 features French and American “twins”—
Rardot and Kim Novak. This iconography embedded American stars into a
broader cosmos of stars from all over the world.

The Cannes images represent one of the Festival’s signal qualities: the
constitution of a film culturce broader than Hollywood’s. Yet, both Holly-
wood and the growing community of English-language independent film-
makers also attended in force, which the Festival organizers achieved
through steady cultural diplomacy with film professionals rather than any
government. The Cannes organizers recognized the international impor-
tance of American product and people and sought to exploit its status. Thev
trotted out the American presence like a prized pony: American participa-
tion in and endorsement of the Festival not only contributed to its success,
but also suggested that the Americans felt thev had semething to gain by
coming to France.

Before the war, it had been the rejection of fascist propaganda that the
Americans shared with the French and British, which resulted in their sup
port of the Festival’s creation in the first place. Despite the short life of the
1939 Festival. Philippe Erlanger wrote to the minister of education that
“American film people, notably, have made it their business to assure the
success of the event.” % Their attendance at Cannes helped re-establish the
importance of France in the international film world. The story of the Amer-
ican participation offers a different sense of “film relations” between the two
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2.19 Sophia Loren (lzaly),
Alain Delon (France), and
Romy Schneider (Austria)
at the Festival, 1962
Courtesy: Dalmas

2.20 “Twins.” Brigitte
Barcot (France) and

Kim Movak (U
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communities than scholarship about quota battles narrates.'%* Rather than
taking any stance against Hollywood, the Festival organizers saw their role
as promoting film in general and accepted that Hollywood’s participation
would enrich and enliven their event. In fact, when negotiations in Wash-
ington in 1954 threatened to prevent American participation in the Festi-
val, Variety editor Abel Green reassured Favre Le Bret that this would not
affect American stars from coming to the Festival. Although his position
was probably incorrect, his reasoning is of interest: “the Franco-American
breakdown on the film treaty . . . doesn’t have any effect on Hollywood stars.
Afterall, the American motion picture industry is aninternational industry
and French-American relations are always of the highest.”

Explicit cooperation emerged from the first postwar Festival. In a mes-
sage to the Festival organizers from Eric Johnston, president of the Motion
Picture Association of American (MPAA), he granted that “we Americans
have much to learn from our talented colleagues around the world. . . . No
people ever had a monopoly of talent.”1°® Perhaps such a disposition facili-
tated observations such as this from the executive secretary of the American
Motion Picture Academy of Arts and Sciences who attended the 1952 Festi-
val: “I never encountered the supercilious dislike of Americans and Ameri-
can films which Thad been warned Imight meet at every turn. My experience
was one of good-will and eagerness to narrow the inevitable breach caused
by our quotas and business agreements.”

Between 1946 and 1952, American participation appeared insufficient to
some observers. The publisher and editor of the expatriate newsletter Ilma’s
Paris Grapevine, American Viola Ilma, wrote to Dwight D. Eisenhower after
the 1951 Festival and called the paltry American presence “an outright insult
and disgrace to ourselves and to our hosts.”*" The problem persisted the
following year as evidenced by a report from the executive secretary of the
American Motion Pictures Academy of Arts and Sciences: “the impression
at Cannes was that the U.S. film industry had snubbed the Festival and had
sent prints of whatever films were easily available; that we had not tried to
present either our best pictures or a varied impression of life in the United
States.”1°® This comment suggests some lack of mutual comprehension
since An American in Paris, the winner for best picture of 1951, represented
the United States, among other films that year.

The problem of perceived lack of interest on the part of the Americans
seemed to disappear over time. Hollywood's most important film profes-
sionals, from its producers to directors, fromits distributors to independent
theater owners, started to make an annual pilgrimage to the Riviera. New
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Vork art_house theater owner and distributor Walter Reade wrote to Favre
Le Bret noting, “many of the theater owners of our country have been intet-
ested in [the Festival's] activity and its great international significance.”'%
Reade attended in order to buy the rights to show films from around the
world in the United States. That the Festival facilitated the rise of foreign
film exploitation in America is another variation on the two-way street of
film relations. Even studio heads such as Spyros Skouras, president of Twen-

ticth Century Fox, lauded the Festival in non-nationalistic terms:

My faith in the universally important good the Festival of Cannes performs to the
benefit of the world industry is as steadfast as ever. . .. Providing as it does a mir-
ror reflecting the best creative achievements of artists and craftsmen of so many
countries, the Festival has assumed a public and world industry significance. . ..
You have my own and my company’s complete co-operation in the perpetuation

of the purpose and objective of the Festival [nternational du Film. '

Althoughmuch hasbeenmade of the jingoism associatedwith the “patriotic”
efforts of the studios during the war and Hollywood's subsequent flooding
of Europe with American films, their level of interest and cooperation in
Cannes indicates a recognition of the key role played by the French-led Fes-
tival in its cultivation of film as a “world industry.”

The Festival helped the American industry develop this broader out-
look. Hollywood’s participation was of the highest priority for the Festi-
val's organizers who systematically cultivated their presence. As much as
they wanted American films, they also wanted American personalities to
attend in order to feed, in particular, the photographic corps that the Festi-
val worked hard to gather. In a letter to Madame Georges Bidault (née Suzy
Borel), wife of the presidentand anattaché at the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(herself an organizer of the Festival in 1939), Favre Le Bret confided that “it
is without doubt the participation of American stars and personalities who
already have an international reputation has created an atmosphere that has
furthered the Festival's success.”!! The Festival organizers identified the
Americans as key: “It must be admitted that it is thanks to the American
participation that we have not only the best film selection but also the pres-
ence of big stars.”"?

Procuring the participation of American studios and stars was in part
achieved by the yeatly trip made by Favre Le Bret te the United States. He
visited New York, Washington, and Los Angeles, meeting with the likes of
Eric Johnston, Howard Hughes of RKO, Arthur Lowe of MGM, Luigi Luras-
chi of Paramount, and “Elby” Mayer at his home in Bel Air."! ' He saw French
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journalists such as Léo Sauvage, Le Figaro’s New York correspondent, and
French ex-pat director and writer, Robert Florey in Los Angeles.!™ These
trips also depended on two great Cannes friends in America: Rupert Allan,
a publicist who had been with the MPEA (Motion Picture Export Associa-
tion, originally known as the MPA)in Paris before moving to the West Coast
in 1950 as the editor for Look; and Anne Buydens, a German-born, Belgian-
raised, and Swiss educated “diplomatic hostess” who served as a protocol
officer for the Festival after the war before marrying Kirk Douglas and re-
locating to Hollywood. During the 19505 and '60s, Allan and Anne Douglas
voluntarily served as the central liaisons between the Festival and the Amer-
ican industry.

The Festival archives are filled with correspondence in which Allan and
Douglas identify films and the stars that might accompany their films to
Cannes. They seemed to pay careful attention to French-themed films in
particular. After seeing Funny Face, Allan noted in a letter to Favre Le Bret,
“I'don’t think any other film has ever paid such a tribute to Paris as it does,”
and suggested they procure it for the Festival, 115 Douglas reported to Favre
Le Bret that she had seen Can-Can, which was charming but not as good
as Gigi, which they had screened two years earlier.''¢ Allan favored young
starts, his logic evident as he explained to Favre Le Bret the selection of Mitzi
Gaynor: “Mitzi is sure to get a great deal of publicity because of her cuteness,
her animation, and enthusiasm, her amiability, and above all, she looks
terrific in bathing suits!"!17 The careers of Americans such as Kim Novak
were launched at Cannes. Jayne Mansfield took advantage of the beach set-
ting to show off her assets. Francophiles such as Edward G. Robinson, Kirk
Douglas, and Gene Kelly, hairpiece or no, attended on several occasions.
Rupert Allan’s publicity stunt of introducing Grace Kelly to Prince Rainier
of Monaco in 1955 at Cannes became the event around which the next year’s
festival was organized—the royal wedding in Monaco.

The presence of stars was easier to negotiate than that of the films. The
subject of the exhibition of American filmsis a complicated one, which first
needs to be embedded in a more general understanding of the Festival’s film
screenings. Both structural and aesthetic factors led to the selection of films
destined for exhibition at Cannes. Most countries used national panels, usu-
ally composed of governmental film authorities, to select the films to be sent
to Cannes. In the United States, the Motion Picture Association, working
most closely with its Paris office, selected the American films to be sent.
Over time, however, Favre Le Bret became involved in the selection of Amer-
ican films on his yearly visits. This set the precedent for what would, in 1971,
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become one of the Festival's major policy changes: the Festival selected the
flms and those films no longer represented a nation. There are several rea-
sons why this shift happened. First, by the late 1960s, as Favre Le Bret noted,
“It has become harder and harder to determine the nationality of films.”"'
The increase in copreductions in Europe (and Franco-Italian ones in partic-
ular), the decline of the Hollywood studios and its star system, and the rise
of “auteurism” also started to brand films by director as opposed to nation.
This development of cosmopolitanism within film culture was not just re-
flected in the Cannes program, it was a product of the internationalism of
Cannes itself.

The Festival awarded prizes for the best film from each nation and with
one overall international prize. Although categories of awards have come
and gone over the years, the Palme d’Or was first awarded in 1955. But to
study that award over time to establish some sort of pattern would be futile,
since the small group of around ten jurors changed from year to year and
was always eclectic, not only in its composition but also in its tastes. Jour-
nalist France Roche cynically commented on the jury awards in 1957: “The
jury did not judge quality. Its awards are a titration of politics, commerce
and tourism. They give a small award to one, another small award to an-
other and a big prize to the Americans to make sure in exchange they will get
Hollywood stars the next year.”!1 Contrary to Roche’s claim, America did
not win a disproportionate number of awards and only won its first award
for best film with Marty in 1955.

The initial jury was composed of a member from each exhibiting nation.
The following year the jury was all-French, though its makeup shifted again
until eventually returning to including as many non-French as French mem-
bers. There were all-French film professional juries, international panels of
cultural celebrities (académicians) such as Jean Cocteau and jules Romains.
Eventually panelsincluded an increasing number of film starsand directors.
From the mid-1950s onwards, internationalism, glamour, and two and a half
week availability guided the selection of members to the Cannes jury.

More salient to a discussion of “Cannes films” might be the kinds of films
exhibited, especially once the Festival itself made those selections (which
is beyond the scope of this study chronologically). Even then, it is critical
to remember that production schedules and distribution deals contributed
to what could be shown in Cannes, since Festival rules specified that films
shown had to have their European premiere in Cannes. (Exceptions, how-
ever, were made to this rule. For example, in1964, Les Parapluies de Cherbourg
screened at Cannes and actually won the Palme d'Or, despite having already
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been released in Paris. Protests abounded from interested parties in Italy,
the Soviet Union, and Japan.)

Both the Festival leadership and the press valued films for their status
as discoveries and revelations. Just as “discovery” marked the Cannes events
discussed earlier—the spontaneous photo, the new star, the starlet who be-
comes a star—this quality marked film exhibition as well. Discovery could
mean many things. Films could “discover” stars (Kim Novak); uncover new
film aesthetics (neorealism and the New Wave); or reveal the work of film-
makers whose films had not previously been exhibited outside their own
country. The Festival would “discover” such directors as the Indian Satyajit
Ray, the Egyptian Youssef Chahine, and the Greek Michel Cacoyannis, major
directors within their national and regional contexts, but largely unknown
in the major film-producing nations such as France, Italy, England, and the
United States. For American films, Cannes would discover modest budget
character-driven films such as Marty, which went on to win the best picture
of 1955, awarded in March 1956 after having won the Palme d’Or at Cannes
in May 1955.

Although films were not awarded prizes based on their likely success at
the box office, potential commercial value certainly drove film selection in
the first place. Films such as the Italo-French coproduction Black Orpheus—
set in contemporary Brazil during Carnival—exemplified the sorts of films
favored by Favre Le Bret. Exotic, shot in a rich color palette, with a lively
samba beat and untrained actors of color, it packaged the popular taste for
spectacular color and music in the pretension of the classical tradition,
since the story is that of Orpheus. Black Orpheus did, in fact, win the Palme
d’Or and went on to great box office success (selling 573,496 tickets), mak-
ing it the fifth most successful film at the box office in France between 1950
and 1963.120

If small nations might have benefited from the publicity machine at
Cannes, what did the Americans gain by being there? There were obvious
drawbacks: the Americans never believed they had enough films exhibited
at Cannes because their level of world film production was so much greater
than other countries. American producers feared that failure in compe-
tition might hurt a film’s box office abroad, a segment of profits that was
on the rise during this period. Yet the benefits outweighed these concerns:
enormous press coverage; a cold-war inspired need to be present where
and when the Soviets were in international cultural settings; and to pres-
ent proof of their international cooperation to counteract accusations that
Hollywood wanted to purge the world of foreign production.12!
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There were economic incentives as well for every nation, but they were
(cticularly appealing to American studios that struggled with French-
iposed postwar quotas. Ina brilliant move that helped guarantee the Fes-
val high-quality films from all nations, any films entered in the Festival

~uld not count against quota limits and 5250,000 in profits from each film

~suld be repatriated directly back to the producer domestically instead of

_ing frozen in European accounts. Ordinarily, the American studio proefits
“rance staved in French accounts in order to stem the flow of dollars out

Surope. Five American films shown at the Festival could mean as much

s s1.25 million dollars back to the States. At times, the Americans screened

ims such as Gigi and Around the Werld in Eighty Days, but refused to enter
Lein in the competition to avoid risking the reputations of these big in-
_stments.
For these occasions, the Festival created the hors compétition category de-
't=d mostly to blockbusters because their scale would allow, “especially for

Sening night, an opportunity for extra-cinematic events that would likely

~d to the Festival's glitter.”1?2 This privileged forum of the film screened

.tside the competition became an essential part of the Festival and in-
Lded such blockbusters as Ben Hur (1959), Exodus (1960), and Doctor Zhivago
-o5). In this way, the Festival fostered what might be called the “interna-

- = nal” Glm of the late fifties and to the mid-sixties—massive, international

| star co-productions such as Around the World in Eighty Days, The Leopard,
vodus, The Fall of the Roman Empire, The Fabulous Adventures of Marco Polo,
+d Doctor Zhivago, which played at the Festival, and such popular series as
. fink Panther and James Bond films which constituted a popular, cosmo-
litan international film.
Hollywood acknowledged the Festival's importance, and the Festival
¢w that without American film there could be no “international” Festi-
. This cooperation emerged because of a shared affinity between the Fes-
72l erganizers and the Americans: the French film community grasped
“d promoted the commercial quality of films as much as they valued art-

i#v. Time and again, Favre Le Bret and his team underscored their commit-

it to film as reflecting popular taste and felt they should never abandon

« stance. The notion that the Cannes film is an “art” film is a function of

things: the prizes ended up being eclectically awarded to many non-
“ymercial films while Cannes’ blockbusters played outside the competi-
2. Increasingly, non-American film was associated with nonco mmercial
. Because Cannes showcased international film, it has been seen as pro-

oting art film. Quite the reverse is the case: the Festival organizers cared
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deeply about promoting commercially viable films not only from the United
States, but also from all over the world.

The Festival proclaimed itself at once concerned with art and commerce.
In a summary written by the Festival directors describing its significance
to the new minister of culture André Malraux, they noted, “It is undeni-
able that the Festival serves both the cinematic arts and industry.”*** From
its conception, the Festival favored the logic of production: the number of
films exhibited per nation was proportional to the number of films pro-
duced in each country yearly. Thus, film production trumped both quality
and diplomacy. The organizers did not see quality and popularity as neces-
sarily in conflict. As the Festival organizers noted in 1958, “One of the rea-
sons for the Festival’s success is that the direction has always been as liberal
and eclectic as possible, not limiting its choice to a few esoteric films whose
qualities could not be appreciated by a large audience.”**

The quality/commerce debate emerged early in discussions of the Festi-
val's films. In 1951, journalist Simone Dubreuilh mockingly defended film
festivals as gatherings where qualities other than commercial potential
mattered. As she putit, “without festivals, the Temple merchants would not
have their yearly moment of disinterest,” as if to say that the competition
at least encouraged the consideration of artistic merit.'?* Marxist film critic
and scholar Georges Sadoul as early as 1949 pronounced that it was “once a
glorious festival which has become a publicity fair used exclusively to pro-
mote commercial products and casinos.”?¢ André Bazin, more interested in
the development of “film art,” complained as early as 1949 that the Festival
had lost its soul to commercial interests.'?” Yet defenders of the Festival re-
sponded with vigor. Roger Vadim argued that the importance of festivals in-
hered in the very juxtaposition of art and commerce at the heart of film: “fes-
tivals orchestrate a commercial and artistic movement that benefit cinema,
it seems to me that they offer a practical interest for the seventh art.”128

Some critics may have been interested in the discourse of cinematic
quality (on which their existence depended), but those who produced the
Festival and the thousands who attended and who reported on it (film crit-
ics aside) did not separate quality from the development of the industry.
Favre Le Bret articulated this philosophy in a letter to John McCarthy, vice
president of the Motion Picture Association: “The strict goal of the Festi-
val ... is to facilitate, by virtue of the comparison of the best films from all
over the world, a focus on world-wide production that invigorates the film
industry while helping to advance the artistic evolution of film.”!? In the
late 1960s when the Venice festival had fallen on hard times, Favre Le Bret
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jinented that the problem was the Venice festival's “intellectualism.” Al-
~ugh he noted that this approach was, without doubt, commendable, he
- insisted it was “more appropriate for a conference, of the ciné-club va-
-, than for a festival which, after all, contains the term ‘féte’ within ic.”t3?
“ice, to the Cannes organizers, became known as the “ciné-club de luxe,”
ich amounted to calling it a high-end film appreciation circle.'”! By con-
o1, commerce and popular film remained the guiding principles of the
wmes Pestival's organizers.
This open door policy toward commercial film made the spontaneous
velopment of the world’s largest film market possible. Cannes was no
-.re highbrow film exhibition; it was centrally engaged in promoting the
;dustry. The Festival not only promoted films from all nations but also be-
~me an international marketplace for ilm. As the Festival organizers noted
< carly as 1948, “virtually side by side with the Festival is a real and true film
urket.”132 This market took many forms. Some producers rented out the-
_-ers in town to screen movies that had not been entered in the competition
- ccause the number of film professionals in attendance at the Festival of-
“.red unprecedented exposure to distributors and other film professionals
“:om around the world. Movies were bought and sold at cafes, on the beach,
2nd at parties. The market business increased to the extent that the organiz-
«rs wondered whether they should integrate the unofficial market activity
into their official dormain as part of the Festival’s sanctioned events. As the
American participant reporting to the Academy in 1952 noted, “the Festival
‘s an excellent showcase for the best wares currently available in the world
film market,” and he urged Americans to participate even more.'® The
“market” developed in and along the movie theaters on the rue d'Antibes
where films were screened. Deals were struck in bars, cafés, on napkins and
with handshakes before being written up. In 1953, the market did twice as
much business as the prior year. [n 1955, one source estimated it did about
one and a half million francs of business; by 1957, the market was thought
to generate two million francs in film trade.'** Eventually, the market came
under the Festival's official sponsorship in 1959 and is an important indica-
tor of the Festival's central role in the economics of the world film market.
By 1965, Newsweek noted rather matter- of-factly that the Festival was “the
movie world’s biggest commercial event with 35% of the year’s films dealt
at Cannes,”S Long before Miramax struck gold in 1989 at Cannes with Sex,
Lies and Videotape, producers such as Carlo Ponti and Raoul Lévy made for-
tunes buying and selling films there.>¢ As the Festival organizers noted in

the late Afties, “the Fostival owes its success to its commercial value. . .. itis
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a real stock exchange of film.”*3” The French weekly Express reported that
business was so big that “the number of deals struck at Cannes would suf-
fice to keep the movie business afloat for ten years.”13%

The film market developed in part, as Festival organizers grasped, be-
cause the particular geography of Cannes turned the resort into une cité du
cinéma: the dense cluster of hotels, the Promenade de la Croisette and the
beach made for excellent and easy encounters among film professionals who
sought to conduct the business of buying and selling films already made
or developing projects and deals.?®® As the American delegate remarked in
1959, “the primary purpose of the Cannes Film Festival is as much to get film
people together from all parts of the world as it is to show the top films.”14°
Of the thousands of people who descended on Cannes for the Festival’s two
weeks, the overwhelming majority were members of the film community.
Professionals and journalists so dominated the event from the start that the
local authorities in Cannes complained that all the seats to the films were al-
ready given away: “To attract tourists, you can't only promise them the pos-
sibility but also the reality of actually attending the films.”! Edgar Morin
summarized it best: “The purpose of a festival is to commercialize that
which is aesthetic and aestheticize the commercial.”*?

By the mid-1960s, the Festival in Cannes had firmly established itself as
the major yearly crossroads of the world film community. While the Festi-
val may have helped French film and certainly played a key role in the emer-
gence of the French New Wave, the event itself also facilitated the interna-
tionalization of film culture. The Festival combined the market exchange
with rhetoric about the international advance of film culture and the press
glitz of a galaxy of movie stars in bathing suits by day and turned out in
formalwear by night.

But because of film's peculiar and privileged status in relation to the real
world as represented in films, the Festival also created more than a global
filmmaking community. As a Brazilian newspaper celebrated in 1951, “we
have spent these weeks in a splendid spectacle of universal humanity from
the four corners of the world with these sixty films; its spirit, its customs,
ways of life, of thought.”'*? The Festival appeared to re-present the world it-
self through the films shown and talked about. Although the very success of
the Festival in Cannes spawned other film festivals, thus creating the festival
circuit of today asits directlegacy, it was a vital force in developing the post-
war internationalization of film. Rather than hardening national identity
through international contests, the Festival eventually broke down its own

rules of competition between nations in order to achieve its self-professed
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Joals of presenting a cosmopolitan smorgasbord of films. In so doing, T hope
to have shown that “it was so French” to claim that France could, would, and
~hould be the logical host to such an international event.

Yet, the cooperation between Festival organizers and Hellywood and the
press delivery of the cosmopolitan spectacle they orchestrated forces us to
reconsider postwar Franco-American film relations. By privileging stories
of competition and conflict, we have missed the Franco-American film part-
nership that formed a cornerstone in the emergent “international” film cul-
rure of the postwar era. If institutions such as the Festival in Cannes em-
bodied this new film culture, it fostered two significant elements of the
cmergent global film culture of the late 1950s and 1960s. The first was the
seismic eruption of Brigitte Bardot to international celebrity that reveals a
great deal about the France-America connection. The second was the devel-
opment of the international system of coproduction that generated the cos-
mopolitan film cycle, which took off after the record-breaking success of
the film based on a late nineteenth-century novel by the Frenchman Jules
Verne and made by an American “showman” Mike Todd, Around the World
in Eighty Days. It is to these “bastard” children of the Cannes Film Festival
We now turn.
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