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At one time, the main tools necessary for picture-making were a
megaphone, a strong cranking arm, and a plot.
Only the last has resisted change.

(Weegee and Mel Harris, Naked Hollywood)

There have been, | know, a lot of new Hollywoods . . .

(Jon Lewis, Whom God Wishes to Destroy: Francis Coppola and the New B+ o, Y
T brmt gras
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Since the 1960s, there has been a proliferation of terms demgnaung more-or-less ety

fundamental shifts in the nature — and thus the appropriate periodization — of ‘“Z‘{“"‘f“‘\
Hollywood cinema: the, New Hollywood, the New New Hollywood, post- | “"’fﬂ,\{

. classicism, and more mdlrectly, post-Fordism and postmodgrmsm And before | \

these terms came into currency, critics had already noted what they saw as signifi-

cant shifts in the nature of American filmmaking through terms which have since

fallen out of use — Manny Farber's ‘New Movie’, For example, or the ‘maximized’

. cinema posited by Lawrence Alloway to encompass the period 1946-64. Many of

s the contributors to this volume assume, argue or imply that the classical Hollywood

.cinema of the studio era has been partly transformed or wholly superseded.

* The watchwords in virtually all analyses of ‘classical Hollywood cinema’ are  ¢ke -

. stability and regulation, features which can either be prized for the way in f_:‘i';‘i“* _'*:;
which they enabled a great popular art, or decried for the constraints they imposed o sascoers

- upon filmmakers, But just what is said to have been regulated in such a way that a M,‘M;’“ -

“high degree of stability was ensured varies considerably. First, and most obviously, 1;"';::,\:'::' *r

 classicism may refer to certain narrative and aesthetic features (the stability of a ~— ¥ b~

system of genres, or of continuity principles, for example); o, it may refer to the ., A;()ii.;t

studio system as a mode of production. Moving out from the films themselves in 4 Heaiz oo ”

* another direction, ‘classicism’ may be said to describe a certain kind of spectatorshlp,/uw s e

one characterized by a high degree of *homogenization’ or psychic rcgulatlon P M\‘“ “

[« LUk Sy 1:-»'\1.-1.. q,},-—w\f_ }:.(‘.I-wvw )
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4 Hollywood historiography

Although the notion of a ‘classical’ American cinema had been in circulation
for decades, the concept became a focus of theoretical attention in journals such as
Monogram and Screen in the 1970s, and was given far greater substance by David
Bordwell, Janet Staiger and Kristin Thompson in their landmark 1985 work The
Classical Hollywood Cinema (CHC).? Influenced by both André Bazin® and — less
obviously but perhaps just as significantly — Jan Mukatovsky, Bordwell, Staiger and
Thompson use the phrase ‘classical Hollywood cinema’ to refer to a mode of film
practice (an aesthetic of ‘decorum, proportion, formal harmony’ (CHC, p. 4))
supporting and supported by a mode of film production (the studio system).* “The
label “classicism” serves well’, the authors argue, ‘because it swiftly conveys
distinct aesthetic qualities (elegance, unity, rule-governed craftsmanship) and his-
torical functions (Hollywood's role as the world’s mainstream film style)’ (CHC,
{| Pomisyage  Pr4). “Classical’; then, connotes not only pg}'{/tiinc‘ular aesthetic qualities, but the
f‘%ﬁiﬁ‘ff‘ historical role of Hollywood filmmaking as a ’t'er'np‘late for filmmaking worldwide:
| AL 8 clacsical films are classical in the sense that they are definitive.

-' Jilwen J2 R ST

: Gﬁm#&k Following Mukatovsky, Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson separate several
5 dimensions of form: they write of material, technical, aesthetic and socio-ethical-
political (‘practical’) norms. Each of these can be said to have been highly regu-

g lated in the studio era (many material and technical norms, for example, were
; regulated and stabilized by co-operation among the majors, while many practical
norms were regulated by the Production Code). The emphasis of The Classical
d_wg,pw %QanoHywood Cinema is very clearly and explicitly placed _on technical and aesthetic
porms, though to that statement we need to add two qualifications. First, material

and ‘practical’ norms are considered, though only to the extent that these impinge

upon technical and aesthetic norms (the norm of the union of a heterosexual

couple is examined as an instance of Hollywood's interest in narrative closure, for

example}. Second, there is an important principle of interdependence in oper-
‘ vnbbola>: ation: not only between the mode of production and mode of film practice, but
% i At e"(""’Q"L?ﬂso, implicitly at least, among the various norms. One might argue, for example,
o that the technical norms of narrative closure and shot/reverse-shot editing are

2 f&/}a pf,,ﬂ’-.}, '
Ayt WAt 1 : e :
| Mnfiotr ermay,iNterdependent with the aesthetic norms of ‘unity’ and ‘harmony’. This extends

T=ED

ii 2 wi M-;j‘wk:% ‘_int.o a kind of holistic principle (gls§ evident in Bazin): the idea that the régulated
I :,.;u o WA}L stability of cach of the formal norms, along with the ordered nature of the mode
;ﬁ;ﬁ:&:a%g\_ tgf production, generates a greater overall level of stability than the sum of each of
% ""\"‘{!‘_’\“W«—\ these levels. There is, to recall Bazin’s metaphor, an overall ‘equilibrium profile’
B m:;% which arises from the stability achieved in each of the institutional and formal

! Ep) ‘Jhﬁ\\{ﬁtu{‘.{;\ dimensions.
'J ‘Where Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson argue that the classical style has “per-
Bl ewe s

N sisted” since 1960 (the date at which the detail of their study ends) in spite of the
WP HE SN 3«--’.*’560 shift to package production, and the later process of conglomeration,” other
[ veibes oo authors have argued that the classical aesthetic gradually dissipated with the
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breakdown of the studio system (and, for some authors, the wider emergence of

postmodernity). Indeed, for almost as long as Hollywood has been conceptualized -
B

that the classicism of 1930s Hollywood began to give way.to.a.‘baroque’ cinema in -L“:H,_qz .

. - ) Tis
Shane (1953). In 1952 Manny Farber lambasted the ‘new: manneristflicker’, which "2 Ay
! il e . . . H Cliaank ™
seemed more concerned with thematic seriousness.and stylistic ostentatiousness *7 e

- e - H . . ‘?L: . | .\n&
we ﬁnd_ope of the earliest uses of the phrase ‘post-classical’, which explicitly takes h“i:_:j,{

I 7 Tt
the late 1930s as a cinema of ‘classical perfection’, Lawrence Alloway noted ‘it }’“__‘r;ix

ology of styles implicit in Bazin's formula, the movies | gr;:w up with [in the 194-(.)5 L:,; m“ —
and 1950s] were baroque, Hellenistic, overblown, laté.”” In an argument that in Z a.“;:, oy
some ways prefigures an aspect of the study by Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson, , .. ...

Alloway rejects this thesis, claiming instead that Hollywood films of the 1940s and:_‘f:’“*’z_z-/b

A
the 1930s, rather than overthrowing them. el
]‘JL There are essentially two ways of understanding the thesis that the classical .., Fy:

-t more cifcumspect, argument involves the claim that one or more aspects of the el "/
M’z_?wsystem described above persists: classical narrative structure, for example, bu.t r.mt
:::4 the practical norms with which it was associated in the 1930s and 1940s. This is a

wiriew which stresses the multi-faceted nature of Hollywood and accepts that
5 change may well be uneven, occurring at different rates and at different moments
across these facets.® The second, and much stronger, claim is that it is not merely
By« ﬁisolated elements of the system that persist, but that the equilibrium obtaining

i

Lovassy

m\ﬁ . among and across the various levels — that supervening feature.which aclids greatly
o ! to the sense of stability in the system as a whole — has also persisted. This stronger}

-'h:% £ claim is much more difficult to defend, though it is not clear that anyone, includ-(
%’,\‘-""“.ﬂn-_ ing Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson, wishes to make it: they admit, for example,

e
ﬁY‘M‘*‘ ‘that the force of the classical norm was reduced somewhat’ (CHC, p: 10) after

has i ated with classical filmmaking have persisted, not that the broader overall stability &

".w‘?‘w«f bas endured.”

recently, Thompson has argued that certain technical and aesthetic norms assogi-
K —— et herme e
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question of the existence of a classical cinema - is, then, one with both empirical EI O et
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el
as a ‘classical’_cinema, there have been claims regarding the end of the classical 3&"‘4.&_})"“‘%» .

B?r,io.d- Probably the first such claim was implicitly made. by, Bazin, who suggested Pt

the 1940s, a cinema of greater self-consciousness and stylization, in the form of,” " v"Swa tet.

i ) - b
or example, ‘supervwesterns’ like Duel in the Sun (1946), High Nogp (1982), and 40l

E . . & '
than with the traditional Hollywood. virtue of enterfaining storytelling.” In 1971 :)_-nmmwcx
its cue from Bazin. Cbntemplating Bazin's characterization of American cinerna in > =0 Tt by,

. . ‘*\;‘mﬂ,{!
follows that the later developments must be post-classical, Extending the morph-tew. 7 ReEiny

1950s intensified or ‘maximized’ the themes and formal possibilities esmbfi}-l:i:i« ;:%"'2{;’5‘:_ ,

(. ? e, 4,
mﬁ%ode of practice persisted beyond the breakdown of studio system. The first, and 52 e

. . I : . . PR I Y
A The question of the existence of a distinctive post-classical cinema — like the et

and conceptual dimensions. Nothing approaching the scale and rigour of The Lo s et i
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( { ¢ | Classical Hollywood Cinema has been undertaken on the empirical aspect of this
i question, and this volume cannot claim to make more than a very modest contri-
| bution towards it. What [ want to focus on here, however, are the conceptual

b S 2mnse’ : . . . R
#i Tt horp s ASPECLS of the issue — aspects which, it should be underlined, are never eradicated

! N'm‘;g“:: ® by empirical work, no matter how thorough. If there is no agreement at this point
# sgiason jumcs on whether there is a post-classical cinema, or on which features of such a cinema

gt oozt AT the features which mark it off from a preceding classical cinema, we can at

ﬂf"‘\«

g =4 P:j:zc least sketch out what sorts of criteria would be important in answering these
E_ A

e #""cjuestxons Hollywood, as a total institution, is a multi-faceted creature: which of

]

h‘h‘
M‘""‘,Ei " its facets are of most significance in understanding its evolution? Are the most

\
2

Lol /[0 1 important criteria those of changes in technology, narrative form, or the use of

— @y !i style? Should changes in the mode of production of films, or changes in their
q\j_w.fﬁ o
b dad o At marketmg, distribution and exl'ub)t:on have greatey priority? Is the positing of an

.’ iﬂ:v’;::_:m"” 2 ‘epochal transition only warrant( d by a global assessment in which all of these
A factors play a role and undergo change? In what remains of this essay, [ want to
i ;ﬁitw e explore these questions ~ questions about the assumptions and criteria present in
1! s ceun e or AXZUments concerning classicism and post-classicism. 1 will do this through an
: f‘;—;;’l&‘g:’}i'? examination of two arguments — or rather, one argument, and a second family of
il Lot v e S arguments in favour of the idea that the classicism of the studio era has given

i gup. WAy O something new. The first argument roots itself very much in the nature
¥ 4. anavh N
A ‘F""J‘? of industrial organization, while the second family of arguments stresses the

wi’ S
l’*‘"‘zg b mterdependence of the aesthetics of Hollywood films with their_mode of
il 1 oAt L
HE Y pit s o balr w.,.productwn

CWETIE Y & A ony monal S

Vertical disintegration and post-Fordism

disrupted, Bazin'argued bya ‘geological movement', as a result of which ‘a new
e pattern’ will be ‘dug across the plain’."® Bazin’s metaphor provides a way into the
! g vl s He o3
%r ot g argument that the most significant development in the post-war Hollywood sys-
i °<C e sd e is the shift away from the Fordist pr1n01ples around which it had been

i 'r\é‘hr >
-‘ 'Tth't'v\‘vn-buﬂu , organized during the studio era. For the proponents of the post-Fordlst thesis’,

;’::t..’f,f:;'r iy the Paramount decrees of 1948 constitute a seismic ‘movement’ which funda-
Promgue mentally alters the ‘pattern’ of Hollywood.

qeaem « wrutendAlthough the concept of post-Fordism is relatively obscure within film studies,
| o Eovet g Puesuemiw]

it has a direct bearing on debates regardmg the shift to package production. The

F’!‘f" par prmaiotion of post-Fordism was comed by sociologists studying shifts in the nature of

! ;f?u?ib&;inmr capitalist production, particularly after the Second World War when in many

1] mewesce Lavt industries the strategies of Fordist mass-production (economies of scale through

standardization and a detailed division of labour) were revised as a result of

changes in market conditions. In a series of articles, Michael Storper and Susan

5/" The equilibrium profile of classicism — its high level of stability - will only be

R
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Christopherson have used the development of the US film industry after 1948 asa
case study of post-Fordism. As they apply the concept to post-war Hollywood, i prua
post-Fordism involves a shift from a largely undifferentiated mass market served ngw};‘*’n?f‘:'a?uw“

_by a limited atray ¢ of standardized, mass-produced commodities, to that of a more “iﬂ A

_ heterogeneous range of specific markets to which more specialized. products can _;ﬁ?&%ﬁ%%
_be profitably sold, The ‘initial shock’ of the Paramount decrees, which forced the Vg Puatulsy
major studios to sell off their exhibition arms, dramatically raised the level of ,‘L’ﬂ:;;;f,':ﬂhq
uncertainty [anc}] mstablhty in the market for film, Storper argues.! Loss of HY TN P
e!LQuraged the trends. (already underway) | towards fewer s ‘5;:_";:’”::«4
but more expenswe ﬁlms and ‘independent’ package production. The details of f" Q‘thn’*:l
this process of verﬁcal dlsmtegrat:on are relatively well-known within film stud- f?h;r‘,‘:‘z :.r..«:e
ies. Storper’s analysxs does, however, draw our attention to a number of less well- > ~reancez
understood features of the post-war industry. The rise of package production e g
leads to a growth in the number of independent ﬁlm compames — both independ- ST sy
ént productlon companies (small productlon companies without 2 corporate relal
tionship with a distribution company'?), as well as specialist firms serving various|.s ' sprete.,
aspects of preproduction, production and postproduction. (talent agencics, special \fﬁ}i"‘?j S
_effects houses, catering firms, etc.). These specialist firms then adapt the products 5‘\1;4“""‘7‘
v and services they offer to the needs of a vg_@y_gf_gl_lgn_tg a process Storper refers wviusraganier
S duct dlﬁ'erentlat;g,\xﬁ order to ensure ’;::;"‘” bes

f. production is.now ‘flexibly P, ,.'
SOS A Lz uf

secialized’ in the sense that, relatwe toa typ1cally Fordist mode of production 4
the specnahzed units are far more capable of adapting to shifts in market need (or“‘*?""”"{:’—
of the needs of a variety of ‘niche’ markets). This can be scen as parallel with the

. (ﬂamlhu*df_h\f
effect of ho al integration at the corporate level: as film companies became} Jp e

mcorporate mtl'un"larger conglomerates ‘with interests in other entertainment” B3% = o)
i D gagiag » Radt

H2A

fields, so the risk attached to Alm production — relatively greater because of the b\» 2ol
¢ {ever-increasing investment in individual films — wasiid_lisigat_eil by the other prod-awg&k, e
oaug&’ \acts and assets of the conglomerate. A vital part of Storper’s analysis, however, is ‘L‘} odn

\r‘:{”’”melthat corp ol f the orgamzatxon of production, and of the process of N

st gvertical ‘ch“Smtregration, is absent once the process reaches a certain point:

o & f U FLD
Wi P BT BT

A process of replacement of internal economies is set into motion, and
beyond a certaint point the large firms can no longer reverse it, because
no single firm can asee}'t enough control for a long enough period of
time. Disintegration, in this manner, may begin with subcontracting, but
it may end with the appearance of a network of independent supplier
_firms and a flexibly speaahsectsystem
Questions from a variety of angles can be posed with respect to this analysis.
First, because films are not absolutely identical — two formulaic genre films still

B e
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bttt o 2 0y e o B A E Enoe, afly inctebe 3 Hrlot & =

have many more significant differences than do two cars of the same model,

produced on an assembly line — the ‘Fordist” nature of the mode of production in

o e the studio era was always somewhat compromised. (In recognition of this, Bord-

It ;&;"f ;;fk:::y well, Staiger and Thompson write of ‘serial manufacture” rather than ‘mass pro-

’ ductxon (CHC, p. 92).) Indeed, many descrlptlons of post-Fordist strategies

apply at least as well to the studio era as to the period after 1948; consider, for

rw example, the statement that ‘flexible automation uses general- -purpose machines
to produce a varxety of products’. In spite of the emphasis on the homogeneity of

; Py e T
I} Ay A the Hollywood audience in the 1930s and 1940s, along with the idea that cinema-
wn? yw g
Refgm! o 2 goers went to the cinema as much as part of a ritual of attendance as to see
Koo st B p
e 1 barticular films, the variety of genres and the range of stars testified to and catered
2ttt P yol g g
frlbin, for a range of different audience tastes; and as we have alread noted, the mdl--‘
(et ipitn g o
g s rendind v;,dugl ﬁlm is dlstmctwe to a degree that most mass- Produced commodities ar are’
TS T i P S T - e RN
1 1o n‘toiu{. n0t

] Ao “Matthew Bernstein’s arguments concerning the continuities and similarities
HY roaTred v &

] Lim L weh e Sougest ) between ‘unit production’ and ‘semi-inde endent package production in the
iy pouiiwre TINT POy ey ae

f Lo t:ﬂ* Qstudlo era add further Welght to the querles Bernstem demonstr that
He v uair e e e
«.wm-‘v'“" T, mdependent productlon companies with distribution ag,reements wi
Bl potoem

| et ik e ma]ors (such as Selznick, Goldwyn and Wanger) funct]oned in almost all cases

R ST exactIy the “sanie v
A4 (reoaf bmands .

=S, 11

iy as stidio productlon units. This, in turn, implies that the
Al v gk Shift to package productlon in the 19503 was not as fundamental as many com-

IATURG R

‘mentaries — mcIudlng Storper §_— sugges i-independent’ _package
_prodiction had long. been a practice,.albeit. ammonty one,-used-by-the studics.”
The challenge to Storper’s thesis raised by this line of thinking, then, concerns the
appropriateness of the US film industry as a case study for the shift to post-
Fordism, given its ‘non-Fordist’ peculiarities in the era when it was supposedly
run along Fordist lines!

e e Accordmg to Storper the ‘hallmarks of Fordist industries are ‘vertical Integra-
M‘“"‘*’;W tion, mass production, and stable oligopolistic market structures’."” In spite of the
,:C: r’s-hlj}l ) SMW¢at he detalls hotvever, the oligopolistic
nature of the American film mdustxjr hasfiot been under d. This fact has been

iz Qp.un .rremM"

pF Ly Tt
! *-5"""& Fasin ] Ly
. __wn_,r fo T G s

]t ORGPy ovuRT
within industries which have moved away from (quasi-)Fordist, vertically inte-

X

Aln TV leapt upon by various “critics, who have berated Storper for failing to discuss the
B o cate nfolae ORIy,
i -;:_; ﬂ‘;‘”‘l—;"ﬂi&“ erucial role of distribution in the maintenance of the” oligopolistic control of the
b ¢ .u’t&a-a‘@ 7 lmlm#bra‘maﬂ—mofm]or corpotations, . 1he reason for the P
“shar arpness “of the disagreement here lies ultimately in the different focus of Stor- >
s s2 .  per's argument, and those of his critics who stress the importance of finance and <

Colrul) ndd W digeabysion, Starper is interested, precisely, in the organization of production :’j

grated, agsémbly line models of manufacture. Although the shift from
. maode of producuon is ewdently related to the nature of the produ

Fordist _

consumption as well these remain, for Storper matters of secondary 1nterest
e

K
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More seriously, though, Storper’s work fails to account t for the trend towards ;”-"L‘m ety
yer'acal re-integration _evident in..the.. 1980s and 1990s_fsece the chapters b}’ kj&t"‘gm‘u\'
Maltby, Gomery and Balio in this volume). J—
Storper makes few detailed claims about the impact that vertical disintegration * TR e el

had upon film form and style. He does, however, note that the > industry responded b‘#_::‘mm
to disintegration by intensifyin _grprogmﬁ_ ct differentiation (through the introduction, ™

e b i @

~ w«_:wvn
of w1descreen etc.), ushering in a period of ‘constant innovation’. This s develop- o, 0 «ww\ )

L=

_System. Hollywood s umnit and semi- mdependent production .

ment is in keeping with the ‘new pluralism of products and ‘new importance for Trete paer_ g,
BT sy g

“iAnovation’ §id 16 be characteristic of post-Fordism more_generally,' ? and ls‘u'w\&‘ﬂ‘ln:rlwwu_é’) ;
& atPoguasd

surer at “odds with a central tmplication of classicism: “Classical” works con- e t -\:1“.
P R L P

¢ However, the enduring control of the industry by the major film com-"ri’jmﬁn -

O Ving vy

form.’®

panies, exercised now through the hnancing and distribution of films, continues t6 T .
act as a major constraint on such innovation and diversity. As has been documl:_cfaﬁqmck
mented by both Bernstein and Tino Balio, greater freedom of cxpressmn — in g7 '3=w, '"f‘“’"“’
thematlc formal and stylistic terms — is by no means guaranteed by the package“““"“‘:: :?ﬁ,"
. offered only the( ;:‘m rnongs
potential for procedural autonomy and distinctive ﬁlmmakmg, if the right hist- i'f‘whst.,_ J

orical circurnstances . .. enhanced that potent1a1 . This is why the semi- m,%%hlﬁ,,
independents’ departure from the studio system “is more apparent than real”.’”'

Others have argued that this continued dominance not only constrains US$

‘independent’ ﬁImmaklng, but also reinforces American cultural hegemony

abroad. The possibility of distinctive nationat and regional film cultures is éroded

by the globalization of the Hollywood aesthetlc "

On the one hand, then, the ‘freedoms’ of the post-divestment era were, to a[. pvogotns

{oa L
greater extent than is often recogmzed already present in the studio era; and on™% ,3;? fﬁ’
the other hand, the ‘constraints’ and controls of the studio system were main- ST ey

tained, albeit through different legal and corporate mecha.msms in the age of b surelanclee!
LTt g Pl Thva,

package production. Storper s claim about the relatwe increase in the 51gmﬁcance | o 0 Ty

“and power of mdependent firms essentially apphes to suppher firms within the

" that the US film mdustry is an example not

dualism, in. svhich independent produttion compames act at once as shock

domain of film production. There can be little doubt that, in terms of ‘final
market concentration’, the major film companies have in general maintained their |
tharket share throughout the penod in question. Indeed, one might well argue
-Fordism, but of industrial !

! I

absorbeérs” and Tésearch arms (‘pilot fish’) for the majors, “by attractlng risk 1
capital and creative talent which the majors can then exploit through their control | !
of distribution’.”*
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or the pre-credit scene to a flashback movie that never follows’.” In developing ,

projects such as Star Wars (1977) and Raiders of the Lost Ark (1981) Lucas and G o OA
Spielberg are said to have been seeking a return to narrative tau%ess and tra.n- " Ah-,,\_r?M‘L_

sitivity., Ironically, however, as we wJasge some critics see these films as (de %1:,
‘—\_

Post-classicism, neoclassicism and
the New Hollywood

Y :’“’0""”” PR The post-Fordist argument is, then, essentially an argument about the nature of

v industrial organization, with only inchoate implications about the form of films
th 1 B trast, th d cluster of ts T will . 1 manifesting another form of narrative malaise. e.\ ey o
emselves. By contrast, the second cluster of arguments I will examine places
prbiny om i, Y gu P The work of Elsaesser and his associates at Monogram seerns to have been highly . -,L&;M"f e

".- ¥ amuere~m  greater emphasis on aesthetic questions: either through an exclusive attention to
| © T et em, or more commeonly, through arguments concerning the interdependence of
the form of Hollywood films and their mode of production — a key assumption, as
we have seen, in the work of Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson. 1 will refer
generally to these arguments as arguments for a ‘post-classical’ period, though, as
we will see, a variety of terms have been used to name the new period.
Post-classicism is a term of relatively recent coinage. The notion of the “‘New
Ho]lywood’ ha.s been around quite a lot longer — or at least, it has been subjected

influential on the historiography of Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson, who among B-%. « Aot ay
other things fleshed out the hypothesis of an extended classical period beginning e IR
- in the mid-1910s, continuing beyond the Paramount decrees and into the 1960s,
Lol v ﬁ.‘l“-'h:\ﬁl
. With respect to the question of just how significant the innovations of the New feuw rmawes
- Hollywood_were, however, there is an important_ dlfference W'hlle Elsaesser LL} o i
- maintains that these films retained an underlying archltecture drawn from the @:__”T'%Tff“%

enre film, as well as the emotional punch ¢ characterlstlc of Hollywood f ﬁlms‘ "‘“‘ﬁ_“‘“‘"

arks a fun 0-‘* lng-..)u_r

v

faofrfey g8 .
4 i throughout the1r hlstor s his argument im lies that the erio

| e . to f'ar greater intensity of discussion and revision of meaning since being coined. £ X P PR Ak K,
: 'ﬁ‘v.uy, Ko mental break with the classical Hollywood cinema. The new prommence of ‘mar-

o/ Peter Krimer has traced back the earliest uses of the phrase to 1959, but the - e .

B 5 el tend 22 s S ~ ginal’ audiences for Hollywood, along with the critical and cynical attitudes

I ey academlc adoption of the concept "ocgurred in the 1970s, when it came to be

g r-?\ rirta, applied to the period of relative experlmentauon in the late 1960s and 1970s in

ﬁ;\q‘g‘ﬁf@dﬁ, Hjlb/wogd made possible by the economic insecurity ¢ of Hollywood still castmg

h";m)‘:j "I around or forms of durable and predlctable appeal after the massive post-war

decline in audiences, and the more immediate problems of overproduction in the

: ;:;“;’:f&ﬁ;:euf_“ + mid- to late 1960s. One of the key accounts of this period was Thomas Elsaesser $

MW“»“*' 1975 _essay “The pathos of failure’, which reflected on the ‘New I-Iollywrmd’ of

dlrectors like Altraan, I—Iellman and Spielberg, against the background of earlier

wr;tmgs on the cIassmal Hollywood cinema by Elsaesser and his colleagues.in, the

journal Monogram * The causal dynamics and key features of this phase of Ameri-

,‘yiim?\# ,can ﬁlmmakmg are now well-known: incorporating elements drawn from Euro-

ol ;,M_wwi’ ipean art cinerna, these films depicted uncertain, counter-cultural and marginal

| el ‘* ot "‘\;i protagonists, whose goals were often relatlvely ill-defined and ultimately unat-

,9:;_ \'MS""[ tained, in contrast to the heroic and typically successful figures around which
o ""‘*“"’\"" £ ',“, { classical films revolved.

e This ‘New Hollywood” — or what David James calls the Amerlc‘gl_l_ﬁ_@m —

e ot £ 7
i - MLM& A represented a trend in dialectical tension with the blockbuster ﬁlms of the era,

R most. notably the dlsaster film cycle. While a few ‘art’ films like Bonnie and Clyde

“ascribed to these groups, undermined the ‘can do’ ideology which Elsaesser
argued was implicit in classical narrative form itself. These ‘transitional’ films r’-“’(‘;r’ ﬁ °
- seemed to be harbingers of a wholly new kind of American ﬁlmmalqng Like ;‘LT“M{L{

[lmireriyiad Q_,_' ;

- Elsaesser, Bordwell and his_colleagues. argue. for the continuing role of genre |
L

conventions, around w}nch ‘the elements from art cinema are moulded

well d.lstmgmshes his argument from. that of the. MOH%@_QEBQ“M proposing “Hiived

that t}us amounts to an example of stylistic ass1m11at10n _rather than overall formal ‘ TRk Pt

: transformatxon the underlying system of conventions — at the level of functions, (a‘fﬂ Jrovidand

“rather than devices — remains the same (CHC, pp. 373—5) Tiha sense, Bordwell’s i

arguihent can be seen as the relteranon within his own theoretical framework, of

Bazin’s famous remark concerning the ‘fertility’ of the ‘classical art” of American

‘cinema ‘when it comes into contact with new elements’.® flo Theer Pogav e
_The notion of the New Hollywood, however, underwent a strange mutahon,N“gJ’* oea )

ending up designating cither something d1ametncally opposed to the American art {oit. ?—*«\m—a,,,

film, or something inclusive of but much"iarger ‘than it. On this view — articulated !1“*“ N iy

"most concisely by Thomas Schatz — the thematic, narrative and stylistic innova- | . \it Sy

‘tions of the late 1960s and 1970s were but one phase of a gradual and ongomg V‘“ w\u

reorientation and restabilization of the film industry, finally achieved after 1975. f"“t\i%w\): .

This new stability was secured not by the flirtation of American cinema with the :}:1,’_’_@’ "

art cinemas of Europe, but by what has sometimes been termed ~ again extending i ?1”‘\'“57: A L

.the analogy with art history — neoclassicism: a return to genre filmmaking, but n"““-‘ bo

now marked by greater seIf—consc1ousness as well as supercharged by new spemal ffv-(.ft, L. »k,,.;.,\

eFfects saturation booking, engorged Producuon budgets and, occasmnally, even " (3 ::“:J@:‘“

Iarger advertismg budgets. Although some ‘arty’ projects continued-to-be sup- - mgoven,

Sy
ported by the studios into the late 1970s — Days of Heaven (1978), Apocalypse Now t_\'}_\t;’\‘\?—: o

5
o »d»w\_fk‘ Yo .

Rt e by e *‘\”ﬁad’\*-«

lpl{

(1967) and ] Easy Rider (1969) were very successful, many of these films were based
on relatively complex narrative premises, lacked majo& stars, and some, like
MacCabe and Mrs Miller (1971), exhibited a deliberately” rough hewn ‘primitive’
quality. The blockbusters and the ‘art’ films are also dialectically related in terms
Iy ¢ ki of n@rrfﬂt:ave Elsaesser argued that the ‘unmotivated hero’ eroded the very narra-
M;’,‘:‘"{ tive fabrlc of the *art’ films: writing of the opening of The Mean Machine (1974),
(e ndnmnag,, ‘Elsaesser wonders whether he has seen the last 15 minutes of the previous film,
JRu- Sy M_} ! Nema b e
Tk
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g ot Hond fous 87
| omvens ot o (1979), All that Jazz (1979), Heaven'’s Gate (1980) — the direction of the industry
d“"’fa: e had been set by the monumental success of those ‘hyperbolic simulations of
,,,H:vouq_-()wuf- .

T H.o]lywood B- movies’, Jaws (1975) and Star Wars.” Many of the features. of these

E 0"

: \' brk-f-tr (W’  neoclassical ' event mov1es are_borne out of the horlzonta] . integration now
14 ugouu«q LV

| quiertewal,  existing bemeen_ﬁlm producers and.other entertainment companies, in which
films are ‘designed with the multimedia marketplace and franchise status in

T T UL While Schatz has argued that these films are unlike classical Hollywood

i z_.<‘ o ”“b f'--— OF character, one mlght argue msteacl that such ﬁims draw on a dlfferent strain of

F o RATsn Aty rilopae i"
lﬂusncvn-,x‘wwr,;mthe legacy of studio era Ho]lywood the serial B-film, most obwously in Star Wars,

i

i j oL u’?"‘mz rthe Indiana Jones series, and in the British remake of Flash Gordon (1980,

: L,

il ._(__}_T_i;—f-——-\ In an argument which para]lels Schatz’s in several respects, Justin Wyatt has
{1 o, waT —

B | i pcet teda .argued that the economic and institutional changes in Hollywood since 1960 ‘have

it | = s 4

! %:_f;’(f:f e irrevocably altered the forms of product from Hollywood ! Given the principle
I} | P~e it of interdependence between form and industrial context, there is one institutional
| e £ change in particular which we might expect to have had an impact on the form of

i Hrni Gl Fan o f,
| HEE X RN ,\{;H? Hollywood films. Following on the process of conglomeration, and the emergence

iy y V'lk_'\""‘& " of &able, satellite, and home video markets, the bulk of the profits on most films
| A are now derived from these ‘ancillary’ markets rather than from theatrical box
office.” Why should this development be of such moment — of any greater
i significance than all the other changes since 19487 When the bulk of profits is
| ecieremtiatyl derived from sources other than the theatrical market, it is reasonable to assume
;‘;ﬁimﬂ“ that the pressures from these secondary markets will command more attention
(o tu;i«»—-"“'r‘-m the making of the product One example of this concerns the changes in
e uw"') * widescreen compositional practices due to the significance of the television mar-
ket, discussed by Steve Neale in this volume; according to Wyatt, a more dramatic
i““?”‘v\,%ﬁset o’f_;t:ﬁg&il\ changes has been driven by the synergies with music marketing
{music videos and soundtrack albums) and advertising, resulting in what he terms

- ‘M""‘k""’"“‘“ a ‘modular’ aesthetlc which tends to stall and “fragment’ narrative form.

Lo SR
.m?(\m Lomant Wryatt locates the modular aesthetic in the immensely popular and influential
] 6 o cannstr gy Digh-concept’ film, a term and a form that came to prominence in the 1970s. A
g':m;(-‘(‘ high-concept film is one which places a great emphasis on style and ‘stylishness’,
{ ML\, i Wennat TEVOlVing around a simple, casily summnarized narrative based on. physically typed
; : “’J“C“J oo Characters, which in turn affords striking icons, images and s alf)d‘g?‘i‘fot descrip-
. Py Ay tions as marketing ‘hooks’, The high-concept film is heavily reliant upon stars, and
- ?ﬁ;ﬁ‘ gives great prominence to its soundtrack (usually a mixture of original scoring and
pop songs), which is marketed separately as one or more soundtrack albums
associated with the film (as discussed by K. J. Donnelly in Chapter 9 of this
Tp = Gugpy., volume in relation to the first two Batman films). In addition, music videos often
i ) rework aspects of the film in order to promote both the film and the music. These

are the factors that give rise, he argues, to the modularity of the high-concept

H

et -

| A f"‘*—‘v*-*v # films in their emphasis on “visceral, kinetic and fast-paced’ plottmg at the expense '

. spectacIe — the kinds.
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gt P
flm, in which sections of the film are apt to exceed the requirements of thew'w » ot

narrative and take on a quasi-autonomous function, in contrast to the economxcal’-ev—&,“ s,
w

‘knitting” of segments in the classical film, Medoat®ogn, oo, frdeg

High-concept films are the most overtly ‘market driven’ films made by Hol- =21
lywood, according to Wyatt. As the major film companies became absorbed £ o) Koo
within larger conglomerates, so the potential for synergies between the previously M{“:"‘ RS
separate entertainment industries could be realized. As several essays in this R
volume make clear, the ‘big screen’ film is now just the beginning of a profit *’i‘.tﬂ';/:-}ﬁ’
stream involving television, home video, CDs, computer games, clothing and sq ot ‘j\f’;—”
forth. Wyatt places a special emphasis on marketing: it is not merely that the ™%~
mode of production has changed, but that the stress on the marketing and PltCh-
ing’ of individual films, and the convergence between fiction films and advertlsmg, a’t,\ i‘)‘jﬁu\ﬂ
has directly affected the form of these films. The influence of advertising 1s
evident, for example, in the development of product placement, soundwrack Mar-o/.5 _,_QM_J]
keting and television advertising of new releases, as well as the gleaming, over-
polished visual style of directors weaned on advertising, and the subsututablhty-r‘d
among film performers, stars and fashlon models,

Other authors take a less measured stance on the fmpact of marketing and t.:f_'j\:,
advertising on narrative. Richard Schickel claims that ‘Hollywood seems to have Mxh..“f\;,
lost or abandoned the art of narrative’; most contemporary films, he suggests, - \%‘:‘\-M '
offer little more than ‘a succession of undifferentiated sensations, lucky or
unlucky accidents, that have little or nothing to do with whatever went before or
is about to come next’.** From such an account, one would be forgiven for
thinking that a Dada film like Emtr’acte (1924) had become the model of Hol-
lywood filmmaking, Reports of the death of narrative in Hollywood filmmaking, E:J_C":m
however, are surely much exaggerated (and usually either impressionistic specula- AT~
tions or generalizations based on a single or very few examples). Narrative has not\ oo

f

N
...................... i
kinds of narratwe. traceable to serials, B-adventures and |_episodic melodramas. ‘W“l‘.!\»"mh_zjfk-_?

Given the potential profits to be made from computer games, for example it :{{* :J": :;3’\»
should not surprise us that action- -adventure filrs — like The Lost World (199’7) &'(—“'M-«;
:}:Eercewed as potential h:gh earners, since their chase scenarios dovetail easﬂy i “"‘""“*vi:
with'the ‘formats of such games. But ‘eVen hére, narfative is still omnipresent..
There > may be less attentlon to detalled character motwat;on greater empha51s on Wﬁ;‘\“’ hdad
of features that Thomas Schatz stresses - and even. srraaght— - ””‘k&"_l“‘\
_forward narrative sloppiness, but narrative has certainly not dlsappeared under a :““‘J’"““‘*"“**‘J«a!-
cloud of special effects. In action filins, the plot advances. through spectacle the et
spectacu_laxj elements are, generally speaking, as ‘narrativized’ as are the 1e55 X
ostentatious spaces of other genres. As the chapters by Peter Krimer and Warren
Buckland in this volume demonstrate, careful narrative patterning — a prerequisite

for the kind of emotional response associated with classical narratives - is still
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{very much in evidence in the biggest blockbusters of our time; and as K. J-
Fho mamd Donnelly demonstrates, the conglomerate, multimedia nature of the industry does

¢ . .
et Rl ot necessarily shatter a film into a string of wholly unconnected sounds and
Saa T

images. The. dinosaurs in Spielberg’s recent films are not just impressive spec-

3 ,ﬁ"’é: 3;;;;5,:} _té“cles but creatures of terror and wonderment — characters, antagonists, in 4 tale.
PR RS lfIt is this_emotiona] dimension which, among other thmgs makes the movies
: m‘“ﬁ“:“ memorable, and__thus fosters the ‘memorialization’ of the experlence_ﬂmrough
oy i on Mdfurther purchases — be it games, videos, clothihg or theme parks. Tt"i§ not so

| T ereh e much, then, that narrative has been displaced by the new tech.nologles and mar-

kets of the last fifteen to twenty years, as that the demands and opportunities

o1t moenel? provided by them have led to an emphasis on certain genres and episodic forms of

Ty o narrative. The modular segments of which Wyatt writes are not merely held in
l"*"-h}m . \ )

R check by the narratives of such films, but given meaning by them. Just as the ‘big

YN w!
WMS m screen’ movie experience plays a far greater role in driving the profitability of the

rerta oo oty i et e e mm

|

I B o B v-;'\!' &
>, 3‘,{ multimedia marketplace than theatrical ticket sales would suggest,* so the movie
P provides a primary narrative baseline which both endows isolated movie icons

"fjf: ﬁwu‘*"a with meaning and emotional resonance, and prov1des a backdrop against which to
' WM%M toy with these associations in other media contexts.”

La“'\t-*’l\‘n\"-ma-im Lot 71/"'\-«“5’\/“1\\1,’ »-’L,,.,\ Tin Amirnd i skt o
T, = mr v o R T, e It

The continuity of Hollywood

Many critics throughout the post-war period have, then, argued that Hollywood
filmmaking had crossed, or was on the brink of crossing, a threshold into a new
epoch. Equally, however, there have been many critics who have cautioned against
overhasty judgements regarding such fundamental shifts, suggesting that super-
ficial changes are likely to obscure our view of underlying continuities. From this
point of view, historians of the ‘New’ or post-classical Hollywood, while correctly
recognizing new phases or trends in product differentiation, are not warranted in
positing 2 break with classicism. Indeed, the very regularity with which declara-

1~ .

: E‘I\u\ tions of new epochs have been made, the sheer number of ‘New Hollywoods” that
{ ‘E* one finds posited over the course of film history, recommends this more sober
i : jur ’-Ef!hv«- o)

g , view: if things are always ‘new’, nothing is ever really new. There is a constant
e !

~me’ process of adjustment and adaptation to new circumstances, but this is an adapta-

 F iy P } P ; P

] ":‘:g\! Porme tion made on the basis of certain underlying and constant goals: the maximizing of

‘ it

4 s\f{}a a{f‘,:‘; profits through the production of classical narrative films. Rather than looking for

1. a fundamental break between classicism and a putative post-classicism, we would

15 at fys

‘ ': gy W "e"‘“-/ do better to look for smaller-scale changes and shifts, at both the institutional and

W U— aesthetic levels, withih a more broadly continuous system of American com-

R el mercial filmmaking, 7 1t is not that change has not occurred, but that the scale of

bl :

i oA dng  change has consistently been overestimated.

_::E“’Lf; There is a related historiographical position which has not been articulated in
Ll iy }Y

A \, L_b_‘&
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such a unified fashion and as a consequence has received far less attention. This K#"’Z::\
thesis is similar to the argument that the Hollywood system has maintained essen- e ‘,.,;i
tially the same character from the teens to the present day — with the v1tal¢::’?)wp;ﬁ o
‘additional proviso that we should not think of this enduring system as in any sense bl N%%
‘classical’. The we1ghtmg of the analysis towards aesthetic: questions, ingvitably v A
introduced by the use of art-historical language, is rejected. Like its neﬂwm this Y
© argument acknowledges the endurance of the proﬁt motive, but demurs from the va—"
- premise that this has been or is always best fulfilled by the appeal of cIass:caH*—-wv‘;ﬁ:ff;v
" narrative form. Many individual Hellywood films, and perhaps entire genres, of/ %« .. fro
the studio era, so the argument goes, are not characterized by the formal harmony ™ “""l“‘-\\.
or ‘decorum’ which forms the main justification for the appellatlon ‘classical’. ™ %L«N‘vsk
The norms of narrative classicism, while certainly expressed as goals within . dro! hi:m,_‘,\
o screenwriting manuals and more informal Hollywood lore, are compromised and "1"’""’3:" P I
. interrupted by other forms of interest: the drive towards comedy (and other™™y ™wva
: emotions), the display of stars, the impetus towards sheer spectacle. ®R1chard fm\n, T

: Fu s
“"‘“’"Maltb and lan Craven, for example, discuss Hollywood in terms of a .commatc,lﬁl 9"""»"‘-\‘—-“ *

'
g, x«db&,

aesthetic’ that is ‘too opportunistic to prize coherence, organic uth_,_gl;_exen_the RPN Sy

absence of contrac_l;gnnn.among—ats—pnmaryﬂrmes an ana jsm that sits uneasrlyn‘jtk :’::;\——
w1th the stzhstically determined view of a movie’s orgamzatmn xm_Ehcn: in the censjdiat,

idea of classicism’.* In the termmology “of The Classical Hollywood Cmemc;_:i;ssm— P\A-.A,..‘r s/

ally harmonious narrative is not the ‘dominant’ of any era of Hollywood flm- :1(% N

" making, even if it is present as one key compositional principle®™*This, of course, e, Ritnsi g™
- - g - St pl
removes altogether the motivation for positing a ‘post-classical’ era, since the ', .,

aesthetic features of so-called ‘post-classical’ cinema are revealed to have been an V"'“:;“V“' Sk

aspect of so-called ‘classical’ cinema alil along. e »ffiﬁf"i;’“ -3 :2:

A charge sometimes levelled at Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson is that, for all e o, prarcse,
the wealth of historical detail contained in their work, the description of the“f__‘i;“g:ﬂ
Hf"’;‘—’:;"‘s classical Hollywood mode becomes an ghistorical one, The classical system they o c=er®<.
i &, posit becomes so abstract, generalized and encompassmg that anything can be
‘_\_i}k" assimilated and nothing can make a difference.*’ Dirk Eitzen, for example, has g0,
“~Srlargued that underlying the study by Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson are a set of “\:‘mf:ﬁi‘l‘m—d
functionalist principles, prmc:lples which are most apt for the study of long-term m"‘\'
historical processes. But to the extent that a functionalist account is designed to a8 AW/W
explain how a given system perpetuates itself and remains s _)Ele over long WMB
periods, historical development may appear to be sidelihed. et

While E?xtzenwnotes that such functionalism is much more robust and subtle b
than its detractors. ‘claim, and that it is perhaps the only theory which accounts S~ "‘v\,x.i
for long-term historical development while avoiding teleological assumptions, he w

nevertheless points out that functionalism has its limitations. These limitations m*"w

i

m""ll.:\"

. . . _ isod h N
become apparent precisely in the study of briefer historical episodes, when oot

I

the intentions and interventions of both individual and institutional agents — the . iR N
vadm\mﬁ

,V-JM«U- '\'i:—"aqvvv‘ﬁk. ot

[RS8
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things that account for the events which force the system either to recrient itself,
or collapse — take on more weight than the longer-term patterns and con-

| Arrerp-Ziess straints.” Arguing along similar lines, Henry Jenkins suggests that there is a
3l nw-’.\.S‘M !
| btk [, ‘necessary process of experimentation and accommodation which surrounds the
J lmmu adoption of alien aesthetic norms into the dominant classical system’,* a process
15 ok G gt which Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson tend to downplay in favour of the ultimate
i assimilation 9& g\lﬂlen elements within the existing system. In its eagerness to
oo vrerfavoid overstatement regarding the ‘subversiveness’ of this film or that genre, the
it o el omfunctionalist bent of The Classical Hollywood Cinema perhaps flattens the local and
TS L,,EL_!L immediate experience of change and discontinuity.
: 51’*;1"::;;&:*—“ As the Annales historians have taught us, however, history consists of many
Tt e *Wuﬂayers which change at very different rates, and stasis W a fact of history as

e
i M;‘c_:,—%ﬁi o ds change. Bordwell, Staiger and Thompson do not story; rather, their
i AsfaviRe . R . . s
1 e ui g “";{W “account implies that there are various levels of historical change and development.

) RSt g,

; There is a history of devices, but this'is distinct from the history of the functions of

e R N

TN Ry bske,
3 r[vﬁ;ﬁvg‘_« ev:ces,\a.nd from the hlstog of the relatmns between the systems within _vg*}ll_g\h

for sach subverSlon are h.lgh ‘indeed — the contmmty of class;cxsm is argued for
in part by contrasting the American art film with more radically different

R
éUﬂJWAw

J;? oei18 kinds of cinema, such as the ‘counter-cinema’ of Jean-Marie Straub and Daniéle

J{"g_"‘- F*éey Huillet. To argue that Elsaesser’'s New Hollywood fails to mark an epochal
[ oy |divide is, thus, hardly to argue that a shift had not occurred at a less funda-
} | mental level. _

| mate-wmr,  This problem — a lack of clarity about what aspect of Hollywood is being

red'o
‘ *.:,:_mmw,r,& discussed — is one that has frequently afflicted debate around classical and ‘post-

[P

A

classical’ Hollywood. Critics have often .argued at cross-purposes with one
another, rushing to judgement without checking the scope of the problem or
being clear about the purview of their arguments. No matter what other factors
are relevant — including the careful empirical study of a representative body of
films — assessing the plausibility of arguments concerning classicism and post-
classicism will require that we begin by considering the breadth-and nature of the
claims being made.
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ible specialization’ is derived from the work of Michael Piore and Charles Sabel; see
especially The Second Industrial Divide: Possibilities for Prosperity (New York: Basic Books,
1984). A very useful discussion of ‘flexibility’ in relation to film and other media can
be found in Michael Curtin, *On edge: culture industries in the neo-network era’, in
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Chapter 2

‘Nobody knows everything’

Post-classical historiographies and
consolidated entertainment

Richard Maltby

Griffin (Tim Robbins):  [The story] lacked certain elements that we
need to market a film successfully.

June (Greta Scacchi):  'What elements? _

Griffin: Suspense, laughter, violence, hope, heart,
nudity, sex, happy endings. Mainly happy
endings.

The Player (1992}

As a classical metanarrative, the history of classical Hollywood cinema lacks
only one element: a happy ending Its resolution is problematic, untidy and
uncertain. Among its chroniclers, there is no consensus as to when (if ever)

classical Hollywood ended. But whenever its final scenes are set, they are seen to
act out a prolonged declin declme The metaphors of evolution that brought Hollywood
from primitivism to maturity aré replaced by notions of decadence and decay. The
Tast three decades of Hollywood's history are most often presented as a story of
failed promise: the promises made to, or at least believed by, that generation of
critics who espoused cinema as ‘the most important art of the twentieth century,’
and constructed its study as an academic discipline.' In his historical survey of
American cinema, John Belton entitles the section on contemporary Hollywood
‘“The failure of the new’, .and invokes Fredric Jameson in support of his account
of contemporary Hollywood as ‘stylistically youthful and inventive but politically
conservative’, constrained by ‘the inability to say anything that has not already
been said. . . . The authentic expression of ideas that took place in the past is today
replaced by quotation and allusion to that authentic expression, 2 By the 19805, he
concludes, the continuity of the Hollywood tradition had begun to fall apart:

Each new film existed in an aesthetic vacuum, though it continued to
compete with the box-office statistics of its predecessors, Audiences who ‘
expected little were enthralled by the little they got. And they had even
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