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This thesis is a study of German cinema of the late 1980s to mid 1990s. The complex 
relationship between this period of German filmmaking and the earlier body of German fihns 
collectively known as the New German Cinema is fundamental to the thesis, and is reflected 
in the choice of term 'post-New German Cinema' in its title. 

Post-New German Cinema is considered from a variety of perspectives. The starting point 
of the thesis is an examination of how certain paradigms within contemporary 61m 
historiography impact upon the narration of German film history. Post-New German Cinema 
is then considered in terms of economic, industrial and political structures which have 
underpinned this form of cultural production. Following this, discourses in which notions of 
post-New German Cinema have been constructed by various writers and institutions are 
discussed in detail. Finally, m^or tendencies within post-New German Cinema are identified 
and explored in a series of case studies examining key figures and texts. 
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The original starting point for this thesis was a simple question: what had become of 

the New German Cinema? An interest in New German Cinema led me to question what had 

happened to the group of directors who had come to be associated with its catch-all name. As 

I began to undertake research for this thesis, I therefore wished to address a series of 

questions such as, when, if at all, had this era of FRG film-making come to an end? Why had 

it in &ct "ended"? Who had decided that it had "ended"? What type of cinema had succeeded 

it? Why did contemporaiy German cinema attract so little interest now in Anglo-American 

academic discourses? Had directors of the New German Cinema exerted any lasting influence 

on any FRG film-makers who emerged after their period of prominence? In retrospect, many 

of these questions, although pertinent, now seem quite simplistic to me. Nevertheless, I 

would hope that this thesis would still go a long way towards addressing each of them. 

I initially chose the term "post-New German Cinema" as a working title for this thesis, 

but I have decided to retain it for a number of reasons. For Anglo-American readers interested 

in film, the term is intended to perh^s raise some similar questions to those with which I 

began this thesis such as, "whatever happened to the New German Cinema?" or "what came 

after it?" During the course of this thesis however, I will employ the term "post-New German 

Cinema" in other ways. Specifically, the prefix "post" is meant to invoke a key paradigm 

which informs this entire research project, namely that "post-New German Cinema" implies 

elements of departure 60m, as well as continuities with, the New German Cinema. 

In the title of this thesis, I have upended the dates "1988-1995" to the term "post-

New German Cinema". I must emphasise that these dates are meant to be arbitrary and are 

emphatically not intended to constitute any sort of Gxed periodisation: they do not mean that I 

consider the New German Cinema to have been suddenly and dramatically usurped by a new 

"movement" around 1987 or 1988. In fact, my term "post-New German Cinema" is not meant 

to signify a unified movement at all. The fact that the period 1988 to 1995 also encompasses 

fimdamental changes to the German polity in the form of the collapse of the GDR in 1989 

and unification in 1990 will undoubtedly imbue the dates I have chosen with additional 

potential significance for some readers. However, I wish to maintain that this is first and 

foremost a study of "post-New German Cinema" rather than "post-Reunification" or "post-

Cold War" German Cinema. The catalyst for this thesis, as I have already mentioned, has 

been a desire to study the German film industry of the late 1980s and early 1990s (in the 

broadest sense of this term) in relation to its own past, and people's perceptions and memories 

of that past. I shall outline this historiographical approach at greater length in Chapter One. 

Since beginning postgraduate research, I have become more and more convinced that 

auteur criticism has enjoyed an unhealthy dominance in film studies, and especially within 

German film studies. Within this field of research, discussion of the manifold texts which 
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comprise the meta-text "German cinema" (not only actual film texts but also the multi-

authored texts of directors' and stars' careers), has been governed by this mode of criticism 

more than any other. Auteurism has acted as a primary agent in determining which films are 

held to be worthy of discussion: film texts which are not generally regarded as the product of 

an ostensibly great creative mind or as part of a significant fikn "movement" are often 

marginalised. Popular genre 61ms of the 1970s such as Ein knmischer Heiliger (Klaus 

Lemke, 1978) which could not easily be categorised as "New German Films" are a case in 

point. Moreover, the ideology of auteurism has sometimes served as an epistemological 

barrier to alternative forms of film criticism, as my initial indifference to other theories 

testifies. As Chapter One illustrates, I advocate an eclectic approach to 61m studies which 

still allows for the incorporation of insights of the auteur theory school without altogether 

capitulating to its influence, or for that matter that of any other single Theory of 61m. 

As I gradually withdrew 6om an auteuhst posidon in my thinking about cinema, since 

it was proving to be an inadequate means of dealing with the object of my research, new 

questions emerged, and existing questions came to be 6amed in somewhat different terms, as 

will be evident in the composition of this thesis. Moreover, I came to realise that my starting 

point itself demanded re-evalua6on: in the same way that modernist art is not synonymous 

with modem culture as a whole, so the labels 'WMforeMAiMo" and "New German Cinema" do 

not adequately account for all 61mmAking in the FRG 6'om the 1962 Oberhausen Manifesto 

to the early 1980s. "German cinema" was (and had for a long time been) a far more diverse 

6eld of cultural produc6on than had been commonly assumed by some academics outside the 

FRG. As a consequence of these insights, my research became less centred upon prevailing 

understandings of German cinema in the late 1980s and early 1990s as a move away 6om a 

director-dominated art cinema. Instead, I began to invesdgate this cinema in its own right as a 

highly complex and varied 6eld of cultural production. An important aspect of this was to 

consider post-New German Cinema in economic and industrial terms, which is the subject 

matter of Chapter Two. 

German 61ms of the late 1980s and early to mid 1990s form a body of texts which has 

been largely disregarded by Anglo-American branches of film cridcism and cultural studies 

to date. This trend has not gone unnodced: Silberman (1995: ix) has observed that 

"Historical overviews of world cinema emphasize three German contributions to the international canon: the 

innovative use of the camera in expressionist films of the early twenties; the unprecedented politicization of the 

entire cinema apparatus during the Third Reich; and the emergence of a "new wave" cinema in the seventies that 

combined innovative aesAetics with socially conscious narratives. The focal points in the history of German 

cinema have been the object of intense and sophisticated investigation, but at the same time the efforts to 

highlight these historical contributions have produced gaps." 

In this research project, it is my intention to consider one of the "gaps" which Silberman 

shows to have been created by historians of the German cinema. The particular gap which 
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concerns me in this historical narrative is the one between the ostensible end of the New 
German Cinema in the 1980s, and the mid 1990s. 

While a fluny of studies of the New German Cinema have been published (and on 

occasion, revised) in Britain and America between the mid 1970s and the present day\ most 

do not choose to extend their scope very far into the period with which I am concerned. In 

these film histories, a broad consensus emerges. The "New German Cinema" is generally held 

to have been ushered in by the 1962 "Oberhausen Manifesto" (regarded as a declaration of 

intent by idealistic young film-makers), to have attained a peak of cultural signiGcance and 

critical interest in the mid-to-late 1970s, and to have been in rapid decline, or even to have 

"died" during the early-to-mid 1980s. A general agreement exists then among historians of 

the New German Cinema that this particular "era" of German national cinema long ago drew 

to a close. Discussion of what followed in its aftermath has however received little attention 

in British and American film studies, as I will show in Chapter Three. 

The principal objectives of this research project are therefore to attempt to account for 

the neglect of contemporary German cinema by 61m historians and cultural theorists, and 

more importantly, to undertake a critical film history of post-New German Cinema. 

Groundwork for this thesis consisted of compiling a detailed Glmography of German 

cinema features made between 1988 and 1995 (this is included at the end of the thesis); 

viewing relevant films on video, at arthouse and mainstream cinemas in the UK and 

Germany, and at film festivals (London and Berlin); examining reviews, journal and 

magazine articles and items in the American, British and (jerman cinema trade press; and 

considering appropriate critical and Glm theories relating to the period. The latter fell into 

two categories: firstly, critical work on the nature of contemporary culture and society in 

Germany and Europe; and secondly, writings on historiography and film historiography. 

In the light of my reading and viewing, the following areas seem to me to be especially 

pertinent to the body of texts that I have chosen to study, and therefore set the agenda for the 

start of this thesis. Firstly, critical methodologies which are best suited to undertaking this 

project; in other words, the nature of film historiography in the late twentieth century, and 

issues con&onting film historians at this time (Chapter One). Secondly, the conditions of 

production, distribution and exhibition for post-New German Cinema (Chapter Two). 

Thirdly, the ways in which notions of post-New German Cinema have been constructed 

within various discourses (in Germany and elsewhere), and the global reception of German 

films of the late 1980s and 1990s (Chapter Three). Finally, film modes which have 

predominated in the geographical territory of the FRG during this time and the reasons I 

would propose for this (Chapter Four). 

Examples include Corrigan (1994), Elsaesser (1989), Franklin (1983), Green (1988), Knight (1996) and 
Sandfbrd (1982). 
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In this chapter, I aim to establish the methodological basis of this research project. 

The object of my studies, German cinema from 1988 to 1995, constitutes a period of cultural 

production within a specific artistic mediimi (the feature 6hn) at a specific historical moment 

(post-Cold War) in a specific geographical region (Germany)^ and as such, could potentially 

be discussed 6om any number of different academic perspectives^. For example, German 

cinema of the late 1980s to mid 1990s could be examined in terms of how it relates to the 

rapidly changing global sociopolitical climate of the period (especially the radical social and 

political changes of 1989 and 1990 in the GDR and FRG), or to other manifestations of 

German or "Western" culture of the time, or of how it contributes to the historical 

development of either German culture, or the medium of cinema, or indeed German cinema. 

While I hope to touch on all of these issues to at least some extent in the chapters that follow, 

none constitutes the principal ra/fOM (/le/rg of this project. 

In this thesis, I have chosen to approach my subject matter 6om a difkrent 

perspective than those mentioned above. For me, questions of film historiography are of 

primary concern. I conceive this research project to be first and foremost an exercise in film 

history writing, and I aim to take account of and reflect contemporary debates in film 

historiogr^hy in writing it - historiographical considerations will be 6)regrounded 

throughout. It is my contention that questions of historiography have often been inadequately 

interrogated in the Geld of German Film Studies in the past, to the detriment of this academic 

discipline. Film history writing does not boast a large body of theoretical work unlike certain 

other specialisms within Film Studies, such as 61m spectatorship. Within film historiogr^hy, 

the auteurist school of film criticism has also tended to predominate, marginalising 

alternative approaches, and consequently impeding a better understanding of German 

cinema's development over time. For all of these reasons, this chapter addresses this and other 

aspects of 61m historiography - a necessary process before writing a history of the period 

1988 to 1995 in German cinema. 

In the discourse of cinematic research, the practice of film history writing is certainly 

in need of a greater degree of theorising than has previously been the case, as the very limited 

number of works on the subject listed in my Bibliography testifies. A consensual "common 

sense" approach which has been subjected to little methodological problematisation has 

^ I would qualify this statement by noting that films made by figures associated (fbr whatever reason) with 
Germany, or which are part-financed by monies originating in Germany have also been regarded by some film 
writers as constituting "German films". I will discuss this matter at greater length later in this thesis. 
^ It should be noted at this juncture that throughout this thesis, I employ the terms "cinema" and "film" in their 
broadest possible senses to encompass film-makers, the cinematic ^paratus, film texts, film audiences, and the 
social and economic conditions of production, distribution, exhibition and consumption of films. 
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traditionally held sway among many film historians, and it is this with which I particularly 

wish to take issue in this chapter. 

Before proceeding with my analysis of film history writing in these terms, an 

important clarification needs to be made. Following Nash & Neale (1977: 77), I would like to 

suggest that the relationship between film and history can take three principal manifestations: 

"the histoiy of cinema, history in cinema, and cinema in history". In other words, the 

relationship may be articulated in three m^or ways: the narration of cinema's development, 

cinema's narration of (versions of) history, and cinema's participation in the development of 

(versions of) history. In my account I will limit myself to addressing the 6rst of these 

articulations, although this is not to deny that each are worthy of debate^. 

It is therefore my intention in this chapter to interrogate film historiography (which I 

define as the methodologies which have been employed in the narration of cinema's 

development). Having offered my critique of existing film historiographical practices, I 

propose a number of paradigms of a film historiography which take account of relevant 

insights offered by historians and theorists of other backgrounds and disciplines. These 

paradigms will then form the basis of the historiographical practices that I employ in my 

account of the post-New German Cinema &om Chapter Two onwards. 

The writing of film history now occupies a contested territory between at least four 

larger (but overlapping) academic discourses: Film Studies, history, post-structuralist critical 

theory, and cultural studies. The writing of film histories caimot be said to be the preserve of 

any one of these discourses, as it is a practice which has been undertaken by academics with 

expertise in each of them (and various combinations thereof). However, before the 1970s (the 

period before critical theory and cultural studies began to grow in influence within academic 

circles), discursive practices ^propriated 6om the discourses of Film Studies and history 

went comparatively unchallenged in the narration of film history. 

According to David Bordwell (1996: 27), "Film history as a scholarly pursuit is of 

even more recent vintage than film theory and criticism". Until the 1970s, the field of film 

historiography was very much dominated by what Thomas Elsaesser (1986: 246) has termed 

"the surveys and overviews, the tales of pioneers and adventurers", wherein evaluation of the 

creative activities of film-makers, the aesthetic nature of film texts, and the technological 

development of the cinematic apparatus formed the principal agenda for historical discussion. 

^ Writings on cinema's narration of (versions of) history include Short, K.R.M. (ed.) 1981. feafwre Ff/mr ay 
(London: Croom Helm), and Sorlin, P. 1980. 7%e Ff/m m //iyfo/y (Oxford: Blackwell); for more on 

cinema's participation in the development of (versions) of history see Rosenstone, R.A. 1995. Kw/ow fAg 
fAe CAa/Zengg fo Ow Mea London: Harvard UP, and fKWg 8 (2), "Film and 

Social History". 
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and accounts of the role of fihn audiences were most conspicuous by their absence, except 

anecdotall/*. This school of 61m historiography is discussed at some length below. 

The "surveys and overviews" school of film history to which Elsaesser refers is very 

much a part of the empiricist tradition of historical discourse - film histories of this type were 

(and often still are) written from an implicit assumption that Truth is resident some^^stere "out 

there", fully formed, waiting to be gauged by our senses (Allen & Gomery, 1985: 233). 

Empiricism posits Truth (and therefore knowledge) as existing entirely of itself and already 

fully formed, and the critic (or historian), whose role is misleadingly self-construed as 

"invisible" and "neutral", is implicitly reduced to a largely passive collector of observable 

data. In spite of this, empiricist historiography establishes a simple teleology of the historian 

as an authoritative source of wisdom about a potentially all-knowable past, and the historical 

narrative as an exercise in exposition of knowledge that the historian succeeds in 

"discovering" about that past. Furthermore, the historian's role and authority are rarely 

questioned by those who would unquestioningly adhere to the empiricist creed, with 

variations between accounts by different empiricist historians being attributed to the extent of 

the skills that each is capable of displaying in "uncovering" historical "truths". 

In the "surveys and overviews" school of empiricist 61m historiogr^hy, I would argue 

that the following narrative practices have been the most widespread: a tendency to categorise 

film histories in terms of movements or eras; the widespread use of the narrative device of 

focussing on m^or events; and a prevailing desire to canonise ostensibly signiScant Sgures 

and 61ms. A good example of all of these tendencies within the tradition of German film 

history writing would be Manvell and Fraenkel's 1971 work The German Cinema, for a long 

time a standard text for university courses in German film history. 

Surveys and overviews invariably arrange texts in discreet periods, whether by 

common "modes of 61m practice"^ ("Art Cinema"; "Genre Cinema"); by genre ("The 

Film"; "The Road Movie"); by the geographical origin of 61m texts ("Weimar Cinema"; "East 

German Cinema"); by grouping together a series of contemporaneous 61m-makers to whom a 

distinguishing set of characteristic styles, techniques or values are attributed ("the 

"New Hollywood directors"); or even by the technological status of the 

cinematic apparatus at a given point in the past ("The Silent Era"; "The Sound Film"). After 

being "identi6ed" by the 6Im historian, the proposal of an era vsdthin this form of 61m history 

is traditionally couched in the language of the authoritative pronouncement of a or Event, 

for example, "The Coming of Sound" (this is an archetypally empiricist strategy). Over time, 

a degree of consensus is conventionally reached among 61m historians with regard to 

"important" eras of 61m history as J.C. Ellis (1995: vii) notes: 

^ The most famous of these was perhaps the tale of film audiences fleeing in terror at the sight of Gorky's 
footage of an onrushing train in the 1890s. 
^ This is Bordwell's term; cf. Bordwell, D, Staiger, J. & Thompson, K. 1985. C/wma, 
London: Routledge. 
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"Among film scholars and critics, it is generally agreed that for brief periods certain countries made seminal 

contributions to the development of film and contenL Of course, there are brilliant individual film makers who 

exist outside the construct and countries whose achievements are parallel. Even admitting the Procrustean 

limitations of any kind of historical scheme, this one has proven serviceable and does permit variation and 

amendment with relative ease." 

The potential for straightforward "variation and amendment" of surveys and overviews by 

film historians as time passes is in my view not as great as Ellis suggests. It has taken a 

considerable body of research in recent years to even begin to overturn very long-established 

understandings of early cinema (i.e. that of the 1890s and 1900s), for example^. Moreover, 

wholly empiricist overviews of "World Cinema History", the most prominent purveyors of 

the methodology I have described, are not only remarkably stagnant, but are also marked by 

conservatism and Hollywood- and Euro-centrism: virtually every published American and 

Western European example of the last two decades has incorporated sections on the 

beginnings of cinema, American silent Sim, Soviet Montage, German Expressionism, early 

American sound films, Italian Neo-Realism, the French New Wave, New German Cinema 

and New Hollywood Cinema^. 

I am not arguing here for a wholesale abandonment by film historians of the narrative 

device of constructing movements and eras in film histories; rather, I am suggesting that the 

film historian needs to reflect on the inherent danger of such devices, namely, that they can 

become an instrument that stifles debate and inhibits understanding, rendering 61m histories 

as totalising narratives. The theorist Jean-Francois Lyotard (1984: 37) expresses his 

misgivings on this matter as follows: 

"The grand narrative has lost its credibility, regardless of what mode of unification it uses, regardless of whether 

it is a speculative narrative or a narrative of emancipation." 

Lyotard claims that contemporary times (for him, "the postmodern") are marked by a 

widespread scepticism in the credibility of metanarratives (totalising explanatory systems of 

thought). Although he concedes that narrative per se is still viable and fundamental, he is of 

the opinion that all "grand narratives" (for example, Christianity and liberalism) and even 

ostensibly progressive narratives grounded in Marxism have become discredited since they 

have not delivered their promised Utopias. Conceptions of humankind as a universal, 

collective subject are also rejected by Lyotard, as they fail to take account of diGerence (race, 

gender, class and so forth). It is this exclusionary tendency of master narratives, which silence 

or exclude other discourses in order to privilege homogeneity over heterogeneity. 

^ Elsaesser (1996) is an important contribution to German Olm studies in this regard. 
^ See Mast (1985), Bordwell & Thompson (1993) and Ellis (1995). These three standard texts display a striking 
degree of consensus as to which moments in world cinema history are to be regarded as the most significant Ibr 
film historians. 
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universalism over pluralism, their own version of "Truth" over others', to which Lyotard 
particularly objects. 

The writing of film history, by its very nature, constitutes an act of narrative 

production. Lyotard's proclamation of the death of metanarratives (but not that of narrative 

itself) clearly holds profound implications for all film historians. For example, exclusionary 

narrative techniques, such as those employed in film history narratives which are presented as 

self-evident "truth", have clearly lost much of their credibility, and it is consequently 

incimibent on film historians to take account of this; for example, by avoiding exaggerated or 

homogenising claims and sweeping generalisations. These are tendencies which have been 

particularly pronounced within much film history writing, including several narratives of 

German cinema's past, as I shall show during the course of this thesis (histories of the New 

German Cinema are a notable case in point, as Ch^ters Three and Four demonstrate). 

Moreover, I aim to counteract these metanarrational devices in my own approach to film 

historiography, which I set out later in this ch^ter. 

A long-standing conceptualisation of history has linear time punctuated or shaped by a 

series of events that are held to be particularly signiGcant by the historian. Straw (1991: 238) 

contends that most 61m historians have adopted this teleological model: 

"traditional historiographical practice would take the event as givm, usually under die evidence of a proper 

name or categorical label [..] and regard the relationship to such an event o f existing documentation as a purely 

transparent, referential one." 

This practice has exerted a strong influence upon empiricist surveys and overviews common 

to much film history writing. Histories of the cinematic apparatus have often been 

demarcated by allegedly significant technological "inventions" (the cinematograph, sound, 

colour), while film texts have sometimes been grouped according to perceived artistic 

iimovations (camerawork, lighting, editing). Event-based histories of cinema emerging &om 

non-academic (especially popular and journalistic) discourses, A^ch often prioritise 

capitalist ideologies of social or artistic success (lists of award winners) and economic excess 

(the spiralling production costs and box office receipts of Hollywood blockbusters), have also 

had a tangible impact on this school of film historiography. The film text itself has also been 

treated as an "event" of sorts for a variety of reasons, such as alleged aesthetic value, cost, 

notoriety, or popular appeal. This tendency is most pronounced in the "masterpiece" school of 

film historiogr^hy, which I will consider shortly when I discuss canonisation. 

Conceptualisations of history as the sum of achievements of a few "great men" have 

their origins in both the conservative ideology of individualism and in Romanticist 

idealisations of the autonomous creative artist. The ideological proximity of the following 

assertions made by, respectively, the early 19th Century conservative thinker Thomas Carlyle 
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(quoted in 1995: 1) and the late 20th Century American fihn historian Gerald Mast (1985: 3), 

is indicative of the enduring influence of this particular philosophy of history: 

"as I take K Universal History, the history of what man f f /cj has accomplished in this world, is at bottom Ae 

History of the Great Men who have worked here. They were the leaders o f men, these great ones; the modellers, 

patterns, and in a wide sense creators, of whatsoever the general mass o f men contrived to do or to attain; all 

things that we see standing accomplished in the world are properly the outer material result, the practical 

realisation and embodiment, of Thoughts that dwelt in the Great Men sent into the world: the soul of the whole 

world's history, it may justly be considered, were the history of these." 

"A study of eighty-five years of film history has led me to make one basic assumption: no truly great film has 

ever been made without the vision and unifying intelligence of a single mind to create and control die whole 

film. Just as there is only one poet per pen, one painter per canvas, there can only be one creator of a movie." 

Most early Glm histories focusing on the technological development of the cinematic 

apparatus very much belonged to the "great men" tradition; much attention centred on "who" 

had "invented" the cinema^ (here, discourses of nationalism also played an important role^. 

Later, the patriarchal "great men" tradition of historical discourse certainly partially informed 

the awfgwr theory within the discourse of Film Studies, whereby the unifying creative vision 

of an individual (usually male) director was constructed and (generally) celebrated by the 

(usually male) film historian^^. The star system, also predicated upon the fetishization of 

autonomous creativity, led to the publication of a number of star histories in both popular and 

critical discourses. One notable consequence of the "great men" tradition has been the 

creation by film critics and historians of a canon of "great" directors and stars in many 

empiricist film histories. Within German Film Studies, this has been particularly evident: 

discourses around male directors such as Fritz Lang and F.W. Mumau (Weimar Cinema) and 

Rainer Werner Fassbinder, Werner Herzog and Wim Wenders (New German Cinema) have 

been very prominent in determining prevailing conceptions of German Glmmaking as a 

whole. 

In many surveys and overviews of film (as in parallel histories of literature, music and 

fine art), a canon of "great artists" and "m^or films" has been established and perp)etuated. 

The canonization of films is most evident in the "masterpiece" school of 61m history referred 

to above. Here, certain film texts regarded as possessing timeless aesthetic qualities are 

^ Allen and Gomery (1985: 109-130) provide a helpful introduction to "great men" histories of technological 
development in a cinematic context. 
^ The centenary of cinema, which occurred during the 1990s, re-opened these debates, and it was apparent that 
the passing years had scarcely altered their traditional frame of reference: an event was held by the British Film 
Institute in 1995 at which the relative claims of different countries to the "invention" of cinema were debated, 
(or example. 

The "great men" historiographical tradition was not the only reason for the development of auteurism. As 
Straw (1991: 238) notes, auteurist film histories were initially viewed as a much-needed response to the 
reductionist "forest" accounts of early American cinema which appeared in the 1910s and 1920s. 
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problematically isolated &om their historical context and elevated to a state of historical 

transcendence by the fihn historian. Allen and Gomery (1985: 75) have noted the masterpiece 

school's "tendency to hold aesthetic aspects of the cinema apart &om all others, particularly 

economic". The canonization process is Amdamentally ahistorical, de-emphasising the 

cultural, social, political and economic contexts in which films originate, in favour of often 

superficial aesthetic evaluation. It is in short a highly paradoxical narrative choice for a film 

historian, whose principal task is surely to situate filmmaking in a historical context. 

The criteria for a person or text's inclusion in a canon have been an enduring matter of 

coigecture within and between different (both critical and official) discourses^ \ yet as the 

vast m^ority of potential candidates for inclusion (here, film actors, actresses, directors, 

producers and texts) are necessarily omitted in all canons, it may be argued that exclusion is 

the canon's principal distinguishing feature. According to Citron (1993: 15), "canons exert 

tremendous power [..] Their tenacity and authority create the ideology that they are timeless". 

However, Citron continues, this ideology crucially serves to obscure both the social and 

historical conditions under which canons are created, and the social values which are, and 

continue to be, encoded in them. For example, the glaring absence of female directors &om 

many film canons is seldom attributed to patriarchal forces which have sought (and continue 

to seek) to deny female creativity^^; within German Glm canons, female directors have been 

either entirely absent, or treated in a tokenist manner (6gures such as Leni Riefenstahl and 

Margarethe von Trotta are a case in point). This double bind - that canons pretend to be 

"beyond time", while maintaining this illusion over time - certainly has the efkct of 

compounding canons' entrenched position within discourses around cinema. 

The political question as to who is in control of canons (i.e. \ ^ o enjoys the role of 

gatekeeper to a given canon) is much less clear-cut. While film critics (both in the academy 

and in journalistic circles) may have held the keys to the canons of "great films" and "great 

directors" for some time, their privileged position is now subject to attack on a number of 

fronts. Programme schedulers of commercial television channels (which are becoming ever 

more numerous with the advent of cable, satellite and digital television), who are primarily 

concerned with viewing figures and advertising revenues when selecting feature films for 

broadcast, themselves create canons through their programming choices which often display 

marked contrasts with those maintained by Film Studies academics. In the case of German 

cinema for example, a 1994 poll of German film historians, archivists and journalists (source: 

Goethe-Institut, London) yielded a "Top Ten Most Important Films" which included only one 

^ ^ One interesting question for further research is the contrast between strategies of canon-formation adopted by 
film histories informed by the various dominant discursive traditions mentioned previously (fihn studies, history, 
cultural studies and critical theory). 
^ ̂  The racist omission of black artists and texts from "Western" canons has also been exposed, e.g. by Toni 
Morrison in her lecture "Black Matters" (reprinted in her 1992 collection f /qymg aw/ 
/Ag /mag/Maf/oM, London: Harvard University Press, pp.4-5). 
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work, The Blue Angel (Josef von Sternberg, 1931), which has been regularly transmitted on 
German terrestrial and satellite television channels in recent years. 

My initial remarks with regard to Glm canons need to be qualiGed, since the relative 

youth of cinematic canons, coupled with the slow process by which canons are (self)-

perpetuated, has contributed to film's marginal, even contentious, position within both ofGcial 

and academic discourses. As Collins (1993: 86) observes of American cinematic canons, the 

legitimacy of film and television as a sul^ect of study has been attacked by conservatives 

(most notably, by a Secretary of Education during the Reagan administration) for these 

media's alleged destruction of literacy and subsequent negation of the potential reception of 

canonical literary works. FUm canons are thus a fascinating site of political struggle, because 

their paradoxical marginality (how can a canon - an authoritative list of exemplary works of 

art - be marginal?) simultaneously foregrounds and problematises the process of canonization 

itself 

I will now briefly consider other traditional forms of film historiogr^hy. Only a 

handfW of pre-1970s economic histories of film exist (see Allen and Gomery, 1985: 259-

261), many of which are either hagiographies of movie moguls in the "great men" tradition, 

or broadly uncritical business histories of Hollywood studios. Of the few critical economic 

analyses to have emerged from this period, the best-known is F.D. Klingender and S. Legg's 

1937 Marxist critique of the Hollywood film industry, entitled Money behind the Screen 
(London: Lawrence & Wishart). However, economic and industrial analyses have grown in 

importance for Gkn historiography in more recent times, as I shall shortly explain. 

A tradition of "reflectionist" histories of film also existed prior to the 1970s, which 

"posited cinema as the mirror of the social" (Butler, 1992: 414). One of the earliest and best-

known examples of this school of film historiography was Sieg&ied Kracauer's 1947 

"psychological history" of Weimar cinema. From Caligari to Hitler. While this historical 

narrative is undoubtedly an important Ur-text within German Film Studies, such film 

histories do fall within the second category of relationship between film and history 

mentioned previously, i.e. cinema's narration of (versions of) history, so I will not discuss this 

text any further in this context. 

Recent Developments in Film Historiography 

Since the 1970s, film historiography has undergone some quite significant changes, 

and has also been affected by concurrent developments in other academic disciplines. Film 

studies' belated move into the academy since the late 1960s has drastically improved research 

conditions for film historians in America and Europe; for example, archives have become 

increasingly accessible, more theoretical writings have been translated, and a greater amount 

of research fimding has become available. This improvement in the status of Film Studies as 

a whole has also contributed to an increase in the level of inter-disciplinary debate between 

Film Studies and other fields within the Humanities. For example, professional historians 
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with a background in other fields of research have begun to take the practice of film history 

writing rather more seriously than had previously been the case, when Fihn Studies as a 

whole was often regarded as a Mvolous pursuit. Furthermore, the agenda of film history has 

noticeably widened, with histories of business aspects of the movie industry, of fihn 

exhibition, and of developments in cinematic style increasingly appearing on publishers' book 

lists^^. The improvement in academic respectability achieved by film history writing, 

combined with the plethora of innovative writings across a range of critical discourses of 

recent times (feminism, post-structuralism, post-colonialism and so on) which implicitly or 

explicitly attack traditional historiographical practices, has in short helped to bring about 

some reassessment of the prevailing methodologies employed by film historians. 

If there is one matter of broad consensus in post-1970s critical writing which concerns 

(or is applicable to) film historiography, it is that the most common form this field of study 

has taken - the overview or survey - demands to be much more thoroughly interrogated as 

academic research. This rejection is symptomatic of a general loss of fmth in wholly 

empiricist forms of historiography, which is in turn part of the wider "incredulity towards 

metanarratives" diagnosed by Lyotard. I now examine how doubts cast on empiricism as an 

ideology and methodology by these new critical theories have necessitated a valuable 

rethinking of the writing of Ghn history. 

Empiricist historiogr^hy can only ever offer a partial account of its subject matter, 

despite its totalising pretensions. Film histories belonging to this tradition have tended to be 

related by means of metanarratives (sweeping grand narratives) which are presented as self-

evident, hence stifling debate. As we have seen, auteurist or star studies serve to make their 

version of film history more "manageable" by the exclusionary practice of canon formation, 

while event-driven histories relegate "unimportant" events to (at best) footnotes or (at worst) 

oblivion. Recent years have seen the discrediting of the entire empiricist project by some 

theorists for shortcomings such as these, and the viability of alternative approaches has been 

hotly debated. 

A key text in these controversies is Hayden White's lengthy 1973 work Metahistory. a 

"history of historical consciousness in nineteenth-century Europe", which purports to show 

that the past has no inherent, fixed meaning, as is sometimes assumed within empiricist 

historiographies, and that "history" (in its traditional usage) is essentially a constructed text 

(or set of texts). It follows from the assumption that the past is without inherent meaning. 

White argues, that history writing can take two forms: the chronicle which imposes only 

limited meaning on the past (by highlighting certain events in a particular sequence) and is in 

essence open-ended, and the story which does attempt through its narrator to "make sense of 

the past, and adds a degree of closure to aspects of the past. In other words, the latter is a 

narrative like any other, and is as much a fabrication, or work of fiction, as the novel. Keith 

See Bordwell (1996: 26-29). 
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Jenkins (1995: 142) makes the helpful clariGcation that for White, "history is a narrative the 

contents of which are as much imagined or invented as found". 

Jenkins (1995: 143) also reads White's insights in Metahisfnry and his later writings 

(many of which qualify and / or reassess his original assertions) as a call to arms for 

historians informed by contemporary critical theories to attempt to develop a "'deconstructive' 

history that would signal ... its 'resistance to bourgeois ideology' by revising to attempt a 

narrativist mode for the representation of its 'truth.'" Jenkins continues that historiographies 

after White should manifest themselves as "histories of rupture and discontinuity and of 

difkrence and 'the other.'" These proposals are taken up later in this chapter. Another possible 

application of White's valuable formalist analysis of historiography would be for historians of 

film (or historians working in any other Geld) to depart from the prevailing practice of 

6shioning seamless narratives and to instead consciously foreground and problematise the 

modes that White outlines so that their accounts could no longer be construed as being in any 

way "self-evident". 

As White's notion of "modes of ideology" indicates, underlying and shapii^ every 

instance of history writing are a whole set of ideological assumptions which may be viewed 

collectively as a philosophy of history. For example, Allen and Gomery ascribe to (film) 

historians "the goal of explaining change and stasis over time" (1985: 5). For White and his 

followers, even this ostensibly simple contention would be premised on the underlying 

assumption that there exist two dominant, but opposed, philosophies of history: namely 

eternal stasis or incessant change. This type of philosophy of history may in fact be traced 

back at least as fiar as Kant, who discerns three potential conclusions which might be drawn 

Aom the study of historical writing, as White (1987: 65) relates: 

"These [conclusions] were that (I) the human race was progressing continually; (2) the human race was 

degenerating continually; and (3) the human race remained at the same general level of development 

continually." 

The apparently mutually incompatible Kantian positions described by Allen and Gomery are 

all potential products of an empiricist historiographical framewoit, as these superGcially 

simple formulae are in fact further examples of totalising metanarratives. To reiterate: for 

Lyotard and other critical theorists, master narratives of this type are no longer tenable, not 

only because of their inherent reductionism, but more importantly, because they deny the 

chaos and pluralism inherent to contemporary life, or as Chambers (1990: 110) puts it, "The 

pretensions of a historiography, of a his-story, 6agment under the multiple impact of other 

stories." 

A further fundamental difficulty of empiricist historiography thrown into relief by 

theorists such as White and Lyotard is its conception of The Past as an external phenomenon 

which may be comprehended through "objective" study. Remarkably, the role of the person(s) 
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responsible for canying out this study has only relatively recently been widely critiqued in 

historical discourse. Allen and Gomery (1985: 8) remark 

"In recent times historians have [..] become aware of the influence on historical inteiyiretations by the pressures, 

concerns, tendencies, and frames of reference of the historian's age and culture. Culture conditions the way 

historians look at the world, what they think is worth writing about, what they take fbr granted, and how they 

analyze data. These cultural or ideological factors express themselves not only in the historian's conscious 

method and philosophical positions, but more importantly in areas the historian might not even be aware of: 

those vague, unarticulated notions of 'how things are supposed to be', "Ae way people act in most cases', and 

'how the world works'." 

Some academics working in the discourse of Film Studies have made a valuable 

inteijection into debates regarding 61m historiography by drawing attention to the emphasis 

made elsewhere as to the constnictedness of history within discursive traditions; as Nash & 

Neale contend, "History [..] is neither the past as such, nor yet a discourse in which the past is 

revealed, but rather a set of discourses in which the past is constructed" (1977: 77). Research 

of this nature has (somewhat belatedly) served to focus attention on the agent of history's 

construction, the historian. 

As has proved to be the case with so many other executors of power, the historian's 

implication in dominant white, bourgeois, male ideologies (fbr a long time dominant in 

academia) has begun to be exposed by (among others) Lacanian, feminist and post-colonialist 

research. On this point, Ginette Vincendeau (1985: 73) highlights the need fbr a 

"problematisation of the historian', as well as the object of historical research, in terms of 

class, race and gender." Until very recently, film historians have circumvented these issues by 

consistently failing to explicitly acknowledge the philosophy of history to which they adhere 

(Allen and Gomery, 1985: 8), and in this regard they do appear to lag behind their 

counterparts working within other fields of historically-oriented research. 

Although film histories of the "great men" tradition still proliferate in many 

discourses around cinema, especially in the fbrm of awfewr and star studies there has been a 

greater emphasis in recent years on film-making as a communal fbrm of artistic production. 

Within the discourse of Film Studies, this has led to a rather belated 

acknowledgement of the role of film spectators as creators of meaning, and the concurrent 

development of "reception theory". In historically-oriented debates within this area of 

research (which constitutes a significant departure G-om the ahistorical "masterpiece" 

tradition), the ways in which spectators participate in the construction of a film text's meaning 

The canon of "great directors" has now been opened up a little to include some of those previously 
marginalised (i.e. black and female auteurs), although this practice often seems tokenist - note the 
disproportionate amount of attention Spike Lee and Jane Campion have received in the last decade, to the 
detriment of other black and female directors. 
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in different historical and cultural contexts is examined. The text thus becomes a fluid site, 

open to a variety of readings by different viewers (distinguished by race, class, gender and so 

on) at different points in time and in different social and cultural milieus. 

In early 6hn historiography, the text's privileged status was generally unquestioned, as 

I have shown. Post-structuralist critical theory exposed the text as merely "a tissue of 

quotations drawn 6om the innumerable centres of culture" as Barthes f^ously put it (1968: 

146), thereby redrawing the contours of debate for all critical discourse (not least Film 

Studies and history). This had the consequence of leaving film historiography in a temporary 

methodological limbo. 

Within Film Studies, these difficulties were in part addressed by attempts to study 

film audiences. Within academia, these were dominated during the early 1970s by 

psychoanalytically-derived models which sought to theorise an abstract "spectator position" 

in relation to film texts, where "spectatorship was identiGed as purely a function of the 

individual film text" (Judith Mayne, 1993 : 4). A central concern at this time was the 

"subject", the position supposedly accorded to the film viewer by film texts and cinematic 

institutions. In recent years, however, much critical work has problematised and marginalised 

this way of discussing media audiences by ascertaining how 61ms are viewed by actual 

cinema-goers (as opposed to constructed subjects), and how patterns of reception are affected 

by difference (class, race, gender, sexual orientation and so on), a question (initially at least) 

disregarded by psychoanalytical theories of spectatorship. This recent "ethnographic turn" in 

reception studies by critics such as Janet Staiger (1992), Jackie Stacey (1994) and len Ang 

(1996) spears to have arisen out of a Lyotardian mistrust of the conception of a universal 

subject as described above. As a consequence, the greater consideration by film writers in 

recent times accorded to the diverse meanings produced by the readers of texts (that is, 61m 

audiences) has provided a viable alternative to the traditional construction of meaning by a 

critic which is then claimed to be "inherent" to specific texts. As Ang (1996: 4) asserts, 

"studying media audiences is not interesting or meaningful in its own right, but becomes so only when it points 

towards a broader critical understanding of the peculiarities of contemporary culture." 

Reception studies consequently represents an important new avenue of research within Film 

Studies which, I would argue, also deserves to exert a stronger influence on film 

historiography. I will develop this point later in this chapter, and make extensive use of 

certain elements of reception studies in Chapter Three. 

Although late 20th Century critical theories have in retrospect had many beneficial 

effects on the discipline of fihn historiography, as I have started to demonstrate, these 

emerging discourses initially served to marginalise the study and practice of film history in 

Anglo-American FUm Studies in the early and mid 1970s, almost certainly because 

traditional film historiography was made to look somewhat "old fashioned" by these radical 
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new approaches to the study of culture. During this period, traditional fihn historiography 

was more ignored than condemned for its outmoded assumptions and largely uncritical 

methods. Post-structuralist, Althusserian, Lacanian and feminist debates instead determined 

the principal agenda within Fihn Studies, leaving questions of history largely though not 

entirely unaddressed. 

The marginalisation of historiography within Film Studies was not an isolated 

phenomenon: questions of history did tend to su%r neglect within humanities research in 

general during the early 1970s, which was at least partially attributable to growing academic 

interest in nascent critical discourses such as Cultural Studies. However, the end of the 

decade witnessed something of a "return to history", originally within more established 

disciplines such as literary studies (Wiether this represented a progressive or reactionary 

development has been hotly debated). This period has since come to be strongly associated 

with the contested term "New Historicism". H.A. Veeser, in a much-cited attempt to map out 

the contours of New Historicism, has identified five "key assumptions" which "continually 

reappear and bind together [its] avowed practitioners" despite the apparent heterogeneity of 

their approaches (1989: xi), these being 

" 1. that every expressive act is embedded in a netwoHc of material practices; 

2. Aat every act of unmasking, critique, and opposition uses the tools it condemns and risks Mling prey to the 

practices it exposes; 

3. that literary and non-literary texts' circulate inseparably; 

4. that no discourse, imaginative or archival, gives access to unchanging trullis nor expresses inalterable human 

nature; 

5. finally, [...] that a critical method and a language adequate to describe c^italism participate in the economy 

they describe." 

New Historicist research as deGned by Veeser is clearly informed by critical theory 

(especially the work of Roland Barthes and Michel Foucault), and the "assumptions" he lists 

also share much common ground with some versions of the postmodern. This is quite ironic, 

given that for some, the postmodern is characterised by the end of history itself. For Anton 

Kaes (1989a: 216), an advocate of the New Historicists, their attempt at a "return to history" 

builds on the work of theorists of the postmodern such as Lyotard because it 

"blurs the lines between high art and mass culture, between past and present, between the canonized and the 

marginal, and between the 'simulated' and the 'real'. Both New Historicism and postmodernism believe in 

discontinuity and diquncture, in radical pluralism and the decentering of authority, including the authority of the 

author as the autonomous, supreme creator." 

The blurring of binaries to which Kaes refers is certainly reflected in methodological terms in 

New Historicist writings, bearing out Veeser's fifth "assumption" that the languages 

employed in critical discourses are only adequate insofar as they participate in that which they 
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Geertz has termed "thick description", whereby totalising methods are abandoned in favour of 

an intricate interweaving of insights 6om a plethora of discourses; and secondly, painstaking 

reconstructions of specific historical discourses which the historian seeks to "re-enter" in his 

or her research. 

During the 1980s and 1990s, the term New Historicism continued to be associated 

with the field of research in which it originally gained currency (literaiy, and especially 

Renaissance, studies), but it has since entered usage in many other academic discourses. The 

term "New Historicism" now appears to be generally understood as a catch-all label 

connoting a historically-oriented methodology informed by critical theory, and it is in this 

sense that I will employ it in the remainder of this thesis. 

In the context of my discussion, the question arises as to the impact that New 

Historicist criticism (in the most general sense of the term) has had on Film Studies and film 

history writing. As I have already remarked in this chapter, the relatively young discourse of 

Film Studies tends to lag somewhat behind other, longer-established Gelds of research as 

regards methodological practices, and, regrettably, many examples of Ghn history writing 

( \ ^ c h has existed within academia for an even shorter length of time than FUm Studies) 

continue to be Aamed in wholly empiricist terms. 

Anglo-American narratives of the New German Cinema published since the early 

1970s are a good example: the m^ority of histories (especially the earlier ones) constmct a 

canon of notable auteurs (generally male directors) and their 61ms while even those that 

offer a revisionist feminist re-reading of the period tend to employ this methodology^^. What 

is even more striking than this is the degree of homogeneity in most studies of this category 

of cinema in terms of the type of narratives they construct, as Schneider (1996: 34) notes: 

"Despite oAen pronounced difkrences in their theoretical underpinnings and applied methodology, most of these 

books are structured along the same narrative pattern. An introductory chapter describes die German situation in 

the early 1960s as one marked by an accumulation of conditions diat not only had turned it into a cultural 

wasteland but also presented the most formidable obstacles to any attempts at change. At the same time, the 

remaining chapters of these books dwell on, precisely, the impressive and laudable efforts of the "New German" 

directors to overcome these obstacles and redeem the situation." 

It may be seen from Schneider's comments that the outmoded empiricist framing of most 

histories of the "New German Cinema" invariably give rise to the Whitean "mode of 

emplotment" of a conventional romance narrative in which heroic young male auteurs rescue 

the troubled maiden of German national cinema S-om her desperate plight (i.e. the artistic ruin 

See Sandfbrd (1982), Franklin (1983) and Corrigan (1994). 
See Knight (1992a) and FischeOi (1992). 
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communicative, do serve primarily to narrovy the parameters of research in the field of study 

in question because the use of such a strong and distinctive narrative often proves to be very 

enduring. Even the determined challenge to prevailing conceptions of this period of German 

cinema as the domain of the male auteur in the late 1970s by feminist film-makers, critics and 

historians merely tended to do no more than broaden the established canon by adding female 

auteurs such as Margarethe von Trotta and Helke Sander, and film texts such as Die bleieme 

Zeit (1981) and Die allgemeine reduzierte Persdnlichkeit (1979) to the established construct 

"New German Cinema". The female auteurs were again often presented, in Whitean terms, 

within a conventional romance narrative, except that in this case the bastion of patriarchy 

within the New German Cinema was overcome, as opposed to the lack of artistic credibility 

in the older narratives mentioned above. 

It is only with Thomas Elsaesser's 1989 book New German Cinema: A History that a 

non-empiricist, even New Historicist rethinking of Glm historiography of this era appears to 

have taken place for the first time within German Film Studies. Elsaesser undertakes an 

elaborate Foucauldian archaeology of the New German Cinema, intermingling a 

problematised auteurist critique with political and economic analysis (addressing 61m 

funding, distribution, exhibition and reception), as well as insights derived 6om postmodern 

and critical theory. On occasion, his style of writing also bears some resemblance to the 

"thick description" which is characteristic of New Historicist texts. However, a narrative such 

as Elsaesser's is still all too unusual within Glm history writing. It is to be hoped that the 

departure 6om empiricist historiogrz^hy attempted here will prove to be a niodel for future 

film histories. 

Paradigms of a Contemporary, Critically-Tnibrmed Film Historiography 

A caricature of some critical theories would claim that the present time is 

characterised by the end of history itself^ with "history" being a mere fabrication of 

empiricism, serving only to rearticulate and endlessly reproduce dominant ideologies. By 

implication then, it might be argued that to even speak of a "contemporary film 

historiography" is highly problematic. However, films continue to be conceived, financed, 

produced, distributed, exhibited, consumed, remembered and forgotten, and the particular 

nature of these (and other) exchanges and the conditions which predetermine and shape them 

continue to change over time. Consequently, competing narratives of the development of film 

(in all senses) are still of value, even if a single metanarrative of Film History is not, and it is 

this possibility that I intend to pursue in the remainder of this research project. 

By way of a conclusion to this chapter, I would like to propose four paradigms of a 

contemporary film historiography, based upon my discussion of critical theories, cinema and 

historiogr^hy in this chapter. In Chapter Two I will attempt to construct an account of post-

New German Cinema based upon these paradigms. 
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conscious destabilisation of ±e film historian's role through an articulation of positionality 

(how the film historian's own class, race, gender, ideological afGliations, assumptions, etc. 

impact upon the historiography) and of methodology (the film-historical and film-

historiographical context), a foregrounding of the constructedness of the film histoiy being 

written (following White's formalist critique of histoiy writing), and an emphasis on the 

possible consequences of the research (its potential for being accepted as an authoritative, 

prescriptive version of "the past", for example). 

A decentering of authority also demands a destabilisation of methodology, most 

urgently as regards the undermining of prevailing notions of authorship of film texts: an 

unproblematised auteurist approach to the study of cinema is no longer tenable, as I have 

stated previously. Film histories should also seek to be more inclusive, drawing on work &om 

all areas of Film Studies and other relevant research. In other words, they should be better 

informed by reception theory and studies of spectatorship than has been the case in the 

empiricist tradition, giving greater weight to 61m audiences as creators of meaning. 

The second paradigm, following Lyotard, is an avoidance of metanarrational devices. 

UniGed linear development narratives predicated upon events or "great men" (or women) 

rather run against the grain of contemporary thought, where greater emphasis is often placed 

on discontinuity and rupture than on continuity and flow. Following New Historicist thick 

description techniques, a tapestry comprised of partial, relativised accounts &om a range of 

perspectives (aesthetic, political, social, economic, to name but a few) would instead provide 

the historical-contextual underpinning of a critically-informed film historiography. Individual 

film texts, for example, would be treated as a fundamentally fluid site where a multitude of 

different discourses may be played out at speciGc historical moments. This should not be 

taken to mean that traditional ^proaches to the study of film texts should be abandoned 

wholesale; rather that they should be read against tesh insights from new avenues of research 

within Film Studies. 

The third paradigm I would propose is a problematisation of dominant binaries. 

Oppositional constructions such as art cinema versus popular film are proving increasingly 

inadequate to describe the processes of production, distribution, exhibition and consumption 

of films, confirming the prevailing hypothesis that binary distinctions such as that between 

"high" and "low" culture are being blurred. Similarly, film history writing also needs to 

acknowledge that constructions of national or supra-national cinemas (Hollywood vs Europe) 

are also becoming deeply problematic in an age of cultural crossovers, international 

coproduction and multinational exhibition and distribution. 

The last paradigm of a critically-informed film historiography I would suggest is an 

articulation of pluralism. The most radical of the four in terms of its break &om the empiricist 
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tradition, this would require an adoption of practices which counteract the ahistorical, 

exclusionary and prescriptive process of canon formation. This would not merely entail an 

end to lists of "signiGcant" Ehn texts, stars and auteurs, but a concerted aOempt to account for 

difkrence in Glm-historical terms. Consideration of the ways in which cinemas or aspects of 

cinema have been marginalised geographically, politically, socially, economically, or in terms 

of race or gender in different historical-cultural contexts would then be accorded a new 

centrality. 
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In this chapter, I present an economic and political analysis of the post-New German 

film industry, before considering post-New German films in terms of their reception in 

Chapter Three, after which I discuss a series of film texts and figures I associate with post-

New German Cinema in Chapter Four. I have a number of reasons for choosing this particular 

structure for my narrative of post-New German Cinema, which I will shortly outline in the 

section below. 

I have already asserted that it is deeply problematic to establish any fixed 

periodisation in a film historiography. The variety of dates which have been put forward 

when the New German Cinema is alleged to have "ended", most notably 1982, when Rainer 

Werner Fassbinder (for many its key director) died, and a conservative government was 

returned to power for the first time since the 1960s, are very much a case in poinL Most 

obviously, such a pedantic choice of cut-off point would mean that canonical Ghns of the 

New German Cinema such as Wim Wenders' Paris, Texas (1984) and Per Himmel uber 

Berlin (1987), Edgar Reitz's Heimat (1984), Margarethe von Trotta's Rosa Luxemburg 

(1986), and Werner Herzog's Cobra Verde (1988) would of necessity be denied the label 

"New German Films", when in fact all have been discussed as such by film critics and 

I wish to emphasise that die dates I have chosen simply denote an eight-year period of 

film-making in Germany which occurred at a point in time shortly aAer the New German 

Cinema's period of pre-eminence. The dates are not intended to have any significance beyond 

this, nor are they intended to be in any way prescriptive of an era of post-New German 

Cinema. In this regard it certainly goes without saying that the year 1995, with which my 

analysis ends, is not meant to in any way signal the conclusion of the post-New German era. 

Rather more mundanely, it represents the point at which I had no choice but to conclude my 

primary research and commence work on this thesis. 

The close proximity of this piece of research to the period with which it deals is 

naturally precarious. Any trends that I identify (or, more accurately, construct) in my analysis 

of post-New German Cinema in what follows may well continue beyond 1995 or they may 

equally prove to be short-lived or illusory. 

The Post-New German Fihn Industry 

In Part One of this chapter, "The German Film Market", I examine the FRG's film 

marketplace (by which I refer to the market for theatrical releases of films) between 1988 and 

1995 in a European and global context. I begin by scrutinising data regarding the FRG film 

market during these years provided by film industry bodies, the international 61m trade press 
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of post-New German films within this marketplace. Here I consider patterns of Glm-going in 

Germany, specifically with regard to the domestic performance of indigenous film 

productions in competition with other film texts in the marketplace, and in the process 

attempt to contextualise Germany and post-New German cinema's role in the global film 

market. 

In Part Two, "The In&astructure of the post-New German Film Industry", I examine 

the underlying structures which caused post-New German films to come into being: here, 

issues of 61m fimding and subsidy are of paramount concern. I highlight what I regard as 

broad developments in the industry's in&astructure, in particular the changing conditions of 

funding of post-New German Cinema at regional, federal and European levels between 1988 

and 1995. 

The composition of this chapter should not be taken to mean that I am simply 

proposing to impose an orthodox Marxist base-superstructure model of economic activity as a 

metanarrative of post-New German film pmduction, employing the totalisii^ methods that 

some film writers have occasionally appropriated 6om political and economic theory when 

constructing histories of national cinemas. I must emphasise that I do not feel such an 

approach is invalid per se - in fact I myself will pragmatically make use of appropriate 

elements of this methodological &amework where I feel it is illuminating to do so - rather, I 

would hold that its propagation by some as a totalising explanatory mode for critical 

discourse in this domain is misleading and often inaccurate. To return to my initial point, the 

following account of the industry &om a political and economic point of view is presented as 

a further set of perspectives on German film-making between 1988 and 1995, A^ereby it is 

my hope that productive links may be forged between the alternative approaches undertaken 

in each chapter. 

In this chapter, and especially in Part One, a considerable amount of statistics about 

the German film industry are put forward^ as the basis 6)r a number of my arguments. I 

would hold that it is as yet fairly unconventional for writers on fihn and 6)r other cultural 

critics working in the humanities (as opposed to the social sciences) to make extensive use of 

statistical information, which probably derives &om widespread misgivings towards so-called 

"empirical data". On this point, I acknowledge the importance of interrogating the ways and 

means in which data was originally collected and collated, and the need to ensure that 

unsustainable claims are not made for any of the data I cite. 

My methodological justification for quoting statistics is threefold. Firstly, the ways in 

which data about the film industry circulates constitute a further interesting and important 

^ See Appendices One and Two. 
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source of information about the nature of post-New German Cinema, which has oAen been 

neglected by film historians, and this is an oversight that I want to help to redress. Secondly, 

it is actually helpful to invoke statistics in order to deconstruct and destabilise some of the 

wild claims (most frequently arising Aom ideologies of artistic "success") which have been 

made in the specific case of German Cinema (especially the auteur school of film criticism 

and film history writing). Lastly, reference to the discourse of audiovisual media data meets 

my requirement set out in Chapter One of constructing diverse interlinked perspectives on 

post-New German Cinema. 

It is moreover possible to have a certain degree of conGdence in the relative accuracy 

and validity of the data about the FRG's film industry at the time at which I write. According 

to the European Audiovisual Observatory (hereafter referred to in this chapter as the EAO), 

"the film industry, despite some methodological uncertainties and g ^ s in information, is still 

the [audiovisual media] sector with the best statistical records" (1996: 66). The EAO hold 

that there are several reasons which contribute to this (1996: 66): cinema is the longest-

established sector in the audiovisual media; supporting structures put in place by public 

authorities throughout Europe "encourage the development of statistical machinery"; and the 

relatively high degree of homogeneity in the 61m business facilitates broad and accurate data 

collection. 

It should be noted that where data is absent from any cells of the tables 6om 

Appendices One and Two ^^ch are referred to in this ch^ter, this should be taken to imply 

that none was available at the time of compilation of the source report in question, or that the 

absent data was simply not in the public domain at all at the time of writing this thesis; a 

certain time-lag between data-gathering and processing, and the public dissemination of 

statistics is naturally unavoidable. It is particularly regrettable in this respect that even at the 

time of writing this chapter in late 1997 to mid 1998, some of the data relating to 1995 had 

yet to enter the public domain. 

In this section of this chapter, I make an initial attempt at a general contextualisation 

of post-New German film production in relation to its principal (indigenous) fihn market. I 

also compare the size and composition of the German film market with that of others in the 

global cinema industry by analysing further statistical information. In the argument I am 

gradually constructing, this process is intended to serve as a means of locating post-New 

German fihnmaking as I see it within the international context of the global cinema 

industries. 

In the following account, I mainly rely on data taken firom two sources: the MEDIA 

Salles Research Group's 1995 report on European Cinema (1995), which offers statistics for 
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1989 through 1994, and the EAO's Statistical Yearbook '9% (1996), 6om which I have 

gleaned supplementary information about 1995. Both reports, as their titles suggest, seek to 

present a wide-ranging overview of national film markets in Europe during the time-6ame 

with which I am concerned. The two institutions which produced the reports - MEDIA Salles 

and the EAO - are best described as initiatives of the pan-European political elite of the 1980s 

and early 1990s. MEDIA was founded by the European Union in 1986 with the broad remit 

of supportir^ the audiovisual media industries of Europe, while the EAO, a joint venture by 

the European Commission, the European Council and Eureka among others, aims to facilitate 

the exchange of information within and about the industry as well as taking steps to improve 

the compatibility and comparability of this information across Europe^. 

Data was collated &om a variety of sources in each report. National exhibitors' 

associations appear to have been held by each body to be the most reliable source (see 

MEDIA Salles, 1995: xi). The two studies have been selected for my account below for the 

high degree of correspondence between their statistical analyses: most notably, both rely on 

data submitted by the national association of cinema exhibitors in Germany, the 

A comparison of the two institutions' data does however reveal a handful of 

underlying methodological inconsistencies. These predominantly derive from differing 

approaches to conceptualising what precisely constitutes a "European" or "other" Glm 6om 

the internal perspective of individual European nations' respective Glm markets (this applies 

to Germany as much as to any other nation). Since the texts grouped in these categories are of 

only marginal significance to my research, I have chosen to omit them where there is a 

conflict of data, thereby sidestepping the issue of compatibility between the two studies 

altogether by only reproducing data which may be shown to be consistent and therefore 

consensual and reasonably reliable. This has been achieved by identifying categories in which 

identical data appears where the reports overlap. 

Drawing on Appendix One, it is clear that during the mid-to-late 1980s, the market 

share of indigenous 61m productions in Germany had recovered somewhat &om its (then) 

post-war low of between 10% and 15% in the late 1970s and early 1980s, stabilising at a 

level of around 20%. Table 1 shows that the market share of domestically-produced 61ms in 

the period with which I am concerned (1988 to 1995) was marked by the beginning of a 

renewed downturn in 1989. This was followed by a prolonged trough between 1990 and 1995 

in which German 61ms struggled to achieve more than a 10% domesdc box office take. It was 

only in the two years following this slump, 1996 and 1997, that the market share percentage 

^ These and other film-related bodies established by the European polity since the 1980s are discussed at greater 
length later in this chapter. 
^ In both the EAO and MEDIA Salles reports, comparable organisations are the primary sources of data about 
other film markets, which is important for consistency's sake, as I shall also shortly consider the German film 
market in relation to other European markets. 
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started to approach its pre-1990 levels: the EAO report that during the first 6 months of 1996, 

the market share of indigenous productions in Germany somewhat unexpectedly reached 

19.5% (1996: 92)t 

Appendix One also shows that the downturn in the proportion of the national film-

going audience attending German-made productions between 1988 and 1995 was 

accompanied by an increasing dominance of the FRG box ofGce by American films. 

Elsaesser (1989: 9) makes the important assertion in his history of New German Cinema that 

"The economics of the West German cinema have to be seen in the wider context of the United States' Him 

industry. This is true of eveiy Western European country since 1945 

The sustained improvement in the FRG box ofRce share of American films 6om the late 

1980s onwards, which is shown to have been strongly consolidated between 1989 and 1995, 

ensures that Elsaesser's contention is if anything even more applicable to post-New German 

Cinema than it was to its New German predecessor. Prevailing notions of post-war German 

national cinema have always been especially problematised by the persistent prominence of 

Hollywood films in the German marke^lace, especially since the early 1970s, as Gamcarz 

(1994) has convincingly demonstrated (see below), and this prominence reached an all-time 

peak between the late 1980s and mid 1990s. Hollywood Ghns' FRG market share increased 

6om its 1980s average of around 60% to a consistent 80% to 87% share during the period 

1990 to 1995, at the expense of both domestic and "other" productions. What is remarkable 

about this trend is that an improvement in the performance of Hollywood films was achieved, 

arguably rather unexpectedly, with a declining number of annual American releases in the 

German fihn market. This would appear to imply that Hollywood studios (and in turn, their 

German distributors and exhibitors) made a concerted effort during the early 1990s to 

concentrate their resources on achieving higher ticket sales for a smaller number of American 

blockbuster films. The ensuing poor performance of indigenous (and "other") 61ms in 

comparison with Hollywood productions in both absolute and relative terms is unmistakable. 

An annual average of around 60 German-made 61ms were consistently outperkrmed by their 

American counterparts throughout the period 1988 to 1995: the annual number of German 

theatrical releases of US-made 61ms was just over double that of German-made 61ms 

throughout this period at around 145, yet the American 61ms claimed an average of eight 

times as much box ofRce revenue per year during this time. 

The above-mentioned analysis of the German performance of Hollywood 61ms by 

Gamcarz (1994) encompasses the period 1925 to 1990.̂  In his account, Gancarz attempts to 

^ The near-tripling of indigenous films' German market share during the first two quarters of 1996, while ahnost 
certainly being a statistical anomaly attributable to die near-simultaneous release of features by Germany's two 
most popular directors (Detlev Buck and SOnke Wortmann) as well as that of the long-awaited sequel to Werner 
BeinharL led to numerous reports in the media of a "renaissance" of German cinema, e.g. Unattributed. 1996a. 
^ In the next section of this chapter, "Top Grossing Films in Germany, 1988 - 1995", 1 attempt to update 
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National Socialist era (1994: 96). Here, I would argue that available data clearly shows that 

this post-war ratio has remained constant for post-New German Cinema However, by 

analysing admissions data and star popularity polls, Gancarz also shows that the German 

public had an indisputable preference for German fikns over Hollywood productions until the 

early 1970s. The nub of his argument is that a decisive change in German tastes in film^ 

which had been gradually brewing since the 1950s, Gnally occurred around 1971; as of this 

point, Hollywood films began to dominate at the German box ofGce (1994: 95):-

"Statistics on the commercial success of films in Germany indicate that from 1925 to 1971, German film 

audiences preferred German-made films. In fact, American films had trouble finding a foothold in Ihe German 

film madcet During the 1970s this trend reversed itself: German films underwent a process of Americanisation, 

and Ae demand for American films grew rapidly, practically shutting out German films hrom their own domestic 

maitet. [..] The German fihn industry defined fihn convention until the beginning of the 1970s, after which die 

American film industry took over." 

He also contends that (1994:113) 

"the process of Amaicanisation is not limited to Germany, and [..] the process of Americanisation has affected 

not only film standards but also film production and film criticism." 

The validity of such arguments will be considered in more detail in the next two chapters 

when post-New German film texts are specifically addressed. 

A comparison with the theatrical performance of domestically-produced 61ms in other 

European countries in this period is certainly instructive. Again drawing on Appendix One, it 

is evident that the indigenous box office performance of German 61ms in competition with 

Hollywood productions was broadly in line with that of other European national cinema 

industries in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Indeed, most indigenous films faced a struggle to 

gain even a 10% annual share of their domestic markets in Western Europe; in the smaller 

countries which had little domestic film production to speak of (Switzerland, Portugal, 

Luxembourg), the national cinema had an almost negligible market presence. What is also 

notable is that the market share of indigenous productions in this period was somewhat higher 

in those European countries where some form of systematic public funding of film production 

takes place (e.g. France, Germany and Italy) than in those countries where no substantial 

funds are drawn G-om the public purse to subsidise domestic filmmaking (e.g. the UK, 

Gamcarz's essay to encompass the period with which 1 am concerned in this thesis. 
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Republic of Ireland and Belgium). The much-publicised system of quotas in France which 

has the efkct of restricting the distribution and exhibition of Hollywood productions (and 

was furthermore the principal sticking point in the GATT negotiations^ during the early 

1990s) also tangibly bolstered the market share of that nation's indigenous films in these 

years. 

Until this point in this section, I have considered the German film industry between 

1988 and 1995 in terms of the market share enjoyed by domestic and American productions 

in film theatres, along with the broader European context of the attendant patterns of film-

going. I now turn to the relative size of the German film market. The global magnitude of the 

German and European markets (in terms of cinema attendance) need to be taken into 

consideration in order to Ailly account for the trends I am seeking to establish in this analysis. 

Appendix One also shows the position of Germany's film maitet within the economy of the 

global cinema industry in the early 1990s in terms of gross annual box oGice takings. 

Dott (1996: 9) states that 

"Within Europe, there are five big territories: France, the UK, Germany, Italy and Spain [..] Of diese, France and 

the UK are by 6 r the biggest, each of them accounting for about 25% of the European total. Germany accounts 

for about 16%, which, givm the size of the country, is a very low figure." 

While this may be the case for the film market as a whole (which encompasses theatrical, 

television and video sectors), I would argue that the available data indicates that between the 

early and mid 1990s, audience revenues in Germany began to easily outstrip those of the UK, 

with the end result that Germany had strongly consolidated its position as the second-largest 

theatrical market among Western European nations by 1993, posting annual increases in 

domestic film-going unmatched by any of its near neighbours in this four-year period. The 

question of whether this apparent trend of increased cinema-going in Germany^ is attributable 

to demographic changes or other socio-cultural developments is an important issue; matters 

such as these are however also rather beyond the remit of this thesis. 

In the early 1990s, Europe and other export territories were clearly regarded as an 

under-exploited madcet of ever-increasing importance by Hollywood during a period of 

unpredictable fluctuations in levels of cinema attendance by American film-goers. Germany's 

strong performance in terms of film-going reinforces the impression that American studios, 

distributors and exhibitors devoted considerable efforts to maximising the German 

^ The GATT negotiations of the early 1990s were an attempt by the most powerful industrialised nations, in 
accordance with the prevailing "free market" economic orthodoxy of the time, to remove protectionism (in Ae 
form of trade barriers and tariffs) from international trade. Cinema proved the principal sticking point in Ae 
negotiations; following concerted efforts by the French government who wished to protect their film industiy, 
audiovisual media were excluded 8-om the final agreement. See Nagel, J. 1994. 'GefShrliche Liebschaften. Der 
europaische Fihn nach den GATT-Verhandlungen'./f/w-fy/g/K^, 47 (2), 4-8. 
^ To the best of my knowledge, ticket prices remained stable during this period. 
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performance of Hollywood productions in the early 1990s, as was amply evident 6om the 

data collected in Table 1. A comment by Neckermann (1991: 109) confirms the American 

studios' perception of the West German 61m market in the late 1980s: 

"Die Bundesrepublik Deutschland ist Ar die USA mit einem Exportmarktanteil von 8,7 v.H. im Jahr 1989 einer 

der wichtigsten Kino-Exportmarkte [..] sie ist [..] der viertgrOGte Absatzmarkt nach Japan, Kanada und 

Frankreich" 

At this point, I will briefly consider the distribution of post-New German Ghns in the 

UK. As well as indicating the status of this body of 61ms in a local export territory, it is also 

of direct signi6cance 6)r this research project, as my degree of access to German films has 

necessarily impacted upon the writing of this thesis. 

Films of German origin seldom found distribution at all in Britain outside 61m 

festivals between 1988 and 1995, with an average of aroimd one or two German films per 

year achieving even a limited cinemadc release during this period in Britain, as Appendix 

Two shows. This may be partly explained by the ongoing demise of arthouse cinemas in the 

UK at the time, as Dott (1996:16) explains:-

"Of the big European maitets, the UK offers the least comfort to producers &om other European countries. 

Indeed, the market for any non-English language films in the UK has all but disappeared, even on television. All 

thafs left is Ae dwindling art-film circuit This doubtless reflects the huge impact of video on the UK market, 

but it may also have something to do with the "multiplex efkcf. The UK is the most multiplexed cinema market 

in Europe." 

Against this backdrop of declining interest in, and unfavourable conditions for non-English-

language products at the UK box ofBce between 1988 and 1995,1 would suggest that there 

was a flirther developing trend towards an increasingly long interval between a film's 

respective German and British release dates (as shown in Appendix Two), which would 

rather ^pear to suggest that the release of a German film onto the Bridsh market was not 

generally regarded as a high priority even by distributors of foreign-language products, which 

were also declining in number during this period, according to Ilott. 

The list of those 61ms which did achieve UK distribudon is split fairly evenly 

between those 61ms directed by 61m-makers associated with the New German Cinema in 

Britain (such as Herzog, Wenders, Verhoeven, von Trotta and Meer^fel), and those who 

have emerged during the late 1980s and early 1990s (such as Vilsmaier, Levy, Wortmann, 

Dietl and von Gamier). A single 61m 6om the dying days of the GDR (Coming Out) also 

obtained distribudon. Of the 61ms made by New German Cinema directors after 1989, only 

two Wenders features and one by von Trotta secured a British distributor, although Reitz's 

26-hour epic Die zweite Heimat did receive a terrestrial television broadcast on BBC2. 

Recent 61ms by Herzog, Sander, and Sanders-Brahms have been altogether ignored, and even 
33 



Lisbon Story, the 1995 feature by Wenders, Germany's best-known living director, has to date 

failed to find a distributor in the UK. Of the fikns by "nevy" directors, two are thematically 

linked to well-known German films which had been previously released in Britain: StalingMH 

had the same production team and a similar subject matter to Das Boot (Wolfgang Petersen, 

1982), a fact which was highlighted in the advertisements accompanying its release, while 

Kaspar Hauser narrates a legend made familiar to British cinema audiences by Werner 

Herzog's 1974 feature Jeder fiir sich und Gott ge^en alle rThe Rnigma of Kaspar Hauser). The 

popular comedies Schtonk!, Abgeschminkt! and Per bewegte Mann, were, I would argue, 

rather more representative of the dominant mode of popular German genre fihns of the period 

(this will be discussed in Chapter Four). 

In the UK, as in the international film madcet as a whole, German films have therefore 

sufkred a marked downturn in prestige since the heyday of the New German Cinema. 

Although rarely seen outside the conGnes of art cinemas in Britain and the USA in the late 

1970s and early 1980s, German Sims of the time (and their directors) did achieve a greater 

degree of distribution, attracting much interest &om cin6astes, and regularly won awards at 

film festivals, culminating in a Best Foreign Film Oscar for Volker SchlOndorS's Die 

Blechtrommel in 1980, and a prize for best director 6)r Werner Herzog's Fitzcarraldo at the 

1982 Cannes Film Festival. Since the early 1980s, international film festival accolades for 

German films have however become extremely rare as the national cinema's status apparently 

diminished in the eyes of film festival programmers and audiences. Between 1985 and 1995 

die only German Glms to receive m^or international festival accolades were Wim Wenders' 

Per Himmel Uber Berlin (1987) and its sequel In weiter Feme, so nah! (1993), both of which 

won the Palme d'Or at the Cannes Film Festival. 

The lack of international accolades for German films in recent years has been matched 

by a waning of Anglo-American interest in German cinema &om the mid 1980s onwards. It 

would appear that for many British and American writers on film, German cinema of this 

time was not even deemed to be worth discussing, as I shall show in Chapter Three. That 

German films were largely "off the agenda" by the late 1980s and early 1990s, is borne out by 

their frankly poor record of distribution in Britain shown in Appendix Two. 

I will now move 6om a macro- to a micro-analysis of post-New German 61ms' 

domestic performance, examining developments in the German film market between 1988 

and 1995 which are pertinent to this thesis in a rather more detailed manner than in the 

section above. Here I consider the performance and status of post-New German films in their 

indigenous market by examining the top grossing films in Germany between 1988 and 1995. 
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I begin by considering a version^ of the Top Ten films at the German box ofGce for 

exach ytxir t() iUnstrate thw; reladiTns sHkdus laf lexadiryg <jnerrriaî .]iiack; fxrcKhictions iii tlweir 

Hollywood-dominated domestic market (this process usefully throws into relief the inherent 

difGculties in employing the categoiy "German-made film", as I shall shortly discuss). These 

Top Tens are to be found in Appendix Three. It is worth pointing out here that potential 

applications for a research method of this type are far wider than they mighf at first appear. 

Gamcarz (1994: 99) for example has established that an analysis of annual Top Ten box 

ofRce statistics for the German Glm market can provide a helpful means of identifying 

broader trends in the marketplace; in other words, the annual Top Ten may serve as a 

surprisingly accurate barometer for the composition of the market as a whole:-

"One finds that &om the total ticket sales for the films in the Top Ten, the division of sales for American vs. 

German films parallels the division of ticket sales for German vs. American films in the entire maiket. The 

discrepancy between the two sets of statistics is astoundingly small." 

The analysis which follows will in part help to establish whether or not Gamcarz's above 

claim holds for the period 1988 to 1995. 

Firstly, I will deal with each category of ostensibly "German" 61ms in turn, as set out 

in Appendix Three, before going on to make some general observations about the Top Ten 

data for 1988 to 1995. 

My Grst category is the m^ority German-funded film, usually with a German director 

and predominantly German cast, or made by a German animation team, mainly or exclusively 

filmed in Germany, in German. The Sims in this category were as 6)llows:-

1988: 0#U8&i(Loriot, 1987) 

Man spricht deutsh (GeAard Polt, 1988) 

1989: Otto - Per AuGer&iesische (Otto Waalkes & Marfan V^da 1989) 

Herbstmilch (Joseph Vilsmaier. 1988) 

Werner - beinhart (Gerhard Hahn, Michael Schaak, Niki List, 1990) 

Pappa ante Portas (Loriot. 1990) 

Waalkes, 1992) 

SOnke Wortmann, 1994) 

(Sonke Wortmann, 1994) 

1990 

1991 

1992 

1994 

1995 

Here a discernible downward trend in the number of German-fimded films featuring a 

predominantly German cast appearing in the annual Top Ten between 1988 and 1995 is quite 

evident. In 1988 and 1989, two films per year in this category number among the ten leading 

° I use the term "version" here advisedly: several different organisations produce varying sets of statistics on 
film ticket sales. A fiill explanation for this may be found in Appendix Two. 
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films at the domestic box ofSce, in 1990,1991 and 1992, the number is reduced to one, while 

between 1993 and 1995 only a sii^le production of this type achieves a Top Ten ranking, 

although it does feature in two consecutive year's lists. 

Three distinctive genres of film appear in this list. Five of the eight films are vehicles 

for comedians best known for their television appearances (Otto Waalkes, Loriot, Gerhard 

Polt), while two genre Ghns (a Z/gf/w/f fihn, Herbstmilcb, and a romantic comedy. Per 

bewegte Mann1 and an animated feature based on a popular comic book (Werner) also 

appear. Here the key roles played by television and literature in post-New German Cinema 

are strongly evident. This analysis would also seem to indicate that commercially successful 

post-New German films at least sit Grmly within the tradition of genre cinema. Seven of the 

eight films are furthermore comedies, indisputably the dominant genre of post-New German 

Cinema. Six of the eight fihns are moreover derived 6om non-film media (television comedy 

programmes and comic books), \ ^ c h illustrates that the post-New German film industry was 

often predicated on other distinctive forms of German popular culture, which served as a 

means of gaining audience recognition for particular narratives and characters, and in turn 

supplying saleable subject matter 6>r the industry. The issues raised here will be taken up in 

the next two chapters. 

My second categoiy is the m^ority Hollywood-Gnanced 61m with a German director 

and predominantly American cast, Glmed in the USA, in English. The following films of this 

type appear on the list of Top Tens set out in Appendix Three:-

1988 

1995 

1995 

(Doris DOrrie, 1988) 

Turteltaub, 1995) 

(Roland Emmerich, 1995) 

It is quite revealing that of these three features, only DOrrie's 1988 film was widely 

feted within Germany as a "German film", coming as a long-awaited and much-hyped follow-

up to her surprise 1985 Number One box ofBce hit Manner This, like the other two fihns, 

was filmed in America and features a Hollywood cast. I have included the other two films in 

this list, despite the f ^ t that I can find no record of them ever being referred to as "German 

films", to highlight the often arbitrary nature of the monicker "German film" where there is a 

m^or Hollywood involvement in a German director's film project. 

An initial period of domestic fame appears to be a minimum prerequisite for a 

German director's Hollywood work to be acknowledged in this vvay by the German press and 

film critics; Emmerich's film-making career in Germany in the early 1980s was extremely 

brief and largely unheralded by the film press, while Turteltaub's lowbrow German comedies, 

the popular television presenter Thomas Gottschalk vehicles Trabbi goes to Hollywood 

(1990) and Highway Chaoten (1991) were not construed by the media or film press as the 
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that she also mainly works in the genre of popular comedy. 

It also bears mentioning that the historical moment in which Manner appeared is also 

significant. In 1985, a discernible vacuum was perceived to exist within the FRG's film 

industry following the death of Fassbinder in 1982 and the declining image of the 

since that date. This, combined with a growing critical interest in Fihn and 

German Studies in the work of female German film-makers at this time (see Ch^ters Three 

and Four), all served to bolster Dorrie's persona as an auteur. The varying perceptions of the 

three American-made films by the 61m press additionally serve in retrospect to illustrate to 

what extent Germany's once broadly-discussed tradition of auteur cinema had slipped &om 

the agenda of international film critics and commentators in the seven years between the 

release of Ich und er in 1988 and Stargate and While you were sleeping in 1995. 

My third and final category is the European coproduction with some German funding, 

usually with an international cast or animation team, often Glmed in English. The 

coproductions listed in Appendix Three that were held by some to be products of FRG 

cinema were:-

1989 

1990 

1993 

Hahn, 1989) 

rge Miller, 1990) 

The House Of The Spirits (Bille August. 1993) 

I would argue that the three 61ms named above - an animated feature, a fantasy 61m 

and a literary ad^tation with a Hollywood cast respecdvely - are fairly representative of 

intemadonal coproductions with a signiGcant degree of German Snancial, technical or artistic 

involvement released between 1988 and 1995. The box ofSce success of the animated feature 

Asterix - Operadon Hinkelstein, made by many of the same animators who constructed 

Werner - beirAart, was attributed by some members of the German film press to the f ^ t that 

German 61m animadon, something of a cottage industry within the broader post-New 

German film industry, was begirming to attain technical standards at least approaching those 

of the larger Hollywood animadon studios^. The Never-Ending Story 2, the first sequel to 

Wolfgang Petersen's 1984 feature, similarly built on expertise within the specialist 6eld of 

animatronics within Germany. The singular German contribution to The House of the Spirits. 

a big-budget international costume drama 61med on location in a number of countries, 

appears to have been providing finance (no German actors, production or technical crew were 

involved, and the vast m^ority of 61ming took place outside Germany) yet the film was 

nevertheless widely heralded as "German" by the 61m press, once again illustrating the 

essentially arbitrary nature of the term "German 61m". 

^ Startling audience figures attained by the second Werner film in 1996 lent greater momentum to such claims. 
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To conclude, I have examined what I would term the superstructure of the post-New 

German Ghn industry in Part One of this chapter. This has involved scrutinising the 

performance record of "German" films (allowing for the fact that this a very contested and 

fluid concept because of a lack of consensus as to what marks a film as "German") in their 

domestic theatrical market, both &om a historical perspective, and in the context of the 

European and global film marketplace. 

I would argue that available data indicates that the FRG Glm market came under 

increasing domination by Hollywood films between 1988 and 1995. This resulted &om 

American production companies and distributors placing greater emphasis than ever before 

on their export markets in the wake of disappointing box office revenues 6om the American 

theatrical market in the late 1980s. In the face of increasingly vigorous American competitors, 

German films struggled more than ever to maintain a 6)othold in their domestic market 

during this period (a common experience for European national cinemas at this time), 

managing only an average of approximately 10% market share. German films did however 

6re if anything marginally better on average than the products of other European national 

cinemas, but not as well as films made in other European countries with comparable 

centralised subsidy systems. It also bears mentioning that post-New German films began to 

show something of an upturn in performance towards the mid 1990s, a fact that was widely 

heralded in the 61m and general press (see Ch^ter Three). 

In Part One, I have additionally identiGed some of the ways in which the FRG film 

marketplace situated post-New German films, as well as identifying those genres and 

categories of Wiat are held to be "German films" which performed strongly at the domestic 

theatrical box ofBce between 1988 and 1995: predominantly films featuring television 

comedians, popular comedies in general, the work of Hollywood-based German directors, 

and international coproductions. In Chapters Three and Four, I consider issues raised by these 

observations at greater length. 

In Part Two, I attempt to highlight developments in the inAastructure of the post-New 

German film industry, v\%ich is an important means of contributing to an understanding of 

these superstructural developments. 

In Part Two, I foreground the infrastructure of the post-New German film industry 

which I will construct as being one of the principal agents in helping to bring about many of 

the superstructural market trends I outlined in Part One of this chapter. 

38 



liere;, my jpruiuiry interdioiiisto Ibegpnto sdiow twow iiiGniabnictural deryelopirwaits in 

tiw: uidiKTbiflDetweeii 1988 aiKi 1(%)5 rnajf Iia\M:iassiskxi in stiapwiyg arwi infhrming pnict-New 

German film-making. The historical origins of this infrastructure will also be considered to 

enable me to put forward better-informed reasons why the industry developed in the way it 

did in this period. I will further elaborate on the themes constructed here in the remainder of 

this thesis, when I discuss a broad range of post-New German film texts (Chapter Four), and 

the ways in which they have been perceived within different discourses (Chapter Three). I 

will begin by considering the historical origins of the funding of post-New German Cinema. 

Film fimding is a highly charged, political issue, in which advocates of different 

modes of cinema have traditionally sought to secure the most favourable set of funding 

conditions possible for their particular type of Glnmiaking practice. At its simplest level, this 

has consisted of commercial filmmakers (primarily concerned with delivering economic 

profits on film productions which are targeted at large audiences) competing for 51m funding 

with 61m artists or auteurs (Wio have generally sought subsidies to make more personal films 

6)r smaller, niche audiences). I, like some other critics who have written on this subject, 

employ this over-simplified yet powerfiil dichotomy as the basis Gar the discussion of Glm 

funding which follows. I acknowledge that I use this hyperbolic narrative technique firstly in 

order to bolster my argument that funding controversies of the post-New German Cinema are 

fbimded on long-established sets of hard-fbught debates within post-war Germany; and 

secondly, in order to gain a clearer understanding of the underlying reasons for the specific 

developments \ ^ c h occurred within the culture of 61m funding in post-New German 

Cinema. 

Public subsidy of filmmaking in West Germany began during the early 1950s when 

the CDU government first issued (guaranteed credits) to the cinema 

industry in an effort to stimulate post-war 61m production. Fihn production certainly 

increased as a result of this m^or financial iigection in the 6rst half of the 1950s - Bordwell 

and Thompson (1993: 483) characterise it as a "minor boom" - but this government 61m 

policy was for some controversial: concerns were widely voiced by 61m cridcs of the day 

(such as Ermo Patalas and Friedrich Luft' )̂ as to the artistic merit of the 61ms that were being 

released, many of which belonged to popular genres such as the oAen-reviled /fgi/wz/ 61m. 

The establishment on 20th August 1955 of the (the FEW), 

an evaluative body comprised of industry members and civil servants which issued (and to 

this day continues to issue) so-called quality ratings for 61m releases, was intended by the 

government to redress this perceived artistic de6ciency by furnishing further aid to the 

Prinzler (1993: 537-8) notes that the principle of guaranteed credits was approved by the BwWgj/ag on 31st 
March 1951; the state agreed to meet 35% of a feature film's production costs. By 1953, DM9.2m in credits had 
been issued to a total of 93 feature films; while by 1955, around DM2 Im in guaranteed credits had been 
dispensed. For a full account of the early days of film funding by the state in West Germany, see Elsaesser 
n989: 18-27). 

^ These critics are cited in Ott's account of FRG cinema of the 1950s and 1960s (1986: 235-240). 
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industry in the form of tax relief for highly regarded, "quality" productions (Prinzler, 1993: 

537). What "quality" entailed in practice was simply left to the discretion of the FBW, but the 

often contentious ratings they issued amounted to the registering of ofGcial approval - in the 

sense of an economic endorsement by the West German govenmient and film establishment -

for individual film texts. Clearly therefore, the FBW introduced at least an element of covert 

censorship by the state, despite the ostensible prohibition of this by the German constitution 

Article 5)'^. I would argue that the introduction at this stage of the concept of 

the "quality" film was to have far-reaching implications for future developments in film 

fimding in the FRG (including post-New German Cinema), as I will show in due course. 

It is now generally held by historians of West German film funding, such as Franklin 

(1983), Elsaesser (1989) and Prinzler (1993), that the Grst steps towards a more coherent 

subsidy system were taken in the early 1960s as a result of lobbying by young independent 

filmmakers. The most widely cited instance of this in histories of film funding in West 

Germany is a 1962 document termed the Obeiiiausen Manifesto in which several of 

these Glmmakers, who included now well-known Ggures such as Alexander Kluge and Edgar 

Reitz among their number, lambasted West Germany's 61m establishment and called on the 

government of the day to lend support to alternative (i.e. non-mainstream or non-commercial) 

forms of Glmmaking, which they claimed should be allowed to exist 6ee of the constraints of 

supply and demand in the theatrical marketplace. Their arguments principally rested on what 

the signatories regarded as the necessity of overcoming the ostensible artistic and (recent) 

economic failure of commercial Glmmaking in Germany. 

On 1st February 1965, the Ff/zM was set up by 

the government in response to this campaign. The Ajwroform/M (as I shall refer to it 6om here 

onwards) was originally a state-run institution Wiich dispensed interest-Aee loans of up to 

DM300,000 to aspiring filmmakers (Franklin, 1983: 31) 6om its total annual budget of 

DM5m (Prinzler, 1993: 542), and it provided the necessary means for many filmmakers now 

associated with the first wave of New (or "Young") German Cinema to make their debut 

feature films^^.The enduring aim of the Kuratorium, which still has a role (albeit a modiGed 

one, as I shall mention shortly) in promoting contemporary debut films today, is described by 

Gerber (1992: 98) as fallows: "Das Kuratorium will jungen deutschen Autoren den Einstieg 

Elsaesser (1989: 20) contends that "The so-called quality incentive woited as an additional means of 
censorship, economically penalising politically inopportune films." 

This narrative of the development of film funding in West Germany may be found, with veiy little variation, 
in virtually every published history of the New German Cinema: see for example Elsaesser (1989: 20-25), 
Corrigan (1994: 3-5), Franklin (1983: 26-31) and Prinzler (1993: 541). 

"The Obeitausen Manifesto" refers to an open letter co-signed by 26 independent filmmakers on 28th 
February 1962 at that year's Obeitausen Festival, a forum for new short films. The document (reprinted in 
Prinzler & Rentschler (Hg.) 1988: 29) proclaims the death of a discredited commercial German cinema ("Der 
Zusammenbruch des konventionellen deutschen Films") and argues a case for the public funding of more 
experimental, artistic films, free of market constraints. 

^ These included Alexander Kluge f Abschied von gesteml Volker SchlOndorff <Der junge TOrless^ and Jean-
Marie Straub and Dani6le Huillet (Nicht Versbhnty each of whose debut Hlms was completed in 1966. 
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enshrined from the outset in post-war West Germany's first formalised system of subsidies for 

the cinema. This, I would argue, has impacted upon much legislation and debate that has 

followed in this domain, as I shall demonstrate. This has also had profound consequences for 

the way in which German films are conceived, constructed and received. The preference 

given to first-time directors has moreover noticeably contributed to general perceptions of the 

industry; as I attempt to show in Chapters Three and Four, this trend continued in post-New 

German Cinema, where an ever-growii^ number of Glmmakers fwed a greater struggle than 

ever to gain access to funding for their second film than for their Grst, leading to a so-called 

(a glut of filmmakers A\iio only had one film to their name). 

The founding of the in 1964 was not generally welcomed by the 

tmditional film establishment in West Germany, despite it bringing about an overall increase 

in annual production volume, firstly since the body had come into being as a consequence of 

lobbying by activists firmly opposed to the mainstream, and more tellingly, since the body 

awarded them public monies which were strongly coveted by the established entertainment 

film industry itself^ 

The broadly negative entertainment industry reaction to the founding of the 

ATwafonwM, together with the recent general clamour for greater subsidy for the cinema, soon 

provoked a response 6om West Germany's grand coalition government in the form of the 

first (hereafter FFG), the "61m subsidy bill", and the concomitant 

establishment of the (hereafter FFA), the German Federal Film Board, 

both of which came into being on 22nd December 1967. 

The bill represented a clear trade-off between the differing cultural agendas of 

conservative and socialist-liberal politicians forced by the electorate to work in tandem in 

government (the former tending to be more sympathetic to the mainstream 61m industry, the 

latter to the young independents). The bill was also ostensibly designed to act as a 

counterweight to the while also somehow appeasing both of these conflicting 

interest groups However, the original FFG did not in f ^ t counterbalance the 

at all, instead, it subtly and fundamentally undermined it. To achieve this, the FFG 

Bordwell and Thompson comment (1993 : 484-485): "the German film industry saw the support for 
independent directors as a government subsidization of competition and lobbied successfully both to cut the 
Kuratotium's budget and to get a law passed limiting financing to those directors who had already made one 
successful film. As a result, government funding swung away &om young directors toward more traditional 
projects." 

The term "Grand Coalition" refers to the joint SPD-CDU administration o f 1966 to 1969, necessitated by the 
hung parliament produced by the 1966 general election. 
^ ^ The original bill's full title is G&ygfz iitgr zwr f F f / m j (BGBI, I, S. 
1352). 

Franklin (1983: 32) asserts "Obviously less responsive than the Kuratorium to film quality and more attuned 
to box-office success, the Film Subsidies Board resulted from a compromise between the lobbies of the New 
German Cinema and the traditional, commercial entertainment industry." 
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incorporated legislation which drastically altered the nature of the ATwrafonM/M itself; Grstly, 

there was a reduction in the amount of funds that were allocated to the organisation, which 

effectively meant that smaller grants than before were available to New German fihmnakers; 

and secondly, the was removed 6om the governance of the federal state to that of 

the 

While it is true that many of the often experimental "Young German Films" had 

caused some controversy due to their social criticism, the government's official rationale for 

transferring responsibility for the ATwro/onwyM to the ZaMakr was legalistic: since cultural 

matters are uniquely mandated to be the concern of the jLaMakr rather than the state in the 

FRG by its written constitution, the (Basic Law), the should be 

placed under regional rather than federal jurisdiction (interestingly, this represented an 

implicit admission that the in its original form had been an unconstitutional 

body). By somewhat belatedly detaching the ATwaformm &om the government's area of 

responsibility, a constitutional grey area - the legitimacy of the as a federal body 

in view of the was therefore resolved. The government was also careful on this 

occasion to act within its constitutional limitations by not incorporating "artistic quality" 

criteria into the Amding guidelines of the FFA, some of whose members were state 

representatives officially forbidden 6om legislating on so-called cultural matters. However, 

there was no denying that the reduction in the grant essentially represented a 

rejection of the form of oppositional Glm-making which it had hitherto supported^ 

To return to the government's "version of events", the principle of cultural subsidy by 

the L&nder is firmly enshrined in the The unambiguous constitutional support 

thereby given to regional film Ainding in Germany might be interpreted as altogether 

excluding even the possibility of a centrally-administered equivalent; indeed, there is no 

constitutional principle in German law which explicitly allows for a fWeral system of 61m 

funding. Federal fihn funding is in fact justified only by a single act of parliament (the FFG) 

which is based on an assumption that German cinema as an industry of the FRG may 

(conveniently) be regarded as a purely economic concern of its fWeral government. There is 

arguably some constitutional basis for this, as Hentschel (1992: 15) clariGes: 

The Id/Kfer collectively put forward an annual sum (initially DM750,000) fbr investment in cinema &om 
1969 onwards (Hundertmark & Saul, 1984: 14). 

Kreimeier (1973: 203), in an Althusserian analysis of the post-war West German film industry, regards these 
changes as an unambiguous ideological manoeuvre: "Die "Nachwuchsfbrderung", die die Bundesregierung bis 
1967 ilber das 'Kuratorium Junger Deutscher Film' betreibt, wird ersatzlos gestrichen, als ersichtlich wird, daG 
einige der gefbrderten 'JungAlmer' sich nicht widerstandslos den Mechanismen der herrschenden 
Ideologieproduktion beugen wollen." 

Hentschel (1992: 12) notes, "Der umfassendste und durch das Grundgesetz am besten abgesicherte 
Hoheitsbereich der LSnder ist der Kulturbereich - die durch Art. 30, 70 f f und 83 ff. Grundgesetz garantierte 
'Kulturhoheit der Lander". Nach diesen Bestimmungen haben auf kulturellem Gebiet die Lender allein das 
Sagen! [..] Diese verfassungsrechtlich garantierte Hoheit der Lander zur Regelung kultureller Belange um6Bt als 
Kehrseite der Medaille die Micht zur FOrderung der Kultur. Die Lander sind aufgerukn, die Kunst zu erhalten, 
zu pflegen und finanziell zu unterstUtzen." 
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auch der Bund agiert auf der BOhne der kulturellen Filmfbrderung, obwohl das Gnmdgesetz dies nicht 

ausdrtlcklich zugelassen hat. Dabei beruA sich der Bund auf eine angebliche Verpflchtung zur gesamtstaatlichen 

Reprasentation. So betreibt der Bundesminister des Innem seit Ober 30 Jahren eine eigenstSndige kulturelle 

Filmfbrderung unter Einsatz betrSchtlicher Haushaltmittel. [..] Bisher haben wir uns ausschlieBlich auf den Film 

als kulturelles Phanomen konzentriert. Aber auch die Funktion des Films als WirtschaAs6ktor hat Ofkntliche 

Aufmerksamkeit gefunden und zu besonderen FOrderungsstrukturen gefUhrt. Sieht man dieses zweite Gesicht 

des KinoOlms, so laGt sich eine Gestaltungshoheit des Bundes auf Art. 74 Nr. 11 Grundgesetz stutzen. Hiemach 

besitzt nSmlich der Bund die Kompetenz zur konkurrierenden Gesetzgebung fUr das Recht der Wirtschaft 

einschlieBlich der FilmwirtschaA. Das Filmfbrdenmgsgesetz (FFG) wurde als ein solches 

WirtschaAsfbrderungsgesetz konzipierL" 

I will now begin to examine the enduring imphcations of the FFA and FFG for post-

New German Cinema. While the legal underpinning of 61m funding was sharply demarcated 

in principle between regional forms ("cultural" support) and federal forms ("economic" 

support), by means of the separation of the JiTwa/orwm and the FFG and FFA in 1967, there 

was and is in practice inevitably a cultural and economic component to award of public 

funding to a film project in Germany, regardless of its source (Hentschel, 1992: 23). In other 

words, both the probable economic viability and the likely cultural status of a Ghn must be 

implicitly or explicitly taken into consideration by all funding bodies, regional or fWeral, 

when deliberating over an award; moreover each fundii^ decision taken necessarily impacts 

in specific ways upon the economic per6)rmance and cultural profile of German cinema. 

I would hold that the division of fimding into "cultural" and "economic" awards 

derived 6om the and enacted by the FFG was a defining moment for West 

German, and therefore post-New German Cinema. Rather than attempting to heal the bitter 

divisions between the and the 61m establishment, which was a necessary first step if 

an economically viable domestic Ghn industry were ever to be built up, the FFG instead 

markedly widened the chasm between the groups. Furthermore, the legislation consolidated 

the traditional culture vs. commerce dichotomy as a defining paradigm of German and post-

New German cinema, a matter which I will consider in more detail in Chapter Three. 

The transfer of responsibility for the Aluraformw &om the state to the collective 

responsibility of the was an important symbolic event in two further senses. Firstly, 

the actual principle of regions within the Federal Republic providing 61m funding was 

introduced; this was to have long-term implications, as I shall elaborate. Secondly, from the 

perspective of New German 61m producers, the breaking up of the ATwrafonwm had 

signi6cant administrative repercussions, in that it clearly entailed approaching a greater 

number of fund-awarding bodies than before in the search for 61m funding from the public 

purse, calling for a much greater time investment in the pursuit of fimding, and a greater 

sensitivity to the demands of new funding committees. For New German and then post-New 

German 61mmakers, these problems were progressively magni6ed as the number and varying 
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iidcUtioiial fuKiding; btMiies jiuliier later in liw: cluipter). THhe struj?gle to latkuii fuiwiing also 

provided subject matter for several Slmmakers^^. 

I will now consider what are generally held by Aim historians to be other pertinent 

passages of the 1967 FFG legislation. Most prominent among these for many commentators, 

such as Elsaesser (1989: 22), was the decision to impose a levy on all cinema tickets sold in 

West Germany in order to fimd the FFA. Many felt that this decision was "heavily slanted in 

favour of the commercial Ghn industry" (Elsaesser, 1989: 29), given that this was precisely 

what the mainstream film establishment had been demanding fbr some time. Being a federal 

institution, the FFA was essentially accorded the task of improvii^ the economic 

performance (rather than the cultural profile) of West German films, which in a m^ority of 

cases, commentators assumed, would &vour makers of entertainment filmR aimed at a broad 

audience, rather than less profitable or loss-making art films targeted at a smaller, discreet 

audience. Not surprisingly, the legislation met with strong criticism 6om Ggures associated 

with the New (lerman Cinema, who argued that it merely consolidated and perpetuated an 

unsatisfactory film industry status quo in which commercial films of questionable artistic 

merit predominated, and moreover undermined the position of independent Glmmakers by 

weakening the 

It should be evident Aom my account up to this point that West Germany's first film 

subsidy bill made a m^or contribution to cementing the dichotomy of "proGtability versus 

quality" in debates surrounding film funding. It is my contention that the after-eSects of this 

dAmAging and untenable opposition laid down in 1967 still continued to be felt over two 

decades later in discussions about the funding of post-New German filmmaking. Two terms, 

each derived 6om the twin criteria set out in the first FFG, may be observed to have 

dominated the agenda where the funding of post-New German Cinema was concerned: 

firstly, (referring to a proposed film's economic or commercial potential, or 

profitability) and secondly, and more ambiguously, (a film's quality, a loaded term 

which could, crucially, be interpreted either as its "artistic merit" or its "entertainment 

value"). The term in particular had been rendered a very contested term both within 

funding committees and in debates on film funding in the FRG by the beginning of the Kohl 

era, and a certain degree of semantic confiision and scope fbr arbitrary decision-making by 

funding committees inevitably ensued. 

A number of important ac^ustments were made to the FFG in the 1970s. A change of 

government in 1969, when the SPD / FDP coalition gained an absolute m^ority in the 

fbr the first time in post-war West Germany and ended the "Grand Coalition" with 

the CDU of the mid-to-late 1960s, soon brought about a significant amendment to the FFG on 

For example, Per kleine Godard an das Kuratorium junger deutscher Film (Hellmuth Costard, 1978). 
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9th August 1971 '̂̂  by an administration which looked far more sympathetically fhmn its 

erstwhile coalition partner on those filmmakers who opposed the West German political and 

film establishment. In this legislation, the aheady loaded term "Qualitat" was ^plied rather 

more rigorously to films of "artistic merit", and several legal loopholes such as one which, 

rather controversially, had inadvertently allowed a number of pornographic 61ms to gain 

access to public funding, were finally sealed. 

The 1971 amendment to the FFG served to benefit the New German Cinema by 

giving its directors and producers greater access than ever before to public funds, and thereby 

"showed the Social Democratic government firmly committed to an alternative 61m culture 

with state intervention present at virtually all levels." (Elsaesser, 1989: 30). Hundertmark & 

Saul (1984: 15) describe this legislation as "eine vorsichtige Of&ung in Richtui^ des 

qualitatvoUen Films". This change of emphasis in govenmient policy has been justifiably 

credited by most historians of the New German Cinema with the subsequent production 

boom years of this "movement" during the mid 1970s, when the number of German films in 

this category as a proportion of total national Sim production certainly increased, and the 

New German Cinema accordingly attained significant international recognition and acclaim 

with this new prominence. 

The first of the amendments to the FFG was additionally notable for encouraging 

investment by West Germany's public television stations ARD and ZDF in feature films. 

ARD and ZDF subsequently played an increasingly important role in the fimding of New 

German Cinema during the 1970s, and both channels benefited in kind, Grstly by receiving 

the rights to broadcast the Alms in which they had invested following their theatrical release, 

and secondly, by commissionii^ several New German directors for television productions^^. 

Further legislation during this period such as the two (1974 and 

1980) increased the interdependence of television and cinema^^. By the early 1980s, such was 

public television's investment in domestic cinema that Hundertmark & Saul (1984: 12) were 

moved to claim that, "Das Femsehen ist quasi zum grOBten deutschen Kinofllmproduzenten 

geworden". Television - as a source of both film funding and employment - was to become 

even more crucial to post-New German filmmakers, as I shall shortly discuss. 

I now turn my attention to regional film fimding in the FRG prior to 1988. Film 

fimding by the FRG's ZaWgr progressively grew in importance for German film-makers 6om 

the moment that "cultural" film funding was placed under the collective jurisdiction of the 

The first amending bill's full title is zw WWen/wg d&y Gaygfzef z w 
(BGBI. I, S. 1251). 

Notable examples include Fassbinder fBerlin Alexanderplatz. 1980) and Reitz (Heimat. 1984). 
Further amendments to the original film subsidy bill were enacted by the SPD government on 27th February 

1974 (Zwe/f&y zwr (Z&y Gejefz&y wAgr z w BGBI. 
I, S. 437) and 11th December 1978 zwr XWen/ng Ggygflzej w6gr ZKr Fdr /̂gn/Mg 

F/Zm.;, BGBI. I, S. 1957). These were intended to consolidate the 1971 amendment, while 
responding to criticism from New German filmmakers and the broader film industry. 
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federal states in 1967, as detailed above. By the early 1980s, regional film funding bodies had 

been established in most of the to dispense money for the ostensible "cultural" (as 

opposed to "economic") development of German cinema. 

The first ZaW to establish a fihn funding body was Berlin, which initially provided an 

annual investment of DM 15m for film production in the city and surrounding region 6om 

1977 onwards (Hundertmark & Saul, 1984: 18). This very much set the tone in years to 

follow for other which generally heralded public cinema subsidy as a means of job 

creation and a boost in investment for the local economy, as well as a cultural imperative. 

Bavaria and Hamburg followed Berlin's lead in 1979, and North Rhine-Westfalia's fz/MAwo 

was set up in 1980 (Hundertmark & Saul, 1984: 18-19). hi all cases, regional funding of the 

cinema was understood to be essentially "cultural", complementing the ostensibly "economic" 

film fimding supplied by the state-appointed body. However, this ideology was irrevocably 

disturbed in 1982 when Hamburg began to dispense "economic" film funding, in the same 

manner as the federal state, and moreover set a budget for this equal to that of the city's 

already-established "cultural" counterpart, the As the 1980s progressed, other 

Zdwfer followed suit. The consequences of these developments for post-New German 

Cinema will be addressed shortly. 

As I have stated previously, the principal focus of this thesis is post-New German 

Cinema, implying films that were produced in the wake of the so-called New German 

Cinema in the FRG. However, as the time-&ame I have set for this film history is 1988 to 

1995, which includes the collapse of the GDR during November and December 1989 and its 

subsequent incorporation into the FRG with German ReuniGcation on 3rd October 1990, and 

as this section furthermore seeks to address developments which contributed to the ways in 

\&iiich all post-New German films of this period were funded (of course including those 

emanating wholly or partly &om the new the nature of film funding in the 

former East Germany must now be considered in greater detail. 

The body of films produced during the li6time of the GDR, and the manner in which 

they were financed, both occupy a unique location within German cinema as a Wiole, as 

Giesenfeld (1993: 6) observes: "Innerhalb der deutschen Filmgeschichte kommt dem DEFA-

Film [..] eine Sonderstellung zu: er entstand unter nichtkapitalistischen Bedingungen". All 

feature films produced in the GDR emanated &om the state-owned 61m production company 

DEFA ("Deutsche Film Aktiengesellschaft"). DEFA was actually the first film production 

company to be established in post-war Germany, and was licensed by the occupying Soviet 

forces on 17th May 1946 (Prinzler, 1993: 535). It became the GDR's single centralised film 

production company, wholly owned and financed by the state, like every other sector of the 

economy at this time. The former East Germany's film industry, like all other industries in the 

Information derived from publicity materials entitled "Hamburg Film Fund" supplied by the FilmFOrderung 
Hamburg GmbH at the 1996 Berlin Film Festival 
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communist state, was therefore 100% subsidised (Gersch, 1993: 323). Jungnickel (1990: 47) 

notes that DEFA 61m production averaged 16 to 18 features per mnnnm^ while during DEFA's 

lifetime, 1946 to 1992, a total of almost 750 feature fihns vyere funded, the vast m^ority of 

which were produced at the famous Babelsberg film studios in Potsdam near Berlin 

(Unattributed, 1996b: 3). Small production units or working groups acted as the communist 

equivalent of capitalist production companies or studios, but were coordinated centrally by 

the (Ministry for Culture), rather than eigoying any great autonomy. 

This perhaps inevitably raises the question as to whether the verb "coordinated" in the 

previous sentence might be better replaced with "controlled". When evaluating virtually any 

aspect of the cinema of the GDR, it has become customary that the issue of censorship is 

raised at an early stage, such is the domination of prevailing historical debates on GDR 

cinema by this contentious paradigm, as Giesen&ld (1993: 5) notes. I would hold that the 

issue of censorship (in all of its manifestations, including pre- and post-censorship) 

accordingly permeates any discussion of film funding in the GDR and the new Bundgg/dwder 

of post-1990. 

It is evident that as a state-run institution in a communist country, DEFA was subject 

to regular monitoring and control by the politburo. Jungnickel (1994: 48) emphasises the 

extent of state influence even at the pre-production stage of a DEFA feature 61m, for 

example: 

"Wenn das Studio das Drehbuch abgenommen hatte und danach von der HV-Film (Hauptverwaltung Film des 

Ministeriums Ar Kultur) die Freigabe erwiitt hat, kOnnen Ar die geplante Produktion Kosten ausgelOst 

werden." 

The East German state also laid down strict guidelines as to the composition and content of 

DEFA films, as is evident for example in the following anonymous SED^^ pronouncement of 

October 1948, which is cited by Gersch (1993: 329): 

"Der Spielfikn sol! getragen sein von einem fbrtschrittlichen und optimistischen Geist der Menschen neuen 

Typs, er soli indirekt der politischen und Okonomischen Au&larung [..] dienen." 

Before attaining a theatrical release, a DEFA film had to furthermore meet with the ofBcial 

approval of a so-called "film minister" (Jungnickel, 1990: 56): 

"Die staatliche Abnahme findet in Ost-Berlin statt. Bei dieser letzten HUrde hat der 'Filmminister", ein 

Stellvertreter des Ministeriums Ar Kultur, das letzte Wort," 

The SED was the ruling communist party in the GDR. 
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Clearly, East German films were subjected to state influence that was not merely 

financial in nature. This influence was subject to a degree of variation, depending on the 

political climate of the moment, but was always a matter of concern for fihnmakers. SED 

officials frequently issued directives as to the fihnic style and textual content deemed 

ideologically appropriate for the time; in all cases a positive, optimistic presentation of 

working-class life in the GDR was demanded. Social criticism was generally taboo, although 

it was sometimes tolerated if it was moderate in nature. Politburo members additionally 

criticised DEFA films on numerous occasions during the lifetime of the GDR for ostensibly 

falling short of the required standards they had laid down, or for being artistically 

inappropriate or politically inopportune, as Gersch (1993) repeatedly shows in his thorough 

account. 

Some of the most widely-discussed DEFA films in contemporary German film studies 

are in fact those that received outright bans by the SED regime. Most notoriously, a total of 

twelve films (some of which were only semi-completed) were banned at one sitting of the 

SED committee dealing with Glm affairs in 1965. Gersch (1993: 342) describes this 

draconian measure as "die [..] massivste ZensurmaBnahme der deutschen Filmgeschichte". 

Several of the banned Glms were later retrieved &om the vaults, and where necessary, 

reconstmcted following the collapse of the GDR in late 1989. A number of previously-

banned Ghns, the best-known of which was Spur der Steine (Frank Beyer, 1966), went on to 

receive a theatrical release in the FRG in the late 1980s and early 1990s. 

These observations about the censored film text in the GDR do however merit a 

degree of contextualisation. As I have already mentioned, film funding in the FRG was also 

inextricably linked with the issue of censorship despite an ostensible prohibition of Zigwwr in 

the nation's constitution, albeit in a more covert way than in the GDR, since the awarding of 

grants or loans to filmmakers always required at least partial consent at some stage by state or 

regional ofBcials which necessarily impacted upon the production of the fihn text in question. 

Meanwhile the FEW, which issued so-called quality ratings, openly rewarded films which 

were deemed to meet with "ofGcial" approval (especially in its early years). While control of 

the film sector by the state was undeniably more stringent in the communist GDR than in the 

FRG, it may therefore be misleading to overstate the usefulness of the loaded term 

"censorship" as an explanatory device here. 

The role played by film funding in the GDR may be comprehended in further ways, 

such as that suggested by Giesenfeld (1993: 6) below: 

"Abgesehen von seiner Rolle als massenbeeinOussendes Propogandainstrument war der Film eines der Felder 

des Wettbewerbes mit der Bundesrepublik (ein anderes war der Sport), wo es eine reelle Chance gab, sich als 

Oberlegen zu zeigen. Gleichzeitig reihte sich der DEFA-Film aber auch ziemlich bewuBt in die europaische 

Oppositionsbewegung gegen den marktbeherrschenden Hollywood-Film ein, indem er deren Konzept des 

Autorenfilms (in die Variante der 'Arbeitsgruppe') Ubemahm." 
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As Giesenfeld demonstrates, it is utterly misleading to caricature GDR cinema simply as an 

ongoing struggle between DEFA filmmakers and censorious state officials. Rather, the desire 

of filmmakers and politicians alike to use Ghn as an instrument for articulating opposition to 

capitalist West Germany and the perceived imperialism of Hollywood cinema, should not be 

forgotten. 

This opposition to the capitalist West by filmmakers was by no means absolute, 

however, as Giesenfeld's comments indicate. In fact, a certain empathy developed with fellow 

West German and European filmmakers in the face of increasing domination of the European 

box office by Hollywood films. This was most evident in a prevailing conception of film 

authorship quite similar to that of the New German Cinema, which evolved in parallel with 

the West German model. DEFA Ghnmakers' Sequent preference for dividing themselves into 

so-called working groups (Arbeitsgruppen) of like-minded directors (in effect, production 

companies in all but name within the GDR's ostensibly monolithic state-run film industry) 

invites a number of interesting comparisons with the West German for example. 

A similar collective identity was manifest in a number of collaborative ventures of the New 

German Cinema such as the collective production and distribution company Der dler 

which was comprised of a number of leading diiectors^^, and in a series of jointly-

authored films such as Deutschland im Herbst (1978), Per Knndidmf (1980) and Krieg und 

Enedgii(1982). 

Certain interesting parallels existed between the FRG's New German Cinema and the 

East German DEFA in terms of the public funding they received. In each case, the 

government (or regional government) provided a substantial injection of fimds for an often 

oppositional cinema - namely, a grouping of filmmakers broadly opposed in a general 

political sense to prevailing systemic practices, for the former, popular West German genre 

cinema of the 1950s, the FRG's entertainment film establishment, and for some, the FRG's 

political status quo; and for the latter, Western (German) c^italism and Hollywood cinema. 

I will now examine the ways in which the fimding of both DEFA and the New 

German Cinema became increasingly compromised during the late 1980s and early 1990s, 

and how post-New German film funding evolved. 

"By the end of the decade [the 1980s] the political changes in Germany were re-conAguring the terrain for 

cinema culture. Unification suddenly introduced new competitors (the large pool of talented fiknmakers &om 

East Germany seeking state and television fimding), an expanded television broadcasting system (new stations in 

The akr ostensibly modelled on the literary publishing collective Kgr/ag dler XwforgM, 
was established on 18th April 1971 (Prinzler, 1993: 546). 

Founding members included Hans W. GeissendOrfer, Peter Lilienthal, Hark Bohm and Wim Wenders. 
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the East), and a ditYerent public sphere. At the same time the nineties political agenda fbr European integration 

suggests that traditional national cinemas may be a thing of the past. The DEFA studios were bought out by a 

French multinational with the intent of producing European film and television programming, while the ongoing 

negotiations on international free trade relations (GATT) pit the American information and entertainment 

industries against a persistent but splintered European notion of cultural autonomy." 

Silberman (1995: 232) 

Jan Dawson (1980) once memorably characterised the New German Cinema as being 

founded on "A Labyrinth of Subsidies", and I would maintain that this description ^plies 

equally, if not more so, to the funding of post-New German Cinema, not least because of an 

overall increase in available subsidies, legislative changes made to regional and fWeral film 
subsidy, a proliferation of new funding bodies in the 1980s and 1990s, and the expansion of 

the FRG's territories with the addition of the new BuWef/ayWer in 1990. Hentschel (1992: 

11) employs a jungle metaphor^ ̂  to portray 61m funding in the FRG in the 1990s. 

"Filmfbrdenmg wird in da^ Bundesrepublik Deutschland auf vielen Ebenen und mit unterschiedlichen 

Intentionen betrieben. Dies mag auf den ersten Blick verunsichemd erscheinen. Manche habai dies beklagt und 

von einem "Dschungel' gesprochen, der sich kaum durchdringen lasse. Einige behaupten gar, die KreativitSt der 

Filmschaflenden leide unter dieser Viel61t. Sicherlich ist richtig, da6 in den letzten Jahren nicht nur das 

finanzielle Volumen der FOrdermittel ganz eiteblich gestiegen ist, sondem auch Oberall im Lande sich neue 

FOrdertOpfe mit eigenen Richtlinien und eigenen Vergabegremien au%etan haba:." 

Further contributory factors to the undoubted complexity of post-New German film funding 

include shifts in ideologies underpinning film funding and funding bodies in the FRG; 

institutional and structural changes made to existing fWeral and regional 61m funding 

schemes in Germany during the 1988 to 1995 period; in connecdon with this, the emergence 

of new types of funding bodies, often in the form of joint public - private ventures in these 

years; the evolving role of television as a partner in the process of funding post-New German 

Cinema; and the increasingly important role played by European Union subsidies and other 

trans-nadonal private funding initiatives in German 61m-making in the 1980s and 1990s. I 

will attempt to evaluate the signi6cance of each of these many developments in the sections 

that follow. 

I will now consider the widely-perceived sense of crisis regarding the system of 

funding fbr the New German Cinema since the 1980s, which is well expressed in the 

following quotations:-

"Auch wenn es weiter Autorenfilme gibt und geben muB, das Modell des Autorenfilms bzw. das Modell des 

neuen deutschen Films ist angesichts der Qualitat der gegenwartig hergestellten deutschen Fihne und aufgrund 

^ ^ This particular metaphor is often invoked with regard to film funding in the FRG, e.g. by Hundertmark & 
Saul (1984: 10). 
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der sich rapide verandemden Rahmenbedingungen nicht sonderlich attraktiv und kaum ein Modell Ar die 

Entwicklung der neunziger Jahre." 

Berg & Hickethier (1994: 8) 

"Eine Stimmung geht oAenbar zu Ende. Es ist der Trend zur Subventionskultur, zur Gremien- und 

FOrderungskunst, die einen Film hervorbrachte, der stolz darauf war, da6 er von allein nicht laufen konnte." 

Karasek (1995: 7) 

Between the mid 1960s and the early-to-mid 1980s - the generally-agreed lifetime of 

the New German Cinema - it gradually became clear that the now increasingly multi-layered 

system of subsidies 6)r West German films was consistently fmling to deliver economically 

viable productions to the domestic theatrical marketplace, notwithstanding the often 

impressive performance of New German 61ms at international festivals and awards 

ceremonies in the late 1970s and early 1980s. So-called New German films rarely succeeded 

in breaking even commercially, let alone in yielding a proGt in their own country, and in the 

vast m^ority of cases they owed their existence solely to the (for some) overly generous film 

subsidy system; as Elsaesser (1989: 36) strikingly puts it: 

"Many of the fihns one now thinks of as die lasting achievements of Ae N e w German Cinema never made the 

Top 50 in their own country. " 

Elsaesser also cites the critic GrUber (1981), who paints a bleak portrait of the New German 

Cinema's box ofRce performance as a whole (1989: 34): 

"Of die approximately 300 productions that could be counted as "New German Cinana' about six were 

commercially successful in German cinemas and just about broke even: by Fassbinder, ATaipw 

by Herzog, ATafAarwa by SchlOndorft Breoaf by Erwin Keusch, q/" 

Mor/a Brmm by Fassbinder, r/m Drum by SchlOndorff." 

It is evident that the perpetual financial losses incurred by the overwhelming m^ority of New 

German films had steadily eroded the credibility of the system of public funding for the 

cinema in West Germany by the early 1980s, regardless of the occasional international 

plaudits for some of its productions. In its original form, the FFG had stipulated that public 

film funding was to take the form of repayable loans; it was anticipated that a film's economic 

profits could be re-invested and contribute to the growth of the film industry. However, 

experience had proved that loans to New German filmmakers could rarely if ever be repaid as 

these films seldom gained even a foothold in the FRG's mainstream film theatrical 

marketplace. New German films were in fact generally exhibited only in art cinemas 

(frogrammtzMo^) to relatively small audiences. Put simply, as Elsaesser (1989: 319) says, "in 

all the years and despite hundreds of films the German cinema still lacked an adequate 

industrial and technical in&astructure". In the light of all this, West Germany's film subsidy 

system not surprisingly became subject to intense scrutiny with the return to power of the 
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government, the FDP, chose to switch allegiances. 

As I demonstrate in Chapters Three and Four, historians of the New German Cinema 

have most Aequently attributed its ostensible demise to the death of Rainer Werner 

Fassbinder and the return to power of the conservative CDU / CSU, both events occurring in 

the same calendar year, 1982. The so-called "SPD-Staats61m", as some labelled the films of 

the on account of the support they received 6om the sympathetic SPD regime of 

the 1970s^^, was always likely to meet with a degree of hostility &om a conservative-led 

government. In histories of the New German Cinema, it is generally held that the new 

conservative-liberal^^ coalition government, in adherence with the prevailing 6ee market 

ideology of the 1980s, rapidly undertook a programme of systematic media deregulation '̂* 

during these years. It is furthermore generally argued that a direct consequence of the 

Christian Democrats' more market-led media policy was a gradual undermining of the New 

German Film's previously rather privileged position within the national and international art 

cinema market, since this was almost wholly based on market-defying public subsidy. 

I will now attempt to evaluate the validity of these claims by examining what I regard 

as key infrastructural developments, namely the development of different models for post-

New German film funding. I will consider the changes to existing legislation and the 

founding of new funding bodies in the 1980s and 1990s, and seek to establish whether or not 

the perceived "demise" of New German Cinema may in fact be signi6cantly attributed to 

developments such as these. 

Certain pieces of legislation are generally held to be of particular importance by 

commentators on the post-New German film industry. Foremost among these are further 

amendments made to the 1967 (FFG) by the conservative-liberal 

administration of the 1980s and 1990s. The Kohl government's first parliamentary attempt to 

alter West Germany's 51m subsidy laws took the form of the Erf fgf Gefefz zw 

which came into effect on 18th November 1986. Knight (1996: 424-

5) claims that in this and subsequent film-related legislation of the Kohl administration, "film 

policy was revised to clearly favour commercial projects over any form of artistic 

experimentation". In most histories of New German 61m funding, the decision of Interior 

Minister Zimmermann to revoke the funding award made to the Bavarian avant-garde 

director Herbert Achtembusch for his film Das Gespenst in 1983 on account of its alleged 

Elsaesser (1989: 317) raises the question as to whether or not the New German Cinema was "An Invention of 
the Social-Liberal Coalition" (referring to the SPD / FDP government). 

By this I refer to the CDU / CSU / FDP coalition. 
The opening up of the FRG's television market to private companies, which brought about the emergence of 

populist satellite television stations such as SATl and RTL, and Aereby led to increased competition, is often 
held up as an example here. 
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blasphemous content is also held to be a very significant event^^ indication of some 

governmental antipathy towards non-commercial and oppositional cinema, as I will show in 

The most recent (Fihn Subsidy Law), or to give it its proper 

title, the viWerwrng Jgf (Second Law amending 

the Film Subsidy Law) was enacted by the on 21st December 1992, and came into 

eSect on 25th January 1993; its intended duration was for six calendar years, expiring on 31st 

December 1998^^. 

The ostensible raison d'etre for this further revision of the FFG by the Kohl 

government was a necessary updating to incorporate the five new BwWgf/dwikr into the 

recently expanded FRG's 61m subsidy system. However, other important new measures are 

also contained in the bill; Prinzler (1993: 558) describes a further central aim of the 

legislation as being "mit modiSzierten MaBnahmen die WirtschafUichkeit des deutschen 

Films zu stSrken". 

Financial prudence and consideration of a proposed Glm's potential economic 

performance are certainly key concerns of the legislation. For example, 33 (2)^^ 

requires the submission of a script, proposed cast list, Gnancing plan, distribution contract 

and concrete proposals for the film's distribution in the FRG, in order that an award may even 

be considered by the FFA. This represents a determined eSbrt on the part of the legislators to 

minimise the possibility of a 61m being made which subsequently fails to gain a general 

release, as was so often the case with New German productions, the m^ority of which were 

shown only in f to tiny audiences, and in some cases, on a single occasion on 

the big screen (at one time the bare minimum requirement to secure funding). 

The formula "die ()ualitat und Wirtschaftlichkeit des deutschen Films zu verbessem" 

also appears on numerous occasions throughout the document, for example in fwagrapAe 32 

(1), 33 (3), and 47 (1). The repetition of this aspiration for federal 61m subsidy, which 

super6cially seems intended to articulate a desire to provide for the funding of artistically 

noteworthy as well as economically pro6table films, also greatly reduces the prospect of a 

61m proposal which is not likely to make a working pro6t Aom receiving Amding at all. 

Film subsidy in the new BwWef/aMak/" was subject to considerable change after 

Reuni6cation. As in West Germany, the 6equent failure of GDR-made 61ms to attract 

domestic audiences was a matter of considerable concern both for the 61mmaking community 

and for state representatives during the 1970s and 1980s. However, discussions were couched 

For Berghoff (1991), this event gave rise to an entire research project on the legality of film Amding in 
Germany. 

The complete text of this bill is available at this internet site - http://www.fIa.de/FFG/. 
See http://www.ffa.de/FFG/. 

http://www.fIa.de/FFG/
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in rather different terms in East and West Germany, where quite different politico-cultural 

agendas prevailed. Instead of regarding the financial losses caused by the poor box ofGce 

performance of publicly-subsidised films as a mark of serious economic fmlure, as was 

increasingly the case in the West, debates on the East German public's general disinterest in 

the output of its national fihn industry were conceived somewhat differently by the film 

industry and state, as Giesenfeld (1993: 6-7) explains: 

Dabei haben gewiB auch Zuschauerzahlen eine Rolle gespielt. Nur wurde das Fembleiben der Kinobesucher 

nicht als kommerzieller Verlust gewertet, dem mit alien mOglichen MiOeln entgegengearbeitet werden muOte, 

sondem als Abbruch der Kommunikation, als Scheitem auf der kdnstlerischen Ebene - und auf ihr wurden die 

GegemnaGnahmen diskutiert." 

The entire dynamic of the communists state's perceived relationship with its citizens, upon 

which the ideology of film as "communication" enounced above (and by extension the raison 

d'etre for film funding by the state) was \^iiolly dependent, was thrown into crisis in 

November 1989 when the GDR collapsed. From this point on, market 6)rces dictated film 

production in East as well as West. 

Following the demise of the GDR in Autumn 1989, and the subsequent integration of 

all its former territories into the FRG on 3rd October 1990, the Boim government swiftly set 

about privatising all of the former East Germany's nationalised industries in the early 1990s, 

including its entire film industry, which consisted of the DEFA production company and 

Babelsberg studios. The institution set up to carry out this task was the On 

25th August 1992, the TreMAaw&mfWf sold the Babelsberg studios to the French company 

CIP (Co/y^agMfe f M»Dr), a subsidiary of the conglomerate CGE (Co/Mpag»fg 

faza;) for DM130m. CIP pledged to invest DM410m in the studios by the year 

2000, and re-established the studios under the name "Studio Babelsberg GmbH" (Prinzler, 

1993: 558) under the management of West German celebrity director Volker SchlOndor8l 

At the time of writing I regret that it is still rather too soon to adequately assess 

subsequent developments at Babelsberg and in the former GDR. It is possible to assert that 

funding of East German cinema by the FFA swiftly replaced that by the old communist 

regime in the early 1990s. Meanwhile, the ongoing establishment of regional 61m bodies in 

line with the old (discussed below) completed the transformation of Eastern 

German film funding as a small part of the broader project of converting a state economy into 

a capitalist market economy as the 1990s progressed. 

I now turn my attention to the most significant developments in regional film fimding 

in the old that is, the territories of the former West Germany. As was the case 

for their New German counterparts of the 1970s and 1980s, post-New German fihn producers 

were able to apply for funding from a wide variety of public sources, both federal and 

regional, and any fimds they were awarded could take the form of grants or loans; up to 100% 
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some ongoing developments. 

My Grst case study is the FilmstiAung Nordrhein-Westfalen GmbH^^ (hereafter 

FNW), which was established on 27th February 1991, forming what Prinzler (1993: 557) 

terms the "Gnanzkr&Aigste LandesGhnfbrderung in der Bimdesrepublik". The regional 

government of North Rhine-Westphalia and the public television WDR (die latter based in 

Cologne) were the original partners^^ in this private limited-liabiUty (X)mpany, as its chief 

executive Dieter Kosslick explains in an interview with Holloway (1994: 5):-

"The FilmstiAung functions as a private company (..) Its two partners are the Landesregierung Nordibein-

WestfaJen (State Government of Nordirhine-Wesqihalia) and Westdeutscher Rundfunk (WDR Cologne, linked 

to the ARD / First German Television network). Both have a 50% share. For this reason, the FilmstiAung draws 

upon different sources and sources of funding. There's (he so-called "Landesmitter (state financing); funds 

donated by the Landesregierung (state government) (..) If the Filmstifbmg dispenses funds out of the WDR 

cofkr, however, then WDR receives the rights for 6 years with a further option for the rights in German-

language territories. Up to now, this manner of funding Arou^ variable financing means is found only in the 

case of the Filmstiftung." 

The set out to o6er funding at all stages of the creation of a feature film, 6om the 

initial script to post-production and the distribution and exhibition of the finished product. 

Information derived from publicity materials supplied by the Filmstiftung Nordrhein-WestMen GmbH at the 
1996 Ber/ma/g. The FNWs webpage may be found at this internet address: http://www.filmstiftung.de. 

In 1997 three further television channels became co-partners in the Filmstifhmg Nordrhein-Westfalen GmbH 
: the public channel ZDF, and the private channels Pro Sieben and SATl. 

All references to FNW documentation in the remainder of this section are taken from its 1996 publicity 
materials and webpage (mentioned above). 
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Between 1992 and 1994 the FNW awarded grants amounting to DM 120m to film producers, 

scriptwriters, distributors and film theatre owners. The targeting of subsidies was extremely 

diverse: money was also made available for the renovation of local film theatres, and even the 

production of radio plays, for example. The allocation of all funding awards was however 

notionally dependent on at least some of the subsidy being re-invested in the local economy 

of North-Rhine Westfalia. The principal stated aim of the institution was to create 

employment in the region through making good films. However, this is not altogether borne 

out by their record of Shn funding in the 1990s - this body appears to have devoted 

considerable resources to international coproductions, as well as locally-made works. Films 

prominently cited within the FNWs 1995/6 publicity materials include only one ostensibly 

"German" future film: Per Unhold (Volker Schl8ndor@^ 1995); the FNW also dispensed 

fimds during this period to films such as Dead Man (Jim Jarmusch, 1995) and Land and 

Freedom (Ken Loach, 1995). 

One particularly interesting aspect of the FNWs publicity is its claim to combine 

"wirtschaftliche und kulturelle Zielsetzungen" for the Grst time by a funding body in the 

FRG, and its boast that "Mittlerweile sind fast alle regionalen Filmfbrderer nach dem 

gleichen Prinzip organisiert". An acknowledgement by a regional fimding body that both art 

and entertainment films had a role to play in the German film market was clearly novel and 

welcome, as my previous discussion of regional film funding practices should demonstrate. 

However the implication that the FNW pioneered such a way of thinking as that outlined 

above is questionable, given that the deep-set divisions within German filmmaking between 

"Kultur" and "Wirtschaft", betweai the and the or between art and 

entertainment, and the industry's concomitant failure to find any sort of middle ground, had 

for some time been regarded by many commentators as a root cause of the industry's 

problems. 

My second case study is the Filmboard Berlin-Brandenburg GmbH (hereafter FBB), 

which was founded in the summer of 1994, and was unique in being the first film subsidy 

board to represent two separate German Berlin and Brandenburg. It also represented 

pmbably the most commercially-oriented regional film subsidy board to have ever emerged in 

the FRG at the time when it was Bounded. The maimer in which it was initially structured 

partly indicated a will to overcome many of the media criticisms commonly levelled at film 

fimding in the FRG, such as those which will be discussed in Chapters Three and Four 

(principally, the Sequent economic losses incurred by West German 61ms, and the alleged 

inefRciency of film funding committees). 

First of all, the FBB did away with decision by committee: it rather broke the mould 

in regional (and for that matter federal) film funding in the FRG by leaving all funding 

decisions to the sole discretion of a single person, the managing director of the Filmboard, as 
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opposed to a committee or series of coimnittees. Secondly, great emphasis was placed by the 

FEB on so-called "Professionalisienmg'"^^ ("professionalisation"), which in practice meant 

that the managing director needed to be firmly convinced of a film's ability to compete in the 

theatrical marketplace in order to make a funding award. All the following citations are taken 

from the FBB webpage (http://www.filmboard.de):-

"Die Filmboard GmbH (brdert in der Regel nur Filmproduktionen, wenn dafbr ein Verleihvertrag vorliegt, weii 

die Filmboard will, daB die gefbrderten Filme tatsachlich in die Kinos kommen. [..] 

Damit ein Projekt von uns geArdert wird, muG klar sein, daB es Otr dieses Projekt ein Publikum, eine Zielgn^pe 

gibt. Auf der anderen Seite muB diese Zielgruppe aber auch wissen, daG die Filme, die fUr sie gemacht werden, 

existieren und in den Kinos laufen." 

The FBB additionally emphasises its "Erfblgsorientierung" (success orientation) in its 

publicity material on its website:-

"Die Filmboard Berlin-Brandenburg GmbH fbrdert er&lgversprechende Projekte: anspruchsvolle, kOnstlerische 

SpielRlme und Dokumentarfilme genauso wie populSre Unteihaltung. Die Prqjekte mUssen ihr bestinmites 

Publikum finden. Sie mOssen fUr einen bestimmten Markt gedacht sein." 

In an interview with HoUoway & HoUoway (1995: 5-6), the FBB's managing director Klaus 

Keil states the institution's priorities in unambiguous terms: "we prefer to subsidize fewer 

61ms with a bit more funding". He continues, 

"ifs a fact that for us at the Filmboard the decisive point is whether the films, once produced, can Aen actually 

be seen, can really reach a public. By Aat I mean, every fihn should be made for a specific public, conceived for 

a specific market. And it should prove successful in this marketplace. 

Success means an audience. Success means box-office. Success means Golden and Silver Bears, Lions, Palms. 

Success means both. And: every film, every project, should be so conceived that in dieory it can at least recoup 

its production costs. Thus: success doesnt mean pure economic gain, but one shouldn't ignore Ae possibility of 

economic gain. For that matter, filmmaking is just too costly and too precious a medium. In Germany (his way of 

thinking has been ignored or played down for too long a time. To change Ae status quo, to make German cinema 

successful again, this is why we are here." 

Keil singles out Chantal Akerman's A Couch in New York as "a fine example of linking 

commercial prospects with artistic ambitions", while Stille Nacht (directed by Dani Levy), 

Geh doch rUber (Alexander Ries) and Nur iiber meine Leiche (Rainer Matsutani) are praised 

as "artistically ambitious films [which] are also commercially oriented and geared to an 

audience. In short they represent a new identity in German cinema" (Holloway & Holloway, 

1995: 6). 

This term is repeatedly emphasised on the FBB's webpage. 
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The practice of partially funding cinema films by means of television station finance 

(both public and private), whereby the television channels in question acquire some or all of 

the broadcasting rights for these productions, is long-established in Germany. During the 

1970s and 1980s, the publicly funded terrestrial television stations ARD and ZDF also 

provided employment for several directors associated with the New German Cinema. Indeed, 

the importance of television money to the New German Cinema was considerable; some of 

the best-known works of the - notably, Fassbinder's Berlin Alexanderplatz 

(1979-1980) and Reitz's Heimat (1984) - are in f ^ t television series. This association of film 

directors and television broadcasters continued into the late 1980s and early 1990s. ARD 

instituted a regular slot for productions by new filmmakers entitled Agrzew, while 

German directors also worked extensively for the more recently established satellite 

broadcasters SAT-1 and RTL, who broadcast a large number of made-fbr-television fihns, 

often featuring actors and actresses \ ^ o also worked in German cinema. 

The financial entwining of German cinema and television impacted considerably on 

post-New German filmmaking. Almost every film \\iiich reached FRG cinemas between 

1988 and 1995 had at least some financial involvement by a television broadcaster. In the 

period 1988 to 1995 there was also a noticeable trend of German cinema feature 61ms 

increasingly featuring popular domestic television stars such as GOtz George, Mario Adorf^ 

Thomas Gottschaik and Billie ZOckler, and comedians Wio had achieved much of their fame 

through television such as Otto Waalkes, Loriot, Didi Hallervorden, Gerhard Polt and Helge 

Schneider. The role played by television funding in the mAking of these films, and the 

recognition f^tor these stars offered domestic audiences were fundamental developments in 

post-New German Cinema. 

A plethora of significant European 61m committees, programmes and funding bodies 

were established in the 1980s and early 1990s. I shall briefly outline when each was founded, 

and give details as to its ostensible role. 

Between 1983 and 1985 the body EURIMAGES was set up. This was a French 

initiative intended to foster European coproductions by ofkring 6ee conditionally repayable 

loans, as well as subsidies 6)r film distribution (Kosslick, 1994: 54-5). In 1986, the MEDIA 

Programme was established to fimd the audiovisual industries in Europe through a variety of 

targeted projects such as training programmes, marketing promotions and subsidies for the 

distribution, exhibition and archiving of European films (Kosslick, 1994: 51-3). This 

initiative also sought to bring European funding bodies under one roof and led to the 

development of a European production fimd to assist films 6om a particular European 

country to be shown in others. In 1988 to 1989 the EFDO (European Film Distribution 

Office) was founded (Kosslick, 1994: 53-4). This institution invests in the distribution and 

exhibition of films which must be shown in at least three European countries. 
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