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A Note on Film References

1.The standard citing for films with a foreign language title is the original title in italics, followed by a non-italicised English title in brackets; e.g La Route est belle (The Road is Fine, 1929). The English title can be either the official release title or a literal translation.

2.English titles are omitted where the original title refers to a name or a place that does not need a translation, or where the original name is commonly used in English; e.g: La strada; Das Boot.

3.Co-productions and MLVs (multi-language versions) are cited with the respective titles in italics divided by a forward dash; e.g. Casta Diva/ The Divine Spark (1935); Der Kongreß tanzt/Congress Dances/Le congrès s’amuse (1931); Imbarco a Mezzanotte/Stranger on the Prowl (1952). Usually, the language of the country where the film (or the majority of it) was shot is cited first.

4.Remakes of the same film are listed separately: Tredici uomini e un cannone (1936); Dreizehn Mann und eine Kanone (1938); Thirteen Men and a Gun (1938).
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Introduction

Sarah Street

Film studios have always been integral to film production, from the glasshouses of silent cinema to today’s global operations which are fast incorporating virtual production methods. Even when films are primarily shot on location, studio facilities are still required. Establishing a controlled physical environment has the advantages of reducing the inherent risks involved in film production. While film studios are architectural spaces designed to support the interconnected functions of pre-production, production and post-production, this book demonstrates that they are this, and much more. We investigate film studios across four major European production sites: Britain, France, Germany and Italy. While existing scholarship on studios mostly concentrates on Hollywood’s famous studio system organized around major companies that are household names, our focus is on the variety of Europe’s many different studio complexes in key decades of their sound-era operation from 1930 to 1960. Our research is rooted in perspectives that challenge the idea that illusory screen worlds are created in ‘invisible’ physical environments by those whose work also tends to be effaced. Animated by materialist historiographies and methods, the book’s methodology is underpinned by the idea of tectonics as a metaphorical way into understanding the studios’ multiple, stratified, shifting experiences as architectural spaces, diverse working and social environments, and locations for innovation. A tectonic approach emphasizes how studios can be thought of as containing multiple zones of collaborative activities, adaptable materials, and spaces that shift from production to production. It drives the methodology’s emphasis of comparing structures over time, and also the themes selected for Chapters 5–11. While studios often recede from visibility to make way for the illusion of cinema, they are emphatically material sites embedded within the histories of technology and architecture, quasi-utopian designs on efficient labour, and moments of political and economic crisis and transformation. Departing from the common identification of studios with production companies and their outputs, we conceptualize studios as structures shaped by planners, engineers, and designers focused on the creation of screen worlds within bespoke or more standardized architectural and technological environments. Behind a studio’s exterior structures and public image, a complex network of functional spaces enabled workers, processes, and technologies to harness creativity.

Our research brings the heritage of European studios into visibility. We focus on the key decades 1930 to 1960 when studios were subject to profound change, including re-structuring following the introduction of sound; conforming to the imperatives of political regimes, and negotiating major economic challenges following the Second World War. Today many of these historic structures no longer exist or have been adapted as new homes or theme parks; their changed functionality conceals the complexity of their pasts that are in danger of being entirely forgotten. We recover the many different architectural models that existed, mapping transnational flows of labour and expertise. We chart a film studio’s multiple activities and the spectral, rarely acknowledged histories of alternate uses of their premises, including as refugee and prisoner of war camps or as locations for industrial research and development. A comparative approach ensures that responses to both common and nationally specific challenges in the four different countries are scrutinized. While the film histories of the individual countries are relatively well known, actively comparing them through studios is a new departure.

Film studios as physical environments and architectural spaces have not featured as the subject of extensive analysis compared with film movements, directors and the genres of popular cinema. While Hollywood has been widely studied, structures operating outside its famous system are rarely acknowledged.1 The term ‘studio system’ generally refers to Hollywood filmmaking, particularly during the period 1914–60 when production, distribution and exhibition were dominated by an oligopoly of a few powerful companies which derived most of their power from owning cinemas so that production could be financed out of box-office profits. The major companies competed at the production level, but there was little or no competition regarding distribution or exhibition because they had carved up areas of geographic concentration, producing an overall system which thrived on innovation tempered by standardization, a great degree of stylistic symmetry, mass production and consumption. They also established subsidiaries in Europe to maximize overseas profits and support ‘runaway’ productions. To what extent Europe’s studios were organized around a similar logic is a key question posed by this book. Our research evidences the considerable diversity which existed in the range of examples we examined, and it is certainly the case that there were different approaches to studio design and location, as well as a greater reliance on a rental economy for studio space than existed in Hollywood.

The literature on European studios is dominated by a particular model of popular, well-illustrated books that concentrate on linear developments, listing key films, directors and associated stylistic movements. In the British context these concentrate on individual studios or general surveys, with the exception of investigative works such as by Threadgall on Shepperton and Street on Pinewood.2 The situation is similar in the case of Germany, with studies of individual company trajectories, principally Ufa (and its East German successor Deutsche Film Aktiengesellschaft, DEFA) and its facilities at Potsdam Babelsberg.3 The distribution and hierarchy of studios across both East and West Germany in the post-war period has not been documented in a comprehensive way. Apart from a very detailed, archival-based study of French studios in the 1930s by Morgan Lefeuvre, and Sarah Street’s book on Pinewood Studios, there are no sustained, academic histories of studios in the 1940s and 1950s.4 A number of shorter accounts reference particular French studios and their local geographies.5 Publications on Cinecittà Studios in Italy tend towards richly illustrated accounts of films, genres, and nostalgia for the ‘golden age’ of Italian cinema, with the exception of Sara Martin’s study of its architect Gino Peressutti.6 However, work on the Titanus studios in Italy has been more detailed, due to the rich nature of available documentation.7

In relation to the more global arena of studio activity, Goldsmith and O’Regan’s analysis focuses on ‘the contemporary enthusiasm in various parts of the world to build, renovate, or re-develop large-scale studios capable of hosting high-budget, often special-effects-driven English-language feature films’.8 Their consideration of foundational, historical contexts, however, serves only as background for analysing the contemporary scene in the early twenty-first century. Jacobson’s edited collection In the Studio covers a broader scope of countries, periods and contexts which have been influential in our research.9 In terms of methodology, we also draw inspiration from Jacobson’s earlier pioneering scholarship on early film studios in the United States before ‘the system’ became institutionalized, and on those in France.10 This is suggestive of the rich benefits of conceptualizing studios as multi-functional architectural spaces which framed, facilitated and enacted imaginative responses to the environment and technological change. Jacobson argues that studio architecture is ‘the always present but rarely visible frame that lies just beyond the visual field’, while also noting that it has played ‘a key, but rarely acknowledged, role in the history of filmmaking’.11 Rather than seeing studios as more or less static constructions, our approach further highlights the significance of structural changes and how these contributed to the successes, failures, risks and disasters that had profound impacts upon technologies, labour and creativity. Seeing far beyond a studio’s company logo thus opens the doors to the factories and spaces of the imagination which constituted European cinema at a time when it was a highly significant industry and the most popular mass entertainment.

The book’s 1930–60 time frame represents the high-point of intensive, studio-based European film production during which key issues were confronted within the four major production sites. These include the impact of technological change such as the coming of sound cinema in the early 1930s; changing flows in transnational labour and collaboration, particularly during the Fascist period; and the relationship between studios of different sizes and locations. By 1960 studios were typically evolving into more devolved structures, following three decades as relatively self-contained production environments. Although the larger studios such as Pinewood in the UK, Billancourt and Joinville in France, facilities at Potsdam-Bablesberg in Germany or Cinecittà in Italy were dominant enterprises, the book uncovers the range of models that existed from 1930 to 1960, including smaller structures that catered more towards artisanal modes of production. By comparing the similarities and differences between architectures, personnel, methods, infrastructures and technologies, we examine the organization of creative labour and technologies within national and transnational contexts.

Studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy were closely related to ideas of nation. Prevalent contemporary discourses about studios recognized their fundamental importance to a nation’s filmmaking capacity, especially when impacted by economic recession or political crises. The desire for a strong film industry was shared to a greater or lesser degree by all four countries’ governments. As the overview Chapters 1–4 demonstrate, Germany and Italy’s fascist regimes sought to control film production through studio ownership, censorship and other totalitarian policies which had a profound impact on studios. While in Britain and France state intervention was less dominant, during the Second World War film gained strategic importance as a vital organ of propaganda. During the Nazi occupation of northern France from 1940 to 1944 the German-owned company Continental Films produced many films which were closely monitored by German censorship. Films were thus deeply embedded within national identities, economic development and cultural policies, and studios were at the heart of their creation.

European film industries reacted to Hollywood’s aggressive film export drive but there was considerable variance in their approaches to establishing national and transnational alternatives. In the extreme, fascism enabled Germany and Italy’s film industries to be independent while fostering or enforcing collaborations between their studios. The German occupation of France, in addition, had an impact on French studios during wartime. Hollywood remained a constant competitor in Britain which influenced studio organization and equipment supply. In many respects Hollywood was seen as a successful model to be emulated while seeking to contain the scope of its international ambitions.

Our source material includes archival documentation, the press, trade publications, architectural plans, as well as available oral histories. The extent of existing archival documentation however varies from country to country, and we have had to consult a plethora of interrelated sources to obtain a detailed understanding of how the studios functioned. Photographs and films have also been a crucial aspect of our research for investigating what existing visual records reveal about locating studios more precisely within local geographic contexts. Aerial photographs in particular show studios in relation to surrounding local geographies as well as how they changed between different decades. When studio plans are no longer available, aerial images also reveal a complex layout and structure. Photographs of studio interiors enable us to see how they were organized, especially for studios which no longer exist or are now used for other purposes. They also provide a crucial means of documenting and understanding many technologies and processes which may now be obsolete or have changed significantly. Photographs bring to life, as it were, the working lives of the people who worked in the studios as distinct communities which constituted a film studio’s culture. Contemporary sources demonstrate the extent to which studios were often of great interest to reporters, including those commenting on studios in different countries. As our thematic chapters show, there were similarities and differences between these, sometimes with considerable consequences for productivity and how films were made. The diversity of sources we have used has required a range of methodological approaches to be deployed, from film historical analysis to architectural theory and use of GPS data. Part of our work has also involved re-creating studios (Denham, Joinville, Tonkreuz Babelsberg, and Cinecittà) using VR and 3D imaging technologies, and these have informed our understanding of the studios’ comparative spatial configurations and uses over time. They have also enabled us to acquire greater phenomenological understandings of the spaces, how workers moved through them and their sheer complexity.12

To fully capture the comparative experience of the studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy, the book’s structure is divided into two parts. Part 1 (Chapters 1–4) provides historical overviews of developments in each of the four countries through surveys of how the studios generally operated, while highlighting their respective national specificities. Each chapter sets out the main chronological developments that affected studios, referring to their locations, structural organization and how they were impacted by common factors such as adjusting to sound cinema in the 1930s; the tumultuous impact of the Second World War; post-war recovery and realignment to 1960. The accounts of the four countries indicate other interesting similarities and differences. In terms of the structure, shape and geographic spread of studios, for example, these were mostly in place by 1930 in both Britain and France. Two major new facilities – Denham and Pinewood – opened in Britain in 1936, but these bolstered the basic structure of many different studios concentrated to the west of London. No major new studios were opened in France during the 1930s; existing larger and smaller studios constituted the production infrastructure. A studio rental culture was evident in Britain and France, whereas in Italy and Germany from the 1930s monopoly by the state concentrated power and control in the major studios. Cinecittà, the Italian fascist regime’s flagship studio in Rome, was opened in 1937, and Babelsberg outside Berlin became the major location of production in Germany.

In the post-war period studio infrastructure in Germany was decentralized with the East–West political division, and new studios were created in regions outside Berlin where the film industry had formerly been primarily concentrated. Berlin’s major studios survived but there were limits on their capacity to monopolize film production. In Italy new studios also developed outside the capital in the post-war period but studios in Rome were nevertheless renovated and reconstructed. Of all the structures and systems, Britain’s was most influenced by Hollywood, in part due to the common language which after the coming of sound cinema was accentuated even more than it had been in the silent era. Hollywood showed an interest in Europe’s studios; trade publications often reported on conditions there, not least to assess the export market and local competition. British studios relied quite heavily on American equipment, and Hollywood was encouraged to invest in making films in British studios. Wider transnational collaboration was evident, to lesser and greater degrees, between the countries, particularly France and Italy, and also between Germany and France.

Part 1 provides context for Part 2 (Chapters 5–11) which is organized around thematic areas within which all four countries are referenced and compared. The first named author for each of these chapters led on organizing the material relating to the theme in question. The themes reflect significant areas which highlight the studios as: buildings specifically located within particular physical environments and infrastructures; architectural designs; engines of technology and innovation; environments conducive to transnational collaboration; communities of labour; social spaces within which workers organized a range of leisure activities; and as photogenic sites which were documented in films, newsreels and fiction – media which reflect how studios were the subject of public fascination. The following remarks are intended to serve as a contextual introduction to the themes of Chapters 5–11, explaining our logic in using them as a means of taking readers, as it were, inside the studios to examine why they were built in particular regions, what they looked like internally and externally, and how they functioned as workspaces but also as spaces where leisure and other activities could take place.

The book’s themes have enabled active comparisons between the four countries to be mobilized, by applying our layered, tectonic approach to studio development in terms of location, space, place, time, identity and community. They have stimulated us to expand our understandings of the studios, drawing on knowledge and concepts in related disciplines, such as architecture, geographical science, social history, technological and labour history. By approaching studios as sites of multiple experience involving human and non-human ‘actors’, we have aimed to bring to the fore their different and complex ontologies. Although the fictional worlds created by filmmakers on backlots and sound stages could exist beyond the bounds of conventional time and space, the studios within which they were created could not. Understanding the importance of the spatial siting of film studios in the four countries, for example, has enabled us to explore the ways in which the physical infrastructure of and activities associated with film production were shaped by, and interacted with, specific places. Rather than existing apart from their immediate local environments, studios were in a constant process of negotiation with macro-level factors such as the climate, which had an influence on architecture, equipment and working practices, to more localized considerations such as proximity to transport infrastructure. The process, though, was essentially dialogical, and studios could shape their surroundings and vice versa.

While it has been important to focus on groups of workers and professionals working within studio complexes, studios also functioned as far-reaching networks involving businesses, accountants, professional societies and individuals working in related employment but with connections to a studio’s wider economy. Although they were securely embedded within specific locales, studios maintained complex socio-economic relationships with the people and institutions that surrounded them. Also, wider processes of urban growth led to studios being enveloped by the cities on or beyond whose boundaries they were initially built – for example, the Cines studios in Rome – whilst the erection of new studios could, in conjunction with other factors, spur the construction of new housing and industrial buildings in places such as Elstree and Borehamwood to the north of London. In Germany, the development of the Babelsberg studios to the south of Berlin formed part of the wider urban and infrastructural changes in the region. The process was also dynamic, and innovations in the technologies and processes of filmmaking brought about changes to the ways in which studios interacted with the spaces around them, such as how the conversion to sound generated new challenges for studios built near railway lines or airfields.

Jacobson has noted that: ‘As a hidden necessity for illusory forms of cinematic and televisual production, [studios] were often present but rarely noticed’.13 Yet within their local geographies, studios were primarily architectural buildings with specific histories, and with often striking external and internal design features. Our aim to open studios’ doors, to study where they were located as well as how they functioned, has involved detailed consideration of their physical infrastructures, as well as how they operated over time. This allows us to gain vicarious access to studios, to appreciate something of what it was like to work in them, and to understand their role as symbols of twentieth-century modernity and aspiration. Studios often required complex designs to ensure that their functions of pre-production, production and post-production flowed seamlessly by, for example, ensuring the efficient delivery of cumbersome set materials to stages, planning the strategic operation of equipment for creating effects and in the processing laboratories. Assessing the extent to which filmmakers’ working practices were shaped by a studio’s layout in creating spatial relationships between different phases of production has been an important driver for our research. In foregrounding the studios’ materiality, and the people who designed and worked in them, the book draws on floor plans, aerial photographs and other images that help us to understand studios as physical structures, as buildings with their own histories and ‘narratives’ within the built environment. Jacobson’s work on early studios in Hollywood has drawn attention to how some appropriated visually striking architectural styles that cultivated corporate identities.14 As examples of industrial architecture, we have also investigated their association with established architectural styles such as Art Deco and the types of buildings their architects designed prior to studios. While studio structures often resembled factories, their architectural styles could be diverse. Some were monumental structures bearing the imprint of well-recognized architectural styles which stood out in the regions where they were situated, such as the innovative modernism of Cinecittà in Italy which is still celebrated today.

By taking architecture and design as foundational determinants of studio activity in different national contexts, we have aimed to expand the notion of what studios are and have been as various models were generated. The different varieties of studio design often aspired towards ‘ideal’ structures in a process of trial and error as architects in the four countries experimented with form, technology and materials. The changing imperatives for studio design in the 1930s following the rapid arrival of sound, for example, was a common driver of change. Existing studios were reconfigured and reconstructed, and some were newly built for a new sonic landscape that affected their material fabric, structures and equipment in profound and long-lasting ways. To some extent, facing common challenges generated transnational co-operation, knowledge transfer or competition. Our comparative focus, identifying the key experts, labour and infrastructural networks required for construction, sustainability and development, has uncovered how specialists from each country responded to studio developments outside of their immediate environments. In addition, the book reflects on the studios’ architectural legacies; how they were often re-purposed in periods such as during the Second World War, and in subsequent decades when some were converted to luxury apartments, offices or theme parks. Former studio buildings often celebrate their past film heritages, such as the site of Gainsborough Studios in London which was converted into housing in 2004. The premises include a commemorative plaque and large sculpture of Alfred Hitchcock’s head, in celebration of the British studios where he started his career in the 1920s. Although they may no longer function as ‘film factories’, the buildings nevertheless retain an aura which gestures to their on-going status within cultural heritage, even if their specifics have somewhat receded from public perception.

Once inside the studios, it has been important to understand them as environments designed to promote creative energies within established physical structures, generating hierarchies of labour and diverse working methods that aimed to reduce the risks of film production. Studios never stood still; they were affected by many external pressures. They were, to a greater or lesser degree, in a constant state of having to respond to change, whether it be technological, structural or relating to labour. Time has therefore been a key theme running through the book. As well as being influenced by place and space, studios were subject to temporal rhythms: constraints, windows of opportunity, beginnings and endings. Throughout the period 1930–60, studios were workshops of invention which experienced the introduction of new sound technologies, colour and the rise of television. Their spaces also hosted new advancements in lighting and special effects for the creation of realistic and fantastical sets. Our book highlights the emergence of studio filmmaking conventions while also identifying what made each country, and each studio, unique in their negotiation of technological change, including how technologies changed and impacted the studios’ material structures and working practices. But these were subject to multiple contingencies; studios could not always control the rate at which they were required to introduce new equipment and methods, nor who would be involved in the process or the results.

Rather than being self-contained workshops, studios then emerge as vectors, drawing upon a wide range of interests from equipment manufacturers and electrical suppliers to make-up companies and paint experts. Analysing how these ‘systems’ functioned and on occasion malfunctioned, challenges the standard view of studios as relatively discrete workplaces, which has led to a greater understanding of their place within regional, national and transnational economies, as well as expanding notions of creative and professional expertise. We argue that technological inventions were transnational, international as well as place-bound, as they travelled across borders and were implemented in the four countries at different speeds and temporalities. The findings are informed by theories of how technologies develop and are negotiated across time and space, often in a non-linear manner and often subject to political influences or even coercion. Change was not always linear, or indeed progressive. By considering the agencies behind the application of new technologies, a clearer understanding of studios in different time periods thus emerges as integral to understanding the shifting dynamics of industrial, socio-economic and cultural–artistic transformation.

The extent of transnational collaboration between the four countries is one of the book’s central themes. Our comparative focus has involved tracing relations between different national film studios, while noting the degree to which studios were imbricated within a collaborative culture that resisted conventional national boundaries. We have been particularly struck by the extent of collaboration, more so than has previously been appreciated. Some instances are well known, such as how the advent of sound in the late 1920s facilitated a boom in transnational production initiatives in European studios, initially focusing on the practice of multi-language versions (or MLVs). Although Britain had originated this practice, in France and Germany MLVs became most prolific, leading to close collaborations that continued throughout the decade. Alongside pan-European developments, bilateral synergies, such as between Italy and France, or between Germany and Austria, were also common. Rather than using historical events and economic trends as contextual background, our book emphasizes how they impacted on the different studios’ operations materially. We have uncovered new perspectives on how transnational exchange was unwittingly prompted during tumultuous events, including Hitler’s rise to power in 1933 and the exodus of Jewish film personnel, which accelerated the movement of filmmakers across European borders. This in turn forged new or strengthened collaborations, such as between Axis allies Italy and Germany. Meanwhile, the crisis and bankruptcy of production companies such as Pathé or Gaumont forced many French professionals to work in British or Italian studios. The outbreak of the Second World War created both voluntary and coerced mobility of film personnel across different countries. Mobilized workers in Allied and occupied countries, for example, were recruited to work in German studios, while prisoners of war were kept in camps adjacent to the production facilities and used for menial tasks. In Italy, Cinecittà was used to house POWs from 1943 and later in the war as a Displaced Persons camp until 1947, with some of the inhabitants being employed as extras in films produced there. Similarly, the Geiselgasteig studios near Munich provided displaced refugees with a temporary home in the immediate post-war years. In this way the histories of the studios as adaptable structures take on multiple significance, as they interacted with historical developments; this has emerged as a recurring, often disturbing theme.

The general tendency of the inner workings of studios to be absent from the historical record has also obscured recognition of their significant workforce in national, labour and women’s histories. Studios employed many people, including producers, directors, cinematographers, editors, set and costume designers, make-up artists, administrators, canteen staff, carpenters etc. With our aim to bring this large, diverse workforce into fuller visibility and with greater recognition of expertise, the book shows how studios employed a variety of professions and skillsets, their working conditions and trade union activity. Across the four countries we show how this large, diverse workforce was subject to different sets of internal regulations, wage structures, benefits, conventions, political allegiances and legislation. The book scrutinizes prevalent issues, including the extent of transnational collaboration and opportunities for émigré artists to work in different European studios before and after the Second World War. Within the studios there were often disparities in labour status such as between substantive and precarious work, as well as discrepancies in pay, benefits and social standing. A central theme we have tracked is the development of opportunities for women, as well as the transnational mobility of workers and changing attitudes towards them.

Film studios are often seen primarily as technical facilities for film production. But they were also spaces of learning, work, training, leisure, sociability and welfare for thousands of film workers. While studios were symbols of corporate identities to outsiders, for employees there was another, perhaps more domestic perspective. Within this theme we show how the management of time in the daily lives of studio workers was experienced. As already noted, time was of crucial importance in the lives of the studios and their workers. Time management is a major issue in film production, fluctuating between periods of overactivity and periods of calm or even complete shutdown. Looking closely at working time in the studios including duration, night work, extra hours, this clearly acted as a central topic in the claims of studio workers, particularly during trade union campaigns for reducing working hours. But studios were not just places of work: in the four countries we have also uncovered documentation on how studio spaces were used during periods of relaxation and socialization for artists, technicians and workers; how the various spaces and services dedicated to the well-being of employees functioned, including dressing rooms, foyer, restaurant, bar and sports facilities. By offering their employees a wide range of services, leisure and sports activities, the studios sought to improve their working and living conditions, but also in some cases to control them, to reinforce their loyalty and sense of belonging. In many instances the places and modes of sociability reveal the importance of social and professional hierarchies within the studios, such as the restaurants which at Denham, as in Cinecittà, Joinville and Babelsberg, were divided into different spaces to accommodate separately workers and extras, junior technicians, stars, directors and department heads, with different menus and prices. Even so, in researching the studios as social communities we have gained a greater sense of them as people working collectively within a highly specific production environment but also with common interests in spending their leisure time together. In this way we hope to communicate an empathetic proximity to the historical world of the studios and the people who worked and socialized in them.

The cultural currency of the studio as a site of public fascination is a major theme of the book, extending to how studios featured in films, magazine articles, radio broadcasts and novels such as detective thrillers. Studios were spaces of aspiration and desire, and this was associated with their physical reality and symbolic associations. The ways in which studios documented their own histories, such as through documentary films, which promoted their status as creative workshops and monumental architectural structures, is testament to their role in national cultures. While these constitute crucial evidence of what functioning studios looked like and, to some extent, how they were designed, the films also record what contemporaries thought of studios as a source of national pride in their ambitions to compete with Hollywood. In addition to studio-produced documentaries, many newsreels featured footage of studios which, as in Germany and Italy during the 1930s, often overlapped with regime propaganda. Fiction films featured narratives about studios, with some using film studios as sets. As well as providing valuable sources for the studio layouts in particular periods, these fictional representations show the position the film studios occupied in the cultural imaginary. Access to hallowed studio spaces was indeed a rare experience for film fans, unless you were the lucky winner of a competition in a fan magazine and the prize was to visit the studios. Although studios were generally closed to the public, they regularly welcomed outside visitors and became privileged spaces for receptions and social events attended by numerous personalities from the political, economic and cultural worlds. Through these numerous events, studios became showcases of national production, occupying a central place in the development of European film industries but also in the imaginations of film fans.

In 1939 a documentary film was released in British cinemas entitled A Day at Denham. It gave viewers rare glimpses into how a modern film studio operated, only a few years after its opening in 1936. The film included footage of extras queueing up outside the main buildings; workers clocking on for a day’s work; editors attending to post-production; scenes being shot on the studios’ spacious backlot, and the workshops where sets were under construction. Studios were clearly part of the popular imagination, and as researchers we have been similarly fascinated by their different spaces, imposing architectural designs and sheer technological complexity. Bringing together the histories of studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy has been an exciting and rewarding enterprise, and we remain in awe of the people who devoted their lives to film production, often in adverse, challenging circumstances. While it is impossible to visit studios no longer operating, and those still functioning have developed considerably since our end point of 1960, their historical traces in archives, images, films and as documented in the contemporary press have brought them, their workers and activities back to life. As studios enter a new phase of technological development in the digital, AI-dominated era, their histories provide insights into how they have adapted in the past as major hubs of creative enterprise which deserve better understanding of their fundamental place in film history.
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British studios, 1930–60

Richard Farmer and Sarah Street

By 1930, the British film production sector had assumed the shape and many of the characteristics that would define it for much of the rest of the century. Although filmmaking facilities were operational at places such as Brighton and Torquay into the 1920s, most studios were located in and around London, with most major new studios after 1930 built outside the city proper. Proximity to the capital allowed studios to make use of actors who worked in West End theatres – British film stars without theatrical or music-hall backgrounds remained comparatively rare for many years, much to the chagrin of some observers1 – and also the technical and creative personnel employed by such theatres and the creative industries associated with them.

As the British film industry emerged, grew and developed in the last years of the nineteenth century and early decades of the twentieth, the places where films were made underwent significant changes. Indeed, the need – and sometimes the failure – to adapt in the face of new technologies, changing economic and political circumstances and evolving employment practices has been a constant feature of British film studios throughout their history. Initially, filmmakers made use of the sun to light their films, working either on outdoor stages or in glasshouse studios. Both of these options presented problems, particularly in relation to the unreliability of natural light, and Britain’s damp climate, cloudy skies and short winter days. Electric lights were used first to augment the sun, and then to replace it; filmmakers found it easier to control their working environments in ‘blacked out’ buildings, the first of which was opened in 1914 at Elstree by the Neptune Film Company. The production facilities used by the Gaumont-British company exemplify the early evolution of British studios: having started making films on an external lot in Dulwich, south London c.1902, a glasshouse studio was built at Shepherd’s Bush in 1913–14, which was in turn blacked out and converted into a sound stage in 1928–9, while permanent sound-proofed buildings were erected when the studio was significantly expanded in the 1930s.2

Purpose-built studios were not uncommon, but a number of early British studios were converted from buildings erected for other purposes – Islington (opened 1920) was a former power station, while Cricklewood (opened 1920–1) had previously been an aeroplane factory. Away from industrial sites, country houses and/or the estates that surrounded them were also adapted for filmmaking purposes – see, for instance, Worton Hall in Isleworth and the more modest Weir House in Teddington. The country house tendency became more pronounced in the 1930s with the erection of studios at Shepperton/Sound City, Denham and Pinewood, each of which represented the kind of ambitiously sized studio that, before the construction of the BIP facility at Elstree in the mid-1920s, had been largely absent from the British production landscape.
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Figure 1.1 Gainsborough Studios, Islington, 1920s. Mary Evans Picture Library.

Even though most of them were situated in the capital or in a semi-circle to the west of London, there were some concerns that British film studios were too dispersed to function effectively as an industry. Only at Elstree, a small town in Hertfordshire about 15 miles north-west of central London and home to four studios in 1930, and another two by the mid-1950s, was there any significant concentration. In early 1928, a contributor to the Daily Film Renter noted that in contrast to Hollywood, where studios were more tightly clustered, ‘we should have to draw a very big circle indeed to encompass them all. I fail to see, should the demands of production warrant it, how this ever-widening circle could be co-ordinated into an inter-dependent organisation.’3

Such a comparison is just one example of the way that American film – ‘Hollywood’ – dominated both cinema screens and industrial discourse in Britain. Believing that greater co-operation and concentration might provide a better chance for domestic producers to counter the US incursion, national studio schemes were proposed in the mid-1920s at Brighton and on the site of the recently concluded Empire Exhibition at Wembley. Both came to naught.4 It was also felt that forging an identity for the British production industry capable of capturing the public imagination in a manner similar to Hollywood might help organize the sector and assist in marketing it around the world. Indeed, a number of towns and cities were proposed as sites of putative ‘British Hollywoods’, the derivative name indicative of the hold the American industry had over British ideas of what a film industry and, indeed, a film studio might look like. When the Hollywood Reporter established its ultimately short-lived British offshoot in 1936, it settled for the generic London Reporter as its title, seemingly unable to come up with anything better able to conjure up the image of the British production sector.5 In 1932, ‘Bestwich’ – formed from the initials of the most important British studios plus ‘H’ to introduce an element of Hollywood glamour – was proposed but never caught on.6 Elstree was probably the closest that the British studios came to finding a collective name. The Observer noted that ‘“Hollywood and Elstree” is a generic term covering all English-speaking pictures’,7 and there is some evidence that the name carried a certain cachet, both in Britain, where occasionally letters would be posted to ‘Ealing Studios, Elstree’,8 and the Dominions.9 That said, in the late 1920s one studio owner hoped to change the name of the station at Elstree to ‘Hollywood, Herts.’, making clear the balance of power between the British and American production centres.10
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Figure 1.2 Aerial shot of British International Pictures, Elstree, 1928. Alamy.

The introduction of sound toward the end of the 1920s caused a major rupture in Britain’s film studios while at the same time galvanizing them in a short period of time to reconfigure studio spaces and equipment and collaborate with European partners for multi-lingual co-production, initiatives which lasted only for a short time as far as the UK was concerned.11 In 1928 there were nineteen stages in British studios with a total area of 105,211 sq. ft of floor space.12 By the end of 1932 many new stages had been built, bringing the total to thirty-three, and the total floor space had almost tripled to c.310,000 sq. ft.13 Talkies cost more to produce, and the equipment needed to prepare studios for sound recording was expensive. The 1927 Cinematograph Films Act, with its spur to British production via the mechanism of annual quotas for renters and exhibitors to handle and show a percentage of British films (initially 7.5 per cent for renters and 5 per cent for exhibitors, both rising in stages to 20 per cent by 1936), attracted investors to back new film companies, many of which were speculative ventures for those with little experience in film finance.14

By 1930, the transition from silent to sound production in the British film industry was largely complete. The speed with which British studios went over to sound offered some opportunities, in particular the production of films in languages other than English for markets where studios had yet to make the switch.15 Studios had to acquire new equipment and be re-purposed for the challenges of sound technologies and many of the new ventures were soon liquidated. Studios that had formerly been noisy were now geared towards silent methods which did not interfere with sound recording equipment. This recalibration affected the material fabric of studios as walls and ceilings were lined, roofs made airtight, and floors reinforced; new studios such as the A.R.P. Studios at Ealing were steel-framed with solid brick walls to keep out as much noise as possible. Some older British studios did not survive this change, either because they were unsuited to the demands of the new methods of production, because the cost of soundproofing and installing recording equipment was beyond their owners’ means, or because the financial returns that might be expected from their continued operation outstripped the necessary investment. The elevation of sound recording to a fundamental element of film production changed the relationship that studios had with their surroundings; those situated next to railway lines or airfields, for example, had not previously had to worry particularly about the noise made by such facilities – stopping that same noise from spoiling takes now became vitally important.

The timing of the changeover to sound, coming as it did hot on the heels of the implementation of the 1927 Cinematograph Films Act, might actually have served to temporarily stall some of the gains it was expected would follow the coming of the quota. Knowing that British silent features would find it extremely challenging to compete against American sound films, domestic studios were compelled to invest significant financial resources in converting to sound production as quickly as they could. However, it was not always easy to get the necessary equipment, studios were unproductive while they were adapted, and it took time for personnel to learn how best to incorporate sound’s creative possibilities into commercial filmmaking.16 As a stopgap, several silent films were retrofitted with partial soundtracks.17 Most British studios installed American sound recording equipment; the RCA system was most popular, although Western Electric was used at the British and Dominions studio in Elstree, for example. Gaumont-British made use of its own British Acoustic system at Shepherd’s Bush, while Visatone, also British, was installed at Cricklewood. German Klangfilm equipment was installed at Wembley, as it was at Welwyn, but did not prove successful, and when the latter studio came under BIP control it was replaced by BIP’s own Ambiphone system, which the company used alongside RCA.18
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Figure 1.3 British Instructional Films studio at Welwyn during construction in 1928. © Historic England. Britain from Above.

The passing of quota legislation led to renewed optimism: from a low of thirty-four British-produced films in 1926, output rose to 200 a decade later.19 Facilitating this increase, and also stimulated by it, was greater investment in British studios. The British economy in general had been sluggish for most of the 1920s and many British production facilities remained undercapitalized in relation to their American counterparts, not least because of the difficulties associated with getting British films into British cinemas. With exhibitors now legally obligated to set aside a proportion of screen time for domestically produced films, British studios and production companies attracted greater amounts of investment, much of it speculative in nature. This would have repercussions in the 1930s.20 Moreover, for all that the 1927 Act is dismissively remembered for the poor quality of the ‘quota quickies’ whose production it prompted, it also increased competition, allowed for better financed and larger production companies – the vertically integrated Associated British and Gaumont-British combines emerged in the wake of the Act – and so permitted, in certain circumstances at least, a greater degree of artistic and commercial risk-taking in British production.21

The British production industry was not as badly affected by the Great Depression as other sectors of the economy, in part because of the nature and the protected status of the products it made. Although some exhibitors recorded a downturn in admissions, especially in areas of high unemployment,22 British consumers wanted cinematic entertainment, and the quota ensured that a proportion of that would be British. Indeed, while British producers’ seeming lack of engagement with questions of unemployment and economic precarity have been laid at the door of a censorship apparatus that discouraged films from showing Britain in a negative light, it might also have been the case that for many people working in British film production the slump seemed quite a distant prospect, confined to other parts of the country and concentrated in particular in heavy industries. That said, companies such as Gaumont-British (G-B) that undertook building work in this period were keen to stress the jobs that they were supporting in other parts of the country: ‘the thousands of tons of steel used in the new buildings has provided work for hundreds of men in Lanarkshire [and] along Teeside.’ This was, G-B stressed, a studio built in Britain by British workers, ready to produce British films and support the British economy: ‘we … find satisfaction in the knowledge that we are doing our bit towards relieving the present unhappy condition of the labour market.’23

Just as it affected physical and technological elements of the studio, the coming of sound also changed the practice of filmmaking. The need to minimize extraneous noise led to the camera being encased in a special soundproof box, which reduced its mobility, and also to changes in lighting, as arc lights and carbon lamps – loud enough to be picked up by the BBC’s microphones during a live broadcast from Shepherd’s Bush in March 192624– were replaced by quieter incandescent lights. Art designers needed to take acoustic factors into account while ensuring that sets still appealed to the camera. Such changes were, however, simply part of a continual process of creative innovation and evolution; just as sets were dismantled and make-up removed at the end of a shoot, so the studio itself was constantly changing, reworked and reimagined in an attempt to keep up with the latest aesthetic trends, technological innovations and creative practices. Sound changed the studios; so too would colour, widescreen and television, amongst other things.

The 1930s

The 1930s was a decade when the impact of state legislation acted as a spur to the film industry’s expansion and consolidation, resulting in the development of existing studios and the building of new, state-of-the-art facilities. There were also intermittent periods of uncertainty and contraction due to the coming of sound cinema in the late 1920s, financial instability, and tensions caused by Anglo-American film and diplomatic relations. By the end of the decade the film industry’s fundamental studio infrastructures were in place, and these were at the heart of debates on economic performance, government policy and the role of film in the wider world.

The common language shared between the UK and the United States, now audible for the first time in cinemas, exacerbated long-standing fears about ‘the Hollywood invasion’. In 1938 about 35 per cent of Hollywood’s gross income came from abroad, mainly from the British Empire.25 The aim to boost production in Britain was in part motivated by the desire to show more British films in the Empire and Commonwealth, as articulated at Imperial Conferences held throughout the decade. As well as serving as propaganda vehicles, it was hoped entertainment and instructional films would increase demand for British goods (‘trade follows the film’), as was thought to be the case with American films’ display of products and lifestyles. This placed emphasis on studios as strategically important industrial workshops for the promotion of British goods and culture overseas. A deputation of the Federation of British Industries’ Film Group and the Trades Union Congress to the President of the Board of Trade in 1932 articulated these interdependent aims ‘of telling the world about our lives, our culture, our institutions, our industries … It is only in the entertainment branch of the industry that we are ever likely to find the studios, the expert technical personnel, and the most up-to-date equipment without which efficient production of educational, cultural and industrial films will always be impossible’.26 Films made in the Empire counted as British quota films (but not when the Act was renewed in 1938), a provision which encouraged an expansive idea of what constituted a ‘British’ studio. The imposition of domestic quotas in countries such as Australia, however, did not result in a quid pro quo in a market that was considered the best for British films outside the UK.27 This caused frustration and placed further emphasis on reciprocal schemes to screen British films in overseas markets and vice versa. These nationalist aims inspired much of the rhetoric around studio building, bigger budgets and ‘quality’ filmmaking that was necessary to attract investors.

This expansive culture helped to create a positive environment for significant infrastructural studio development. Gaumont-British was re-launched with new sound studios built at Lime Grove, Shepherd’s Bush in 1930–1, Sound City built a new studio at Shepperton in 1932 that was significantly enlarged in 1936, and Twickenham was rebuilt in the mid-1930s. The building and opening of Denham and Pinewood, two major new studios, in 1936 attracted much publicity as flagships for the British film industry. Denham had seven stages totalling 110,500 sq. ft of stage area while Pinewood had five stages totalling 72,000 sq. ft floor space. The Denham complex included laboratories, and both studios had their own powerhouses and extensive ‘backlots’ that could be used for exterior filming. They were located quite close to each other and formed part of a ring of studios built to the western side of London to avoid the fog and congestion of the capital.

Studios situated in this ring included British Lion, Beaconsfield; the various studios located at Elstree; Nettlefold, Walton-on-Thames; Associated Talking Pictures, Ealing; Worton Hall, Isleworth, and Sound City, Shepperton. The Gaumont-British studios at Shepherd’s Bush were distinguished by being located closer to central London and with a vertical architectural structure. The new studios involved degrees of American participation: Denham was linked through London Film Productions to US distributor United Artists and Pinewood through General Film Distributors to Universal Studios. Former Paramount executive Charles H. Bell advised on the planning of the Amalgamated Studio at Elstree, and American expert Jack Okey who designed First National and Paramount Studios in Hollywood, advised on the building of Denham and Pinewood. An American report concluded that in the UK erecting studios was ‘the reverse of wildcat’ and that it was ‘a safe generalization that money invested in studio buildings is well invested’.28 This was certainly the view of the Prudential Assurance Company which provided much of the capital to build Denham.
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Figure 1.4 Motion Picture Almanac studios map, 1937–8. Quigley Publishing: 1057, Public domain.

Notwithstanding patriotic, imperialist motivations, the prevailing ‘model’ of studio activity was invariably the Hollywood studio system. The principle of production companies being primarily located in a particular studio was thought to provide stability whereas in Britain studio space was often rented out to different companies for short periods of time. This more peripatetic system meant that the studios were more vulnerable to high turnovers of labour and insecure working conditions. Managing the immediate demands of diverse tenants could impair long-term planning and leave stages idle for periods of time. Phil Tannura, a cinematographer who spent ten years working in studios in Britain and France, recorded his impressions, having returned to Hollywood in 1940. He thought British studios were very well equipped, noting special features such as metal set-platforming and very good negative development in laboratories, and that Denham compared very favourably with Hollywood’s studios.29 Ray Rennahan, Technicolor cinematographer who worked at Denham on Wings of the Morning (1937), also considered the studio to be ‘on a par with any in Hollywood’ and that it was well equipped with new, mostly American equipment.30 Harry Lachman, an American director who worked for Fox and spent time in Britain and France, concentrated on the differences between Hollywood and Europe’s studios with their smaller budgets and tendency to employ people on short-term contracts.31 Specialists from France and Italy were also interested in developments in Britain, particularly when Denham opened, producing reports such as by French set designer Lucien Aguettand who considered that at Denham ‘everything was built according to a logical plan whose initial object has been to distribute the various services and premises in the most rational way and for the best use’.32 While later reports tended to praise Pinewood’s more compact layout and covered walkways, without a doubt the building of new studios in the mid-1930s resulted in more international commentary than the British film industry had so far attracted.

The substantial increase in studio space meant that by 1937 there were twenty-three studios with a total floor area of 781,202 sq. ft.33 These developments represented a high point of studio development in Britain, and a move towards establishing the British film industry as a genuine competitor with Hollywood. Evidence presented to a committee appointed by the Board of Trade to review the 1927 Cinematograph Films Act showed that progress had been made, as reflected in the expansion of studio space, equipment, employment and rise in production costs.34
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Figure 1.5 Denham Studios under construction, 1935–6. Alamy.

Table 1.1 Statistics of British Production/Studios



	Statistics of production/studios
	1928
	1935–6



	Stages, total area sq. ft
	19 stages; 105,211
	70 stages; 795,557



	Value studios and equipment
	£555,000
	£4,414,500



	Annual salaries/wages (exclusive of artistes)
	£197,250
	£2,197,000



	No. films and production cost
	91 @ £489,600
	225 @ £5,344,500




A major financial crash, based on an insecure method of insurance policies to guarantee loans from banks to film producers, however, halted this upward trend when many of the new film companies that had been registered as speculative ventures collapsed when they could not repay their loans.35 The consequent production slump meant that in 1938 many studio stages were idle: in June, six studios with twenty-seven floors were reported as vacant.36 The management of Denham Studios was criticized by the Bank of England, an institution that conducted a major enquiry into the film industry in 1937, but the idea to form a Films Bank with the Bank’s support was ultimately rejected. At the same time, emphasis was placed on the renewal of the Films Act as a means of resuscitating the industry’s fortunes.

The quota legislation had, on the whole, been successful in increasing the number of long British films registered from ninety-one in 1928 to 225 in 1937, and the statutory quotas were regularly exceeded.37 The presence of American interests in the British film industry, however, grew, and the government’s need to court American support as the Second World War approached influenced its review of the Films Act.38 The 1938 Cinematograph Films Act set the percentages at 15 per cent for renters and 12.5 per cent for exhibitors, and for the first time imposed quotas for short films. A survey on the quality of films compiled by the Cinematograph Exhibitors Association presented to the Board of Trade suggested that ‘the average British picture distributed by the British renters is far superior to that distributed by US renters’, an argument that was subsequently used to justify the introduction of ‘monetary’ quotas in 1938, whereby producers had to spend a minimum sum on British labour costs.39 The most controversial new measure was permitting the most expensive films to qualify for ‘triple quotas’, a clause intended to encourage American companies to produce bigger-budget films in the UK that would be distributed in the United States.

Linking the minimum ‘cost tests’ to hiring British workers to some extent safeguarded their employment; the Act also included clauses on fair wages and working conditions. The background to these measures was the increased unionization of studio employees in the 1930s as employment in the film industry expanded after the 1927 Cinematograph Films Act. There were three main trade unions: National Association of Theatrical and Kine Employees (NATKE – skilled and unskilled workers in studios and cinemas including carpenters, electricians, plasterers, scenic artists, mechanics, property makers, stage hands, riggers, make-up artists and projectionists); the Association of Cine Technicians (ACT – cinematographers, cutters, editors, art directors, production managers, assistant directors, still photographers and lab technicians), and the Electrical Trades Union (ETU – projectionists; the union also included electrical craftsmen, mostly sound engineers and recordists). In addition to long hours and intermittent employment, studios could be dangerous workplaces, especially after they had been re-equipped for sound, a hazard employers could downplay. A major fire in 1930 at the Gainsborough studios, Islington, for example, was ignited in a recording cabinet and destroyed the recently completed sound-proof studio. One worker was killed and others injured, making it one of the most serious to date.40 In February 1936 three stages at the British and Dominion studios were completely destroyed by fire, with the blaze gutting a similar number of floors at the adjoining British International Pictures facility. The overall damage to buildings and equipment was estimated to be approximately £400,000. Although no workers died, the fire drew attention to the studios’ vulnerability to such disasters.41

The ACT was formed in 1933 by a group of technicians working at Gaumont-British studios, Shepherd’s Bush, and its membership grew from an initial ninety-eight to just over 1,000 by 1936; by 1936 NATKE had 5,000 members and the ETU had 1,000.42 The ACT established an employment bureau, and the union was affiliated to the Trades Union Congress. Its main campaigns in the 1930s were for a fair wages clause in the new Films Act, an agreement with Gaumont-British that was signed in 1936, and to restrict non-British technicians working in the studios. British studios employed a number of German-speaking émigré technicians in the 1930s, particularly as refugees from fascism.43 The Board of Trade received a deputation from the ACT on this issue in July 1937. It was claimed that such ‘ace’ technicians were often hired rather than British labour, and Denham was particularly criticized in this regard: a contemporary joke observed of the five Union Flags that flew in front of the studio that there was one for every Englishman employed there.44 A case was cited of two American Technicolor experts hired to work at the studios. They were initially employed at Technicolor’s British outlet with the understanding that they would train British technicians, but when loaned to London Film Productions they ended up training two non-British black and white camera experts, Harry Stradling (American) and Georges Périnal (French), at Denham.45 In spite of this pressure the 1938 Films Act did not impose a restriction on the employment of non-British labour. Although stipulating a minimum to be spent on British labour costs went some way towards satisfying the union’s grievances, this did not prevent the employment of non-British ‘ace’ technicians. It took until 1939 to achieve the first collective all-industry agreement which obliged makers and processors of films to pay wages and provide conditions of employment not less favourable than those required for the fulfilment of a government employment contract.

On the eve of the Second World War British studios saw a decline in production following the 1937 financial crisis. At the same time the physical foundations of the studio system were firmly in place, largely due to consolidation and expansion earlier in the decade. The number of studio workers increased, unemployment due to the 1937–8 crisis notwithstanding, as the trade unions secured agreements with employers concerning pay and working conditions. A prescient sign of the studios’ strategic role in wartime was evident when the Stoll studios at Cricklewood were closed in September 1938 on account of the site’s key situation ‘which made it ideal for the extension of works necessitated by national re-armament activities’, with reports that aircraft production was to take over the studios.46 Although the planning of British studios was considered by some experts as far from perfect, their establishment as more or less permanent fixtures ensured that they played a key part in the war effort as workshops for film production and in other strategic capacities.47

British studios in the Second World War

The Second World War had a significant impact on a British studio sector not long, and not wholly, recovered from the production crisis of the late 1930s. Just as cinemas were closed at the start of the war in September 1939, so too did many studios cease operation. For some, this represented a short-term interruption to their production schedules, with numerous films put on hold and others then in preparation or production, such as Sinners at Denham and Hold Your Hats at Teddington, abandoned altogether. Other studios would not resume commercial filmmaking activities until after the conclusion of the war. The government’s initial refusal to publicly commit to the maintenance of quota legislation was a cause of some early wartime disruption; without a guaranteed market for their products, filmmakers working in Britain found it harder to raise capital or to attract American producers to make films in the United Kingdom. This uncertainty, which was not resolved until mid-1940, brought about a sharp rise in unemployment among studio employees: the Daily Herald reported that as of late October 1939, of the 20,000 people employed directly by British film studios, 18,000 were then out of work.48

Many British studios were requisitioned by the state, and their use for non-filmmaking purposes could be mutually beneficial. Overcapacity and underemployment of studios immediately before the war meant that some facilities welcomed government tenants, and the size and design of the stages meant that they were ideally suited for wartime operations such as storage of food (e.g. in November 1940, Shepperton was home to 1,800 tons of flour and 4,700 tons of sugar49), government records (Amalgamated at Elstree) or the manufacture of aeroplanes. Pinewood and Beaconsfield became home to government film units. In addition to changes of use, there were also changes of ownership. Most significantly, J. Arthur Rank continued to expand his Organisation’s influence, buying up cinema chains and production facilities with equal enthusiasm. In early 1939 Rank acquired both the unused Amalgamated studio in Elstree (which was subsequently sold to and opened by MGM after the war) and Denham, which was merged with nearby Pinewood to form the company D & P Studios. In 1941, Rank purchased Gaumont-British, bringing with it both Shepherd’s Bush and Islington studios, and before the end of the war Ealing had also come under the Rank Organisation’s control. The only other vertically integrated company that could rival Rank was ABPC, which operated studios at Elstree and Welwyn, although its own output declined during the war.

The requisitioning of parts or all of larger, more rurally situated studios as part of a wider government policy of industrial dispersal – that is, the process of lessening the concentration of important industries in urbanized areas that were thought to be at greater risk from enemy bombers – resulted in there being a higher proportion of British studios in London itself, reversing the pre-war trend. Urban studios such as those at Islington, Shepherd’s Bush, Hammersmith, Highbury and Ealing remained operational because they were too urban and/or too small to be suited to other uses. Although its position in south-west London meant that it was geographically suited to requisition (the nearby Nettlefold studio at Walton-on-Thames was taken over), Teddington, too, escaped the call-up, in this case because it was owned by Warner Brothers, and there were concerns that to requisition it might antagonize American interests.50

Despite its initial prevarication on the quota issue, and its willingness to put film studios to work for non-filmmaking purposes, the British government recognized the importance of maintaining a functioning production industry as a means of maintaining morale, disseminating propaganda at home and overseas, and earning foreign income. Seeking to avoid the mistakes of the First World War, which undermined the British production sector to the extent that protective legislation was implemented in 1927 in an attempt to revive it in the face of overwhelming foreign competition, the government, through the Board of Trade, worked to ensure the maintenance of a minimum level of production. A 1952 report noted that British studios turned out an average of sixty long films per year during the war, with the high point coming in 1940, when 108 were produced, and the lowest ebb in 1942, when forty-six were made.51 This decline can also be partly attributed to changes in quota legislation introduced in July 1940, whereby American producers were able to concentrate their investment into the production of fewer but more expensive films. This had the effect of reducing the number of stages and studios needed to fulfil production slates. The continued availability and popularity of American films in Britain might have made it easier for the government to advocate the contraction of the British production industry, despite the economic and propagandistic implications of such a policy. Nine studios were, however, reserved for filmmaking purposes: Ealing, Shepherd’s Bush, Islington, Highbury, Hammersmith, Elstree Rock, Teddington, Welwyn and, most importantly, Denham, which the Board of Trade (BoT) successfully kept out of the hands of the Ministry of Aircraft Production, citing among other factors the size and number of its stages, its extensive backlot, its capacity to undertake trick work (such as back projection) on-site, and its printing and processing labs.52

The location of British studios in and around London meant that, despite the implementation of camouflage schemes and the deployment of sandbags,53a number suffered damage during the course of the war. Blast damage was recorded at several studios, including Islington and Nettlefold; while a falling bomb, which did not explode, killed two workers at Shepperton in October 1940. Incendiaries damaged the roof of one of the stages at Ealing and the administration block at Denham in November 1940 and May 1941, respectively; in the former case, production of Turned Out Nice Again (1941), then on the floor, had to be transferred to Wembley. The V-2 rocket that hit Teddington in July 1944 killed three employees, including studio manager Doc Salomon, and caused significant enough damage to force the closure of the studio.

Enemy raids were not only physically disruptive, however, and the sound of planes, gunfire, bombs and warning sirens, and the need to move staff to air raid shelters (which at Denham were underground concrete air ducts capable of accommodating as many as 800 people54), interrupted filming and challenged producers hoping to keep to schedules and budgets.55 At Shepherd’s Bush, the shooting of Kipps (1941) coincided with the early phase of the blitz in September and October 1940: raids interrupted work four times on the first day of filming, and throughout the shoot the crew was ‘constant[ly] diving into shelters to escape from German bombing’.56 Continuing with production in such trying circumstances was good publicity, and good propaganda, and in addition to cameramen and electricians being photographed wearing metal helmets on set,57 Movietone issued a newsreel shot inside the studio showing director Carol Reed and the film’s cast and crew keeping calm and carrying on.58
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Figure 1.6 Bomb damage at Teddington studios, 1944. Alamy.

So disruptive was the threat and reality of aerial bombardment to the working life of British studios that proposals were made by some in the British film industry to move some element of domestic production to safer locations within the empire. Oscar Deutsch proposed in July 1940 that a new studio be built at Nassau in the Bahamas, then a British Crown Colony, claiming that such a location would combine the benefits of being beyond the reach of German aircraft and within easy reach of American film producers, who he believed could be persuaded to use the facility when it was not occupied by exiled British filmmakers.59 A similar plan was put forward for Vancouver, with Michael Balcon noting that as production in and around London became ‘increasingly difficult’ it might be necessary to preserve ‘a nucleus in a British Dominion’ such as Canada.60 These plans did not receive serious attention from the government. Although Deutsch anticipated that overseas studios would function as ‘an air raid shelter for the British film industry’,61 the Board of Trade was concerned that such studios would serve to undermine production in Britain by providing a backdoor into the British quota for American producers operating outside the UK. The schemes do, however, speak both to the British film industry’s position as an element of an imperial economic and cultural project, and to the very real difficulties that British studios operated under in wartime.

Further challenges were posed by wartime shortages of many of the people and materials that before the war facilitated smooth production processes. Although men working in certain jobs, including camera operators, sound recordists and editors, were exempted from conscription into the military, and although the requisitioning of studios restricted the total number of jobs available, it could still be difficult to find suitably qualified technicians – or, given the turbulent and often intermittent nature of employment in this period, to hold on to them. Creative teams that had established efficient working relationships over successive productions were broken up;62 the conscription of more senior colleagues provided advancement opportunities for some younger employees, even if their own eventual call-up made the formation of stable new teams more difficult.63 Extras – especially males of military age – became harder to come by,64 especially as the war progressed, meaning that women were pressed into service as male MPs in The Young Mr Pitt (1942)65 and mannequins were used to bolster a crowd scene in The Life and Death of Colonel Blimp (1943).

Restrictions on the import of non-essential goods and products meant that studio equipment was pushed beyond the limit of its normal working life. Cameras and sound recording equipment that in peacetime would have been replaced as a matter of course were patched up and forced to continue, meaning that many British films were made using technology that was worn out or outdated. By late 1944, the trade press bemoaned the unavailability of suitable replacements, noting that ‘the systemic sabotage of, say, a dozen American cameras to-day would largely paralyse British production’.66 Equipment manufactured in mainland Europe was, of course, also unavailable for the duration. Fabric for costumes was in short supply, and materials used to construct and decorate sets were equally hard to come by. Imports of timber were affected by the German invasion of Scandinavia, and of jute and hessian by the Japanese entry into the war in December 1941. Petrol rationing made both location shooting and the use of cars as an element of the mise-en-scene more difficult; Two Cities Films, working out of Shepperton, was fined for unlawfully acquiring petrol for use in the production of Freedom Radio (1941).67 Art directors responded by designing more ‘economical’ sets, their starting point now being what the studio had to hand, rather than their own flights of creative fancy.68 By late 1942, many filmmakers were left looking for what one commentator called a ‘substitute for ersatz’,69 but the production of many critically acclaimed films after this date suggests that the creativity and ingenuity of those employed in British studios, assisted by a much reduced production schedule, were able to overcome most of the challenges posed by the war.

British studios: 1945–50

Following the Second World War British studios were faced with many challenges in trying to recover the film industry’s pre-war activity while responding to shortages in equipment, materials and labour. Studios were also profoundly caught up in the broader politics of Anglo-American economic relations, constituting a test case for both collaboration and conflict as the UK adjusted to the reconfigured geopolitical dynamics of the post-war world in which American economic power and global influence were dominant. The stakes were high as the film industry became the focus of a new phase of state intervention, the largest companies Rank and ABPC consolidated their monopolistic economic concentration within the industry, and studios aimed to increase productivity, cut costs and streamline production.

The derequisitioning of studio space promoted increased production activity for feature films in the larger studios. While the need to increase British film production was a high priority for the Board of Trade, the process of de-requisitioning studios was somewhat protracted, particularly in the case of studios such as Sound City that was used by Vickers in connection with aircraft production. In order for studio stages occupied by Services Film Units to revert to commercial production, negotiations were required between the Board of Trade and the various government departments concerned. There were also instances of damage, such as the use of Denham’s Stage 4 for sugar storage, where the floor needed to be repaired before film production could resume.70 Studios such as Teddington which had suffered wartime bomb damage, were partly rebuilt and repaired; the ABPC studios at Elstree which had been used for storage by the War Office were modernized, and following MGM’s purchase in 1944 of the Amalgamated Studios, Elstree, extensive development and equipping took place.71 Smaller studios such as Nettlefold planned to expand, in this case by experimenting with television apparatus for use on the studio floor and radio control, and using buildings such as hangars constructed on the site during the war by non-filmmaking tenants.72 Stage 1 at Denham was acquired by the Sound Department in 1946 as an up-to-date music recording centre ‘worthy of the high standard of modern British film production’.73 At Pinewood the emphasis was on pioneering systems and equipment designed to make production more efficient and economical through the ‘Independent Frame’, a scheme devised by British set designer David Rawnsley.74 As the head of research at Rank, Rawnsley’s team worked towards producing films more cheaply, a change he urged would result from ‘better machines, equipment, and studios … The most important requirement is a new outlook’.75 While this sentiment was shared by many producers it conflicted somewhat with the aim to make bigger budget ‘quality’ British films that would earn foreign income from overseas markets, particularly the United States.

By 1948 in the thirty-one operating studios, eighty-five stages with a total area of 700,000 square feet were available.76 There was, however, a serious shortage of equipment which threatened to curtail plans for the industry’s expansion. The importance of equipping studios with the latest technologies was a high priority for the Board of Trade which supported through contact with the Ministries of Labour and Supply producers’ requests for assistance in securing equipment and skilled labour. The film industry’s importance to the government was indicated in a Board of Trade briefing note written in advance of a deputation of leading producers in September 1945: ‘This equipment is to the film industry what machine tools are to the engineering industry. Without first class equipment the quality of British films must suffer’.77 While the majority of lighting equipment used in British studios was produced by the American firm Mole-Richardson, the Board was keen to promote British manufacturers. A shift from relying on the American-made Mitchell cameras was also advocated in favour of the British-made Newall and Vinten Everest cameras.

Studios continued to be affected by shortages of materials, particularly paint and timber which caused prices to rise steeply. The Working Party on Film Production Costs appointed by the Board of Trade and chaired by Sir George Gater reported in 1949 that the cost of materials such as timber required for set construction had gone up by approximately 300 per cent since 1939.78 To offset this problem alternative materials such as UK-produced plaster of Paris were used for sets and plaster castings, instead of wood for making decorative mouldings.79 While this alleviated the worst consequences of the timber shortage, the lack of skilled workers who were trained in plaster crafts was apparent. Producers were concerned that the five day 44-hour week negotiated in 1947 between the employers and three trade unions, ACT, NATKE and the ETU, combined with rising wages and studio rentals, contributed to the overall increase in the costs of film production which left many stages fallow. A survey conducted in 1949 estimated that overall production costs had risen by approximately 200 per cent since the pre-war period.80 Studios without their own power supplies were particularly affected by the restrictions and consequent limits on the national economy, particularly concerning the production of Technicolor films which notoriously ‘lapped up the juice’ that powered the high-key lighting required by the process.81 The Gater report echoed Rawnsley’s ideas for using pre-planning, tight budgets and cost-cutting methods, as well as limiting the inflated salaries of film stars and managers, and establishing better working relations between unions and bosses. Its focus on studio practices created an important context for three key interrelated developments towards the end of the 1940s: relations with Hollywood; a major production crisis; and the institution of legislation designed to bolster British film production.

The need to stem the flow of dollars outside the UK led to state measures which inextricably linked the film industry with wider issues of international policy. Film imports were expensive, and concern was expressed about high sums remitted to the United States in respect of popular American films screened in British cinemas which exacerbated Britain’s balance of payments problems. The debate centred on the dilemma of ‘Bogart or bacon?’ and in August 1947 a 75 per cent ad valorem duty was imposed on American films against which Hollywood retaliated by boycotting the British market until March 1948, a move the Board of Trade had not anticipated.82 The crisis focused attention on the need to produce more British films, and studios were in a strategic position to produce them, despite many obstacles such as the rising costs and labour shortages noted above. When the duty was removed a ‘blocking’ arrangement was agreed whereby American companies could remit no more than $17 million a year, plus a sum equal to the earnings of British films abroad. This agreement was consistent with the Board of Trade’s long-term policy to encourage American companies to produce films in the UK’s studios that could be registered as British. In addition, funds were made available to British producers via film distribution companies through the establishment of the National Film Finance Corporation in 1949, and a levy on cinema tickets to be distributed as funds to British producers was established in 1950.

These measures placed great emphasis on the productivity of British studios which needed to respond to the urgent demand for British films, and when the boycott was lifted British producers once again faced severe competition from American films. In 1947 Rank reported production losses and in 1948 a high bank overdraft and investments in uncompleted films.83 The exhibitors’ quota was raised to 45 per cent for first feature films in 1948 (this was reduced to 40 per cent in 1949–50 and to 30 per cent in 1950–1), a measure designed to boost production but imposed at a time when the industry was acutely challenged to turn the crisis around by revolutionizing studio methods through schemes such as Rawnsley’s ‘Independent Frame’ at Pinewood. This involved tightly scheduled pre-planning and storyboarding films, using effects such as back projection, process shots, miniatures and glass shots whenever possible, and shooting on location using extras instead of principal actors to reduce costs. A number of technical innovations were also introduced to Pinewood such as hexagonal rotating stages, mobile rostrums, back projection tunnels and direction booths set high above the studio floor, and projection towers.84 The legacy of the Independent Frame for Pinewood was in bolstering the studios’ long-term technical infrastructure, even if the slate of lower-budget films produced in its name at the end of the 1940s were not entirely successful in terms of box office returns.85

Other studio-orientated approaches to the production crisis included Worton Hall producing its own equipment such as camera mechanisms, fog machines and an electricity-driven camera crane. The Special Effects department, which had been set up by American technical director Ned Mann, was particularly innovative in optical printing and glass shots.86 Ealing developed a rolling device known as the Spelleroller which saved time in set-shifting and was adopted by six other studios in 1948.87 The emphasis on lower budgets gave something of a boost to shorter, featurette-length films, as produced at the new studios opened in Rusholme, a suburb of Manchester, in 1947.88 Board of Trade figures show that the total number of first feature and shorter films was higher in 1949 (196) and 1950 (195) than in 1947 (165), showing that in spite of extreme difficulties the industry did relatively well in surviving the crisis. While bigger budget films aimed at the American market had some notable box office failures such as Caesar and Cleopatra (1945), others were more successful, including Hamlet (1948) and The Red Shoes (1948). The strains to produce ‘quality’ films, however, remained acute and the most pressing issue continued to be rising costs. The impact on many studios was on the whole adversely felt, causing closures such as of British National at Elstree in April 1948, and a fall in employment registered in 1950.89 Calls to nationalize the film industry, or to establish a state-controlled studio, were rejected by the government which preferred to continue its policy of assisting the industry through more indirect measures.

In terms of structure, by the early 1950s there were three dominant British studios with the highest number of stages: Pinewood (5), Shepperton (11) and MGM British, Elstree (7).90 In 1951 there were twenty-eight studios with seventy-six stages and an area just over 640,000 square feet, but as the Gater report revealed, many stages were idle and studios’ full capacities were not used.91 American companies maintained a significant presence, controlling MGM British, Elstree; Warner Bros. at ABPC Elstree and at Teddington, and 20th Century Fox had a lease on half a stage at Shepperton. The presence of American interests in British companies and studios reflected the UK’s dependence on the United States for economic aid, as well as a desire to distribute British films there in order to earn dollars and promote the Anglo-American ‘special relationship’. Studios were, however, also interested in comparative conditions in other countries such as Italy, France and the Netherlands. Australian-born director William Freshman who spent his career working in Britain, wrote of his experiences filming at the Scalera studios, Rome when he co-directed Teheran (1947) in Italy with Italian director Giacomo Gentilomo.92 The attractions of filming in Italy, using key British technicians for films that would qualify for British quota purposes, were detailed in the trade press.93 The French Institute of Advanced Film Studies was admired by British technicians for its apprenticeship scheme and in ensuring that students were initiated ‘in the practical details of technique and in the life of the studios’.94 In August 1948 the ACT signed an agreement with the French trade unions so that technicians could exchange expertise and experience through mobility schemes.95 There was also interest in collaborating with studios in the Netherlands.96
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Figure 1.7 After closure, the contents of Denham were auctioned off. Alamy.
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Figure 1.8 A closed and deserted Denham, 1952. Alamy.

The Rank Organisation’s dominance in the film industry was reflected in its ownership in 1949 of five studios with eight stages; the company also distributed films made at Ealing.97 Despite being given priority in the Second World War as a studio that must be kept in operation for film production, Denham closed in 1952 (except for a recording studio which continued to be used) when Rank concentrated production activity at Pinewood which was by then considered to be more efficient in terms of layout and facilities.98

The relatively high number of producers not connected with the major companies and affiliated studios, however, meant that production continued to be intermittent, and there were high turnovers in studio employees. While this volatile economic environment militated against the establishment of a more stable, Hollywood-style ‘system’ that was often looked to by British commentators as a model, the consequent cost-cutting culture of the late 1940s necessitated some innovations in studio technology, infrastructure and management which had a longer-term influence on methods and working cultures in the 1950s.

The 1950s

The 1950s marked a period of contraction in British film studios. Against a backdrop of generally greater prosperity in the United Kingdom, which became more pronounced as the decade progressed, the cinema struggled to maintain its grasp on the imaginations and wallets of British leisure consumers. From a peak of more than 1.6 billion in 1946, annual ticket sales fell to approximately 1.4 billion in 1950, and then 515 million by 1960, with the most pronounced decline coming in the second half of the 1950s.99 While such a decline was no doubt dramatic, and would have a profound impact on film production in Britain, we should keep in mind that the wartime increase in cinemagoing, which saw ticket sales rise by approximately 50 per cent, might have primarily benefitted American producers and distributors as this growth corresponded with a period in which many British studios were not actively producing films and so were in a precarious state even during the boom years. This, of course, only served to further strengthen American producers’ longstanding domination of British box offices.

This adverse situation meant that de-requisitioned and reconstructed British studios started to reopen at the same time that ticket sales were beginning to fall; lower ticket sales in the post-war period meant less money for the production sector, especially in a period of rising costs, and this made certain studios untenable. This was especially the case for smaller or less efficient studios owned by companies operating more than one facility. In September 1950, ABPC closed Welwyn, dismissing 148 employees and concentrating production at its much larger and newly renovated Elstree studio.100 In 1952 the Rank Organisation closed Denham while British Lion, which had come under Korda’s control in 1946, kept Shepperton open and ceased production at Worton Hall, Isleworth, purchased in 1944 to compensate for the continued unavailability of the Beaconsfield studio that had been its main production facility since 1927. In 1954 the Gate studio in Elstree also closed, and equipment including lights, cameras, lathes and some 25,000 ft of steel scaffolding, were sold by auction; the studio was turned over to the manufacture of cinema screens.101 By contrast, the post-war shortage of studio space led to the opening of a few new studios, including those at Manchester, which opened in 1947, Brighton, which opened in 1948, and at Elstree, where in 1955 the Danziger brothers opened a facility converted from an aeronautical factory, although here the primary focus would be the production of television programmes. Elsewhere, the earlier trend of turning country houses into film studios continued; in 1950, for instance, six films were made at country house studios.102 Before settling at Down Place in Bray in 1951 and erecting a sound stage the following year, Hammer led a peripatetic existence, making use of three different mansions, while the short-lived Surrey Studios, at Old Quarry Hall in Bletchingley, shot The Chelsea Story (1951) on a 44 by 40 ft stage converted from a banqueting hall, adapting its music gallery for use as a spot rail for lighting.103
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Figure 1.9 Mancunian Studios, Manchester c.1965. Photo: Malcolm Carr.

The 1950s saw renewed investment by American companies in film production in Britain. Changes to ‘blocked’ currency legislation in the early 1950s meant that more money could be repatriated as a bonus for American expenditure on British production, incentivizing Hollywood studios to make films in the UK.104 Moreover, the utilization of British studios was made more appealing by the fact that subsidiaries of Hollywood production companies could count as British for the purposes of the Eady Levy so long as they met certain labour and wage requirements, and because the amount of money paid to producers by the British scheme was twice and four times as much as similar schemes in Italy and France, respectively.105 Consequently, Britain became very attractive to US filmmakers: between 1949 and 1957, more American ‘runaway’ productions were made in Britain than in the rest of Europe combined, while the proportion of Eady levy funds (which rewarded the British films that did best at the domestic box office) paid out to American financed films increased from c.10 per cent in 1953 to about 80 per cent in 1966.106 In total, approximately 170 US-backed films were made in Britain during the 1950s107 – examples from early in the decade include Disney’s Treasure Island (1950) at Denham, Warner Brother’s Captain Horatio Hornblower (1951) at Elstree and MGM’s Ivanhoe (1952). This figure increased in the following decade: by 1968 American money helped finance some 88 per cent of first features produced in Britain.108

Such investment kept British studios open and British personnel employed, but it also left the British production sector very exposed should American finance be withdrawn, not least because non-Hollywood-financed British films had been marginalized by American money and left struggling for the crumbs from Eady’s table. Indeed, it was only cinemagoers’ expectations of a full programme that kept some smaller British studios such as Merton Park and Highbury operational: more than 550 ‘B’ or supporting features were made in Britain between 1950 and 1960, and while most of these were of limited artistic ambition, they did provide employment for technicians, even if conditions and equipment at the studios that made them were usually inferior to those enjoyed at more prestigious facilities.109

As the number of film studios decreased, so did the number of people they employed. The ACT union established a film production arm in May 1950, using the twenty-five films it made before 1962 to provide employment opportunities for its members; each film was staffed by a different unit.110 The ACT’s films were mostly second features made at smaller studios such as Twickenham or Walton-on-Thames, but there were a small number of ‘A’ films, the best known being The Final Test which was made at Pinewood in 1952 under the direction of Anthony Asquith and which featured appearances by a host of England test cricketers. This was also a period of rising costs and careful control of expenditure. As studio rental fees increased, especially as more facilities went over to television, producers with smaller budgets found it increasingly difficult to afford studio space.111 At Elstree, tight managerial control of creative processes and budgets meant that ‘few of ABPC’s films showed any visual flair’.112 Innovations in effects were also pursued in the hope of reducing costs, and variations of the travelling matte process were developed by technicians working at the Rank Organisation in the hope that they would supersede back projection and ‘save time, space and money’ in British productions,113 and earn foreign income when exported.114

Despite the decline in ticket sales, the case can be made that Britons were watching more moving images than ever, just in different venues: the cinema auditorium gave way to the living room, the feature film to the television programme. Relationships between the two media were not always entirely harmonious – see Simon and Laura (1955) for an example of how jaundiced film could be about television – but there were significant opportunities for co-operation and integration. In 1955 practitioners working in television were permitted to join the ACT – and afforded their own T the following year115 – while studios that had previously only made films were transformed into sites dedicated primarily or entirely to the production of television content. When in 1946 the BBC resumed its television services after a seven-year hiatus, it broadcast, as it had before the war, from a single facility at Alexandra Palace. Over the next fifteen years, while erecting enough transmitters to permit nationwide coverage and constructing its purpose-built Television Centre in White City, west London, the BBC would take control of Shepherd’s Bush in 1949, both Hammersmith and Manchester in 1954, and Ealing in 1955. Shepherd’s Bush offered six times as much floor space as had Alexandra Palace, and allowed the BBC to adopt a more ambitious, and increasingly mobile aesthetic making use of a greater number of cameras.116

The arrival of commercial television in 1955 increased demand for both programming and moving-image advertising, both of which provided employment and experience to industry practitioners. By 1960, the former Rock/British National studio in Elstree would be operated by Lew Grade’s ATV (having made television films for the American market for many years), and both Wembley and the small Viking studio in Kensington by Associated-Rediffusion. Many producers of ‘B’ films moved into the production of content for smaller screens.117 In 1960, 60 per cent of ABPC’s trading profit came from its ABC television channel, which had taken over the Teddington studio.118 Many studios, including Nettlefold (Walton-on-Thames), Beaconsfield and Shepperton, produced content for both cinema and television. Personnel took work in both film and television production, both in managerial119 and creative capacities, with the latter especially important as greater amounts of television came to be filmed rather than broadcast live.

While television production techniques would come to influence filmmaking practices, the commercial threat that television was held to pose to the cinema also accelerated changes to film aesthetics. Filmmakers sought to appeal to consumers using technologies and attractions not then available to television broadcasters. Colour was perhaps the most important of these, although others, including widescreen processes (from 1953), also required some changes to filmmaking practices and studio operations. Technicolor filming had, of course, taken place in Britain before the Second World War – with Denham being the favoured studio for such productions – but became more common during and particularly after it. In 1950, 6 per cent of British feature films were produced in colour, a figure that had increased to 23 per cent by 1957.120 The rapid growth in the later years of the 1950s coincided with the introduction of the monopack Eastmancolour filmstock in 1954, which circumvented Technicolor’s all-butmonopolistic control of colour production and simultaneously increased the ease of, and reduced many of the costs associated with colour filmmaking.121 There were also suggestions that the climate affected British colour cinematography, as outdoor shots tended to look duller than those taken in brighter and sunnier climes; to make interior shots consistent with those taken outside, lighting and art design in the studio needed to be made to conform.122

By the start of the 1960s, British studios had undergone a period of concentration. The 1961 edition of the Kinematograph Year Book lists sixteen operational British studios, comprising a total of sixty-two stages and 453,904 sq. ft of floor space. Of these, four – ABPC at Elstree, MGM-British, Pinewood and Shepperton – represented 344,432 sq. ft and thirty-one stages: more stages, and bigger, permitted more elaborate filmmaking, and these four studios dominated production, especially of higher-budget films.123

Of the other studios, only Walton-on-Thames was larger than 20,000 sq. ft, and eight were less than 10,000. With the exception of Brighton, which would close in 1964, these studios continued to be concentrated in and around London; attempts to diversify the geography of film studios in Britain had failed, and it is only more recently that facilities have opened at a greater distance from the capital, even if many of the old names – Pinewood, Shepperton, Elstree – continue to thrive. While the British film industry’s status as a producer of British films has been maintained, often staggering from one crisis to the next, film production infrastructure Britain has been more secure, offering producers from outside the United Kingdom access to facilities and technicians.
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Figure 1.10 Pinewood Studios 1958. Alamy.
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French studios, 1930–60

Sue Harris and Morgan Lefeuvre

At the end of the 1920s, French cinema was internationally renowned for the talent of its audacious young directors – Marcel L’Herbier, Julien Duvivier, René Clair and Jacques Feyder. But their success disguised the reality that French cinema was operating with plant and technology that were seriously dated. The famed 1896 Montreuil studio of silent cinema pioneer Georges Méliès had long been consigned to history, and Léon Gaumont’s vast ‘glass cathedral’, vaunted in 1905 as ‘the biggest studio in the world’, was a pale shadow of the contemporary modern complexes in Hollywood, London and Berlin.

Averaging an output of around sixty features per year in the 1920s, French production was the business of myriad small companies who, in the main, made only one or two films each per year.1 This fragmented landscape was a direct result of the commercial decisions taken by early leaders Léon Gaumont and Charles Pathé to shift their interests from filmmaking to printing and the manufacture of equipment. From the start of the decade, a multitude of small companies, crucially without their own studio facilities, vied for the market. This structural weakness was of concern to some industry leaders who progressively launched projects to build new studios, hoping to recapture some of French cinema’s pre-war energy. Serge Sandberg and Louis Nalpas were such figures, founding France’s first dark studios, the Victorine Studios in Nice in 1919, and renting these to the American director–producer Rex Ingram from 1925.2 The press magnate Jean Sapène set up the Cinéromans society, and in spring 1926 he began important renovation work in the Joinville studios, transforming them into France’s largest and best equipped facility.3 In the same year, Bernard Natan created Rapid-Film Studios in Montmartre in the north of Paris.4 The art director Lucien Aguettand estimated that the total surface of French studios grew from 2,832m2 (13 stages) in 1914 to 12,105m2 (24 stages) in 1929,5 a rate of growth that testifies to the incredible dynamism of the sector in the 1920s. With six stages (of which five had pools), a five-storey décor workshop of 3,000m2, some forty dressing rooms, an electricity generator of 45,000 amps and facilities for every service required for film production, the Cinéromans Joinville Studios were admired across the world. In December 1927, the Italian weekly L’Eco del cinema showcased the studio in a long feature article, while the Paramount representative declared in Pour Vous: ‘You have the most beautiful, the most advanced studio in the world!’. And yet, in January 1929 the owner of the premises lamented: ‘My studios? Well, I’m going to rent them to a German production company. If things continue the way they are going, there will only be foreigners left here! French producers aren’t willing to take risks, I shoot twelve films per year, when there is capacity for thirty-five!’.6

Jean Sapène’s complaints give a sense of the paralysis that gripped the industry at the end of the decade. Aware that the demise of silent film was inevitable, but reluctant to launch themselves into the sound era, French producers and manufacturers found themselves stuck. Production had slowed right down, and while Ealing in Britain and Babelsberg in Germany were working at full capacity, the majority of French studios had been forced to close their doors in 1929. However, a few young, ambitious producers – Bernard Natan, Pierre Braunberger and Jacques Haïk – recognized that sound cinema promised unprecedented opportunities and they moved confidently into the sector, inspiring companies like Gaumont and Éclair to quickly follow suit. This gave much needed impetus, resulting in a more concentrated production sector, as well as a radical reorganization of the studio infrastructure and working practices. Things suddenly looked very different. And regardless of how events in the following decade impacted the running of the studios – notably the economic crisis of the mid-1930s and wartime occupation by the Germans – the broad shape of the sector remained intact right up until the 1960s, while the perennial hope of seeing a ‘French Hollywood’ at Joinville or in the South of France came to nothing.
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Figure 2.1 Façade of the Cinéromans studios in Joinville-le-Pont at the end of the 1920s. © Fondation Pathé.

The 1930s: the foundation years

The beginning of the 1930s saw consolidation in the industry, with a series of mergers putting an end to the scattered model of the 1920s. These new vertically integrated companies quickly dominated the market. In spring 1929 the producer Bernard Natan (the owner of the Rapid-Film Studios in rue Francœur) took over the Pathé Cinema company, merging it with his own to create a new group: Pathé-Natan. The company’s assets were extensive, and it quickly became the dominant force in the market: its holdings included the country’s two most modern studio complexes (Joinville and Francœur), a printing laboratory, a distribution company (Pathé-Consortium-Cinéma), and a theatrical circuit of some sixty cinemas, as well as a branch producing projection equipment (Pathé-Baby and Pathé-Rural).7 After soundproofing his stages, and installing RCA sound equipment throughout, Natan contracted writers, directors and actors and set about the production of sound films on a large scale. In autumn 1929, Joinville welcomed the American actor Adolphe Menjou for the shooting of two versions of Mon gosse de père (The Parisian, 1930) the first sound feature shot in a French studio.

Other important companies were established in the wake of Pathé-Natan. In the summer of 1929, the Société des Établissements Gaumont (SEG) sought to diversify and dynamize its production by acquiring another production company, La Société Générale de Film, and the Saint-Maurice studios in the rue des Réservoirs. In December of the same year, the society increased its capital (doubling from 12 to 24 million francs) before embarking on merger negotiations with the Aubert, Franco-Film and Continsouza companies. This resulted in the founding of the GFFA (Gaumont Franco Film Aubert) group, with 84 million Francs capital, in June 1930.8 With three important studios in Paris and Nice, a camera manufacturing plant, laboratories, a distribution wing and a network of forty-six cinemas, the new GFFA represented formidable competition for Pathé-Natan. Although more modest in scale, two further groups contributed to this concentration of the production sector in France: the Établissements Braunberger-Richebé acquired the Billancourt studios9 and controlled the distribution and exhibition of films produced there, while the Établissements Jacques Haïk owned the Courbevoie studios in the north-west of Paris, as well as a network of cinemas that included some of the city’s most prestigious venues – the Rex, the Olympia – on the Grands Boulevards.10
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Figure 2.2 Advertisement for the Pathé-Natan group published in Le Tout-Cinéma 1931. Public domain.
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Figure 2.3 Aerial view of the Paramount studios in Saint-Maurice in 1931. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

The failure to modernize the French studios in a timely manner meant that the first French sound films of 1929 were in fact shot in London and Berlin: La Route est Belle (The Road is Fine, 1929, Robert Florey) was shot at Elstree and La Nuit est à nous (The Night is Ours, 1929, Carl Froelich) at Tempelhof. But Paris quickly got back up to speed, and by 1930 the city was a major hub for European sound film production. On 22 February 1929, the German Tobis company founded a French affiliate, the Société des films sonores Tobis, and began operating at the Menchen studios at Épinay-sur-Seine. Several months were spent extending and soundproofing the premises, and undertaking technical trials, preparing the ground for star directors René Clair and Jacques Feyder to join the Tobis roster. And only a few weeks after René Clair began shooting Sous les toits de Paris, (Under the Roofs of Paris, 1930), Paramount Pictures announced Paris as its future European base.11 The American conglomerate took a lease on the modest Gaumont studios at Saint-Maurice and set about radically renovating them. In the space of a few months, the surface area was increased tenfold, and six stages were equipped with the Western Electric sound system. Completing the picture were several small studios that had managed to survive the transition to sound, such at the Nicea Film company at Saint-Laurent-du Var, and Parisian studios at la Place Clichy, Montsouris and the Porte de Ternes. Small, basically equipped, and cheap to rent, they provided a welcome option for producers of the short and low budget films that had begun to flood the market. By the end of 1930, the French production landscape had been profoundly altered.

The rate of film production, which had remained stable at 60–70 films per year in the 1920s increased significantly with the arrival of sound, in part due to the increased presence of foreign productions in French studios. In the year 1931–2, 176 features were shot in France. But not all studios benefitted equally from this activity, with huge gaps appearing between the smaller cheaply refurbished studios, and the large complexes that had been completely remodelled with costly Western Electric, RCA photophone or Tobis Klangfilm sound systems. The latter were primed to benefit from the emerging market, while the likes of Clichy, Montsouris and Ternes slowed to a rate of one or two films per year in some cases. Of the country’s fourteen active studios in 1931, the three biggest run by Paramount, Pathé and GFFA were responsible for 65 per cent of all features produced.

This significant rise in the rate of production impacted the industry socially as well as economically, as workforces increased in all the larger studios. Where the leasing of technical equipment to producers had been the norm in the 1920s, studios themselves became the major engines of production in the 1930s. Geographically as much as symbolically, the studios were at the centre of this booming sector, bringing together professionals from all levels and branches of the production industry. Smaller studios retained permanent teams of up to a dozen skilled and unskilled workers, while large studios like the Buttes-Chaumont, Saint-Maurice, Joinville and Billancourt employed staff in the hundreds, many of whom were new to the industry. This was a workforce that needed to become quickly skilled in new areas of production, and these busy studios had something of the apprenticeship workshop about them, with experienced workers providing on the job training to new entrants. Technicians of all nationalities worked alongside French sound engineers, teaching them the rudiments of the craft. At Tobis, the German engineers Hermann Storr and William Most trained Georges Leblond, who rose to become one of the most prolific French engineers at the studio. At Pathé, it was the Americans Carl S. Livermann and Reginald Campbell who oversaw the training of Henri Labrely, Louis Hochet, Antoine Archimbauld, Roger Handjian, William-Robert Sivel and Robert Teisseire on RCA equipment, while at Billancourt, Robert Bugnon, Marcel Courmes and Joseph de Bretagne benefitted from the expertise of British engineer Dennis Scanlan. This was an experimental period in which everything was being tested for the first time, and where career pathways were anything but stable. The future director Jean-Paul Le Chanois, for example, was lucky enough to meet the young Charles David, director of the Pathé Studios, and without any relevant experience, found himself in the position of Deputy Director of the Pathé-Natan production and stage coordinator of the Francœur studios.12 Similarly, the journalist and novelist André Lang, whose works had been adapted for the screen, was contacted in 1930 by Émile Natan, and within a few months had been appointed Deputy Director of Production at Pathé-Cinema. Such meritocratic rises were not unusual.

In these early years of sound cinema, studios were more than simply a workplace; they were also social hubs where professionals could meet and get to know their peers, and even spend leisure time with them in the sports clubs that most studios encouraged. At Joinville, Pathé workers even had access to a purpose-built swimming pool on the Marne. Social events that fostered a sense of community among the workforce were scheduled all year round (a tree at Christmas for the children, staff parties, sports days …), and the hope was that such gatherings encouraged solidarity at the studio, and offset potential complaints about long hours, night shifts, and poor on-site working conditions. The bar-restaurant was right at the heart of the studio’s social life; it was over food and drink that professional networks were formed, and how technicians and creatives heard about employment opportunities on new projects. And public facing events were also important: with thirty-four films under way in French studios in the month of July 1932 alone, the Paris studios were a beacon of French industrial progress, and those in Joinville and Saint-Maurice regularly hosted foreign delegations. Between June 1930 and August 1932, the two studios hosted some twenty diplomatic visits, as well as numerous ministerial delegations that the French Minister of Commerce was keen to encourage.

This fevered period, often deemed a ‘golden age’ of the French studios, was nevertheless short-lived. The impact of the economic crisis that engulfed the whole country from 1932 was already apparent in French film production from 1933. As dubbing techniques improved, the MLVs (multi-language versions), which had been a staple of production at Saint-Maurice between 1930 and 1932, ceased production. Professionals from all over Europe who had come to Paris to shoot features in Italian, Spanish, Portuguese or Romanian gradually left Paris to return to the improved studios in their own countries. In 1933, Paramount ceased its European production and rented out the Saint-Maurice studios, seeing production there drop from around 100 films a year in 1933 to only fifteen in 1936, and eventually closing completely in 1937. Elsewhere, production companies that had launched their arrival in the sound era with great fanfare began to find themselves in difficulty. From 1933, a series of bankruptcies shook the studios and the production infrastructure in the country to its core. The production rate at the Billancourt base of the Établissements Braunberger-Richebé fell sharply, and the company folded in 1933. Producers Adolph Osso and Jacques Haïk, each responsible for a dozen films per year in 1930–1, were also forced to cease operating in 1933 and 1934 respectively. But it was the double failure of GFFA (July 1934) and Pathé-Natan (December 1935) that was seismic for the French industry. And if the disappearance of these leaders didn’t entirely wipe out national production, it certainly accelerated its steady decline: 157 features in 1932, 143 in 1933, 126 in 1934, 116 in 1936. As early as June 1933 La Cinématographie française led with the title ‘The Independents at work’ and pointed out that ‘the companies with the portfolios are not the big players … It is the rather impressive independent producers who are at the helm of production, rising to the challenge of making good films at reasonable prices’.13 This fragmentation was noted at ministerial level only a few months later when the Deputy Maurice Petsche produced a parliamentary report on the cinema industry: this revealed that of the eighty-six films produced in the first trimester of 1934 three companies had produced five films, one had produced four, eleven had produced two, and another thirty-eight had produced one apiece.14

The crisis faced by the film industry in the mid-1930s had a significant impact on the activity of the studios. Most of the larger studios were able to remain open, and their employees, both skilled and unskilled, continued to be employed on decent wages. But closures were increasingly common and had most impact on those working in unskilled roles at the lower end of the wage scale. In December 1934, employees at Tobis were laid off, only to be rehired in July 1935 for the shoot of Jacques Feyder’s La Kermesse héroïque (Carnival in Flanders, 1935). In 1937, the Saint-Maurice studios closed for a full year, making all employees redundant. Periods of unemployment had been rare in the sector before 1933, but suddenly everyone was at risk of being fired, including the studio’s most senior figures: the celebrated set designer Lazare Meerson was fired by Tobis in October 1935,15 before the shoot of La Kermesse héroïque had been completed and regardless of the quality of the décor he had designed for what would soon be celebrated as an award-winning film. But redundancies and strategic closures were only part of the picture: the fragmentation of the sector impacted the entire way of working of the studios. From the end of 1935, there was a complete disconnect between the number of films produced and the way the studios were used by producers.
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Figure 2.4 Shooting of La Kermesse héroïque at the Tobis studios in Épinay-sur-Seine in 1935. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

As French studios moved to a rental model, profitability now depended on attracting dozens of small independent producers to work in them, a situation that was not without risk. The Saint-Maurice facilities, for example, that were solely used by Paramount from March 1930 until December 1932, were used by twenty-four different production companies between January 1933 and December 1936. This necessitated a complete overhaul of internal organization, notably in devising new models for costing labour and services. For those studios that had been renting out facilities from 1930, the transition was less brutal. For Pathé in 1930, independent production accounted for 44 per cent of its activity. This rose to 52 per cent in 1932, and 64 per cent in 1934; and by 1935, it was at 100 per cent. With an end to long-term employment contracts, and a shift to more intermittent production in some studios, technicians became increasingly mobile, regularly moving between studios, and working with new crews with each contract. Lazare Meerson, for example, undertook between 75 per cent and 100 per cent of his work at the Tobis studios in the years 1929–33. But in 1934, only 40 per cent of his work was done there and even less – 33 per cent – the following year. When his contract ended with Tobis, he left Paris to take up a post under Korda at the Denham studios in Buckinghamshire, twenty miles outside London. Similarly, his designer colleague Lucien Aguettand had only worked once outside the Pathé studios between 1930 and 1934; but from the end of 1934 until the end of 1939, he worked in eight different studios, adapting each time to new premises and teams. Among skilled technicians, it was only sound engineers who retained a semblance of stability in their working practices, remaining affiliated to specific studios on favourable terms. This enforced mobility across the entire workforce had a detrimental impact on the industry’s skills base, as the informal but highly effective tradition of young assistants working for long periods alongside experienced mentors was progressively eroded.

The crisis in the large production companies led to a readjustment in the relative importance of the studios, with smaller enterprises claiming a greater share of the sector in the second half of the decade. In 1931, the studios of Pathé, Gaumont, Paramount, Éclair, Tobis and Braunberger-Richebé were responsible for 88 per cent of all features shot in France, but by 1937, this had fallen to only 53 per cent. That same year, among the six most active studios were three that had not existed during the transition to sound cinema: Photosnor at Courbevoie (created in 1931), Neuilly (created in 1932) and François 1er (created in 1935). Such studios met the needs of small producers with limited budgets and modest artistic ambitions. In Paris and in the provinces, small, sometimes ill-equipped, but cheap to rent studios sprung up, making a virtue out of what were ostensibly drawbacks. Marcel Pagnol, who had begun his career in the Paramount Saint-Maurice studios then in Billancourt, opened his own studio in Marseille in 1934, declaring that within a few years ‘Marseille will be the French Hollywood. Everyone will want to shoot here, because we can guarantee what others can’t: a calm environment, sunshine, and a great quality of life’.16 Émile Couzinet did something similar on the Atlantic Coast, setting up a basic film studio in premises attached to the Royan Casino, which he owned.17 Repurposing existing buildings (a garage in the case of Neuilly, an antiques shop for François 1er, a former sawmill for the Pagnol studios), meant finding ingenious design solutions. These workshop–studios lacked the comforts workers were used to (dressing and dining rooms were rare, working space was cramped) and technical facilities were often basic (no pools, or back-projection systems, with mediocre sound and light equipment), and yet some were always busy. Tucked away in a street near the Champs-Élysées, the tiny François 1er studios was home to some forty productions between 1937 and 1939, including very famous films such as Forfaiture (The Cheat, 1937, Marcel L’Herbier), Un Carnet de bal (Christine/Life Dances On, 1937, Julien Duvivier), Désiré (1937, Sacha Guitry) and Le Roman de Werther (The Novel of Werther, 1938, Max Ophüls).
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Figure 2.5 Advertisement for the François 1er studios published in La Cinématographie française on 16 November 1935. Public domain.

Unlike in neighbouring countries, no substantial purpose-built studio project came to fruition in France in the 1930s, and the ‘new studios’ outlined above were all refurbishments of existing industrial or commercial buildings. Thus, the shape of France’s production infrastructure remained largely unchanged from 1930 when Saint-Maurice was expanded by Paramount. But behind what might look like stability was in fact fundamental change, as the demise of the big production houses brought about a renewed fragmentation of the landscape. Small studios remained in constant use, while the larger studios found themselves competing for creditworthy clients and some were forced to close their operations for months at a time. In 1937, we see the paradox clearly: while the Saint-Maurice Studios – the country’s largest and best equipped – were at a standstill, François 1er, with only two sound stages and limited services, hosted twenty productions. These structural upheavals had onward effects on how workers organized themselves in respect of management, increasingly precarious employment patterns, and a studio system that seemed to be running out of steam. Inter-studio collectives were formed to demonstrate against abuses of power such as undercutting wages and unjustified redundancies. For the first time, unionization took root among technicians and unskilled studio workers, and from 1934 onwards, the unions were a formidable player in workplace negotiations. Affiliated to the powerful entertainment branch of the CGT, the largest and youngest union (the SGTIF, Syndicat Général des Travailleurs de l’Industrie du Film, created in July 1934) was already well implanted in the studios at the time of the 1936 strikes, and it played an important role in representing the workforce during these events.18 The Popular Front had been elected to government in May 1936, and France witnessed an unprecedented wave of social action that paralysed the country for several weeks. In the studios, sound stages and workshops were occupied for a heady two-week period, and worker representatives negotiated directly with managers and producers to bring about the first collective industrial agreement in the sector. Gains included a commitment to review salaries, improve safety and hygiene standards in working areas, to respect the forty-hour working week, build weekly rest periods into contracts, and give all cinema workers two weeks paid holiday every year.19 The strike resulted in a great victory for the studio employees and legitimized the right of the unions to have a say in questions relating to the future of the industry.

As Europe moved towards war, it was still unclear how French studios might develop. While their British and Italian neighbours had acted on their ambitions to build modern new studio facilities, French cinema could only contemplate the ruins of its champions – Gaumont and Pathé – and wonder what came next. Should they follow the British example? But who in France was powerful enough to get behind a state-of-the-art Denham or Pinewood without falling back on the State? Was that the answer? To lobby for legislation and funding as had happened in Italy and Germany, and deal with the risk of losing artistic independence? The debate raged in the press and in union meetings from 1935, with some going as far as to demand the nationalization of the studios. The election of the Popular Front gave some hope to this outcome, but it came to nothing. As France entered the war on 3 September 1939, there was still no great modernization plan on the table.

French studios at war

With war seeming more and more likely, the call for military mobilization went out to the French people in September 1938, and large numbers of actors and studio workers set off to join their regiments. For the first time since 1914, war disrupted film production in France, with actors like Pierre Fresnay, Jean-Pierre Aumont and Albert Préjean abandoning productions mid-shoot.20 With the Munich Agreement having momentarily saved the peace, a ‘cowardly relief’ as Léon Blum called it, had spread to the film industry; everything was soon back to normal and filming had resumed at its cruising speed. But less than a year later, France was again faced with a call to mobilize, and war was declared on 3 September 1939. The studios again ground to a halt, as their workers responded to the call for army reserves on 24 August. At the Victorine studios in Nice, over 40 per cent of the workforce was conscripted, seriously disrupting the construction of Serge Piménoff’s vast set for Marc Allégret’s Le Corsaire (The Pirate, 1939).21 Nevertheless, the trade press remained upbeat, with Lucie Derain writing in La Cinématographie française of 2 September that ‘the slowdown in the rate of production this last week is completely normal given how many technicians have been called up. It hasn’t been possible to work as normal, but some studios are already adapting’.22 She used Le Corsaire as an example of a production continuing despite the dramatic events. But Allégret’s personal papers tell a different story, revealing that as early as 30 August the producer André Daven had halted production on set, and the technical crew had left the Nice studios the following day.23

On 3 September all France’s studios closed their doors, and work on twelve films at various stages of production was suspended.24 In the case of some large studios, the premises were quickly requisitioned by the army: a regiment of mountaineers occupied the stages and workshops of the Victorine, while Paramount Saint-Maurice housed 360 soldiers from the 22nd Workers Artillery Battalion.25 In addition to housing troops, studios were also repurposed for military needs, with Tobis at Épinay shifting quickly to the production of carburettors and aircraft engine parts. But most studios were purely and simply closed.26 Of course, this abrupt shut down had consequences for the work and renumeration of studio employees. While many were mobilized, those men and women who were not, faced layoffs. The decorator Gaston Dumesnil, for example, aged sixty-two and who had worked continuously in the studios since 1912 (except for his four years of military service in the First World War), was obliged to register for unemployment benefit at Épinay-sur-Seine town hall on 19 October 1939.27 Technicians who had been discharged from military service placed adverts in the press, hoping to find work in their field: the director Henry Wulschleger, the editor and assistant director Jean-Paul Le Chanois,28 and the director of photography Camille Négrier29 are cases in point. Some lucky ones found work outside the studios, often replacing men who had been called up. The script supervisor Jeanne Witta-Montrobert, needing to provide for her two young children, found work as a recording editor in the technical branch of the French national radio station, and had to learn an entirely new profession in only a few days.30 And these weren’t isolated cases. As Claude Vermorel wrote in Pour Vous in October 1939: ‘75% of non-mobilised artists and technicians have no income or are registered unemployed’.31 Some more privileged artists took advantage of the imposed hiatus to contribute to the war effort: Jean Dréville became a courier for the newspaper Paris-Soir, and the actor Aimos supplied the home guard of various provincial towns with gas masks.32 With production at a standstill and the workforce depleted, French cinema embarked on a period of great uncertainty. The ‘phoney war’ was a trial for everyone in France: a tense period of active mobilization, but with no actual fighting. The trade press took it upon itself to keep news circulating between those who had enlisted and their colleagues back home. From 6 October, La Cinématographie française started a new column ‘News from our mobilised colleagues’, which named colleagues on active service, and informed readers where they were serving.33 Pour Vous did something similar, printing extracts of letters it received from studios workers dispersed across the country.

Once the shock of the first few weeks of war was over, various efforts were made to get production going again and unemployed workers back into the studios. On 6 October Lucie Derain wrote in La Cinématographie française that ‘of the thirteen studios around Paris, three have their doors ajar, even if they are not yet fully open’.34 At Épinay and Saint-Maurice, only a few technicians were working in the print shop, or as editors for the Paramount newsreels. But at François 1er, a décor team was busy getting the set ready for Gréville’s Menaces (Threats, 1939) to resume shooting.35 By November, activity had tentatively picked up for the majority of the studios. The Ministry of Information gradually authorized more shooting, and two months on from the outbreak of war, the studios were coming back to life. Marseille was first to open with the filming of Le Roi des galéjeurs (The King of Jokes, 1939) on 14 November, followed a week later by Neuilly, where Alexandre Esway started filming L’Homme qui cherche la verité. (The Man Who Seeks the Truth, 1939). In the course of December, a number of studios were finally able to do continuity shots, or complete editing or post-synchronization work on films that had been abandoned. This limited activity was the norm until February–March 1940, when the studios could finally turn to new projects. Between December 1939 and the defeat of June 1940, thirty-six films were shot in the French studios (compared with seventy for the same period in 1938–9). In addition, there were disparities in how much each studio was actually working. In the south, for example, the rate was equivalent to – if not slightly higher than – prewar, with five films shot at Pagnol’s Marseille studio, and five at Victorine, while in Paris, uptake was much more chaotic. Billancourt and the Buttes-Chaumont got back to something like normal, with seven and eight films respectively over the period in question. Similarly, a good rate was maintained at François 1er, which saw six in-house productions, and four at Neuilly. But with Épinay and Saint-Maurice still requisitioned by the army, production activity was out of the question, and the smaller studios of Place Clichy, la Seine, Montsouris and Photosonor at Courbevoie remained closed for a full two years. Pathé practically ceased filming activity: one interrupted film was completed at rue Francœur, while the Joinville studios, which had just reopened for the filming of Hitler m’a dit (Hitler Told Me, 1940) were almost completely destroyed by fire on 29 February 1940.36 Taking advantage of this weakening of French production, many Italian producers offered tempting contracts to the French stars and directors who could be seen in large numbers on the sets of Cinecittà or La Scalera in early 1940. This exodus of French professionals to the Italian studios was a concern back in France, where fears this would lead to a loss of quality in the national industry were aired. Letters between the Beaux-Arts director Georges Huisman and the French ambassador in Rome André François-Poncet, set out some of the anxieties about losing some of the country’s most brilliant representatives.37 From Jean Renoir and Julien Duvivier, to Henri Decoin, Marcel L’Herbier and Edmond T. Gréville, the list of directors leaving France for Italy grew longer and longer in spring 1940, until Italy’s entry into the war put an end – a provisional end – to the traffic.38 After nine months of ‘phoney war’, the sudden German offensive of May 1940, and the chaos that followed, once again shut down French production. Anticipating the German invasion, Pathé had already arranged on 15 May to move the production of Parade en sept nuits (Parade in Seven Nights, 1940) to the Royan studios on the Atlantic coast.39 On 18 May, La Cinématographie française reported disruption on certain shoots and a lack of clarity about what to expect next.40 Finally, though, on 10 May 1940, with the French army defeated, and the government abandoning Paris, the studios closed their doors yet again, and their employees took to the roads south with millions of others, fleeing the advancing German army.

With France defeated, and an occupying army installed in over half the country, the fortunes of French studios changed once again. On 22 June 1940, the Épinay studios were occupied by Wehrmacht soldiers, as were those in Royan shortly after.41 On 25 June, France was divided into two administrative zones: one comprising the north and the Atlantic coast as far as the Spanish border, under German control; the second under the control of the new French government in Vichy. Only the southern studios in Nice and Marseille were not under the authority of the German forces. In June 1940, all French film production was again at a complete standstill, the studios closed and a massive exodus of professionals to the French Riviera ensued.

In autumn 1940, the southern studios got back to work, notably in Marseille, where five films were shot between September and December 1940.42 But the widely held hope of seeing the south become the new nerve centre of French production was thwarted by the conditions within those studios. In Nice, and even more so Marseille, the buildings were run down and poorly equipped, and film stock was hard to source.43 Moreover, producers were reluctant to invest in films whose distribution in the occupied zone – in Paris’s cinemas – could not be guaranteed. In Paris, the studios remained closed throughout the winter of 1940–1, other than for some dubbing work on German films (mainly in Billancourt, Neuilly and in the laboratories of Gennevilliers and Saint-Cloud).44 Alfred Greven had been tasked by Goebbels with taking charge of the French film industry, and it was on him that the future now depended. Appointed head of Continental Films (a new German-funded French production company that was established on 1 October 1940), Greven recruited French directors, actors and screenwriters for his new operation in the studios of Billancourt and Neuilly.45 Film production recommenced in the northern zone with the filming of Continental’s Le Dernier des six (The Last One of the Six, 1941, Georges Lacombe) at Billancourt on 28 February 1941. It was only after reassurance that some of France’s most impressive figures had been secured for Continental that permission was granted for other studios to reopen in occupied Paris.46 From March 1941, Pathé (rue Francœur), Gaumont (Buttes-Chaumont) and Éclair (Épinay-sur-Seine) progressively reopened for business, shortly followed by Saint-Maurice, Photosonor (Courbevoie), Joinville and François 1er. But given the long months of closure, and the considerable loss of the workforce to unemployment or other sectors, these were very different studios from before the outbreak of war. For one thing, they now operated under the direct authority of the Propaganda Abteilung, an organization set up on 18 June 1940, and overseen by the Wehrmacht. At the same time, French cinema was now under the supervision of the Comité d’Organisation de l’Industrie Cinématographique (COIC), a body set up by Vichy on 2 December 1940 to oversee the activity of professionals working in both zones. For the first time ever, French cinema was under the joint control of the State and a foreign power. Permits that were renewed every three months were required for all film projects, and only those professionals accredited by the COIC with a professional identity card (CIP) could be employed; from 3 October 1940, Jewish workers were specifically excluded from all creative roles in the industry.47 Annual production quotas were also imposed by the Propaganda Abteilung, with only sixty-seven features permitted in 1941–2 (relative to an annual national average of 120 in the 1930s).48

Between March 1941 and June 1944, the studios got back to doing what they did best – making films – but in circumstances that were hugely challenging. A combined workforce of more than 1,700 pre-war had been reduced to barely 600 in 1941.49 The Buttes-Chaumont, Photosonor and Saint-Maurice maintained a reasonable rate of production (between ten and fifteen films per year), but the majority of the studios worked at a much reduced rate throughout the Occupation. Joinville, one of the major players of the pre-war years, had been so badly damaged by the February 1940 fire, that its annual production rate fell to four to five, and Épinay was much the same. Although Neuilly and Billancourt were home to Continental, their rate never went above six films per year. Alongside these much-reduced work opportunities, workers faced shortages that delayed projects, and complicated working practices. Electricity shortages led to a great deal of night-time shooting, while lack of materials such as wood, fabric and nails demanded resourcefulness from set builders. Everyone suffered from the cold, and from the effect of food rationing, and from 1942, frequent air raids took their toll on teams who were forced to stop shooting and retreat to bomb shelters. Studios, like cinemas, suffered significant damage from bombardments: the Studios de la Seine at Courbevoie and Éclair at Épinay were fortunate to sustain only minor damage; but the studios at Saint-Laurent-du-Var and Royan were completely destroyed. The requestioning of workers for work service in Germany compounded labour difficulties. From October 1942, the introduction of the Service du Travail Obligatoire (STO) saw the studios lose dozens of workers to enforced labour in Germany, leaving ongoing projects in disarray. In November 1942, Paul Cadet, the director of the Saint-Maurice studios was called in by the authorities and ordered to release 110 workers (50 per cent of his workforce) for the STO. He managed to bargain this down to 80.50 Pathé lost a quarter of the workers in its studios and laboratories: 220 workers (25.4 per cent of the total workforce) were sent to Germany.51 These difficulties decimated studio teams, but a sense of unity prevailed among workers, where the need to pull together and support each other evoked the atmosphere of the early days of the 1930s. Workers’ cooperatives organized catering in the studios, making sure that hot meals were provided for employees, and collections were taken to send food packages to prisoners and STO workers, to reassure them that they had not been forgotten by their colleagues. As food restrictions worsened, some studios even organized food supplies in the provinces and provided their staff with plots of land to cultivate in the vicinity of the studios.52 Despite these unfavourable conditions, new studios were nevertheless opened in July 1942 in Paris. The new studios de Boulogne, in the western suburb of the city, boasted two sound stages, an auditorium, and a vast backlot. With fifty employees, the studio soon made its mark, hosting production of nine films in its first year of activity.53
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Figure 2.6 Façade of the Billancourt studios, occupied by Continental Films between autumn 1940 and spring 1944. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.
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Figure 2.7 Jean-Paul Le Chanois’ professional identity card. © Musée de la résistance nationale – Champigny-sur-Marne.

The situation in the south, where the Germans had no initial authority, might have seemed more favourable to film production, but this body of studios was also severely challenged by the war. Continental Films had set up in Billancourt and Neuilly, but Greven had his sights on the southern studios, specifically Pagnol’s Marseille operation. Unable to resist pressure from Greven, Pagnol sold his studios to the Société Nouvelle des Établissements Gaumont (SNEG) which took over in summer 1942.54 For their part, the Nice and Saint-Laurent-du-Var studios were requisitioned by Vichy in November 1940 and taken over by CIMEX in August 1942. CIMEX was a Franco-Italian company in which Cinecittà was the majority shareholder. In exchange for control of the Nice studios, the Italian authorities agreed to supply France with Ferrania film stock at advantageous rate, a necessary condition for the continuation of production.55

Despite all this pressure and disruption, French cinema continued to operate and thrive during the four years of the Occupation. Many high-quality films were produced, and a new generation of talented filmmakers emerged such as Henri-Georges Clouzot, Claude Autant-Lara, André Cayatte and Jacques Becker. Studio teams vied with each other to see who could be the most inventive, using whatever materials they had to hand to create magnificent sets and offer the spectators a moment of escape and make them forget for a moment the dramas of the war. From Le Ciel est à vous (The Woman Who Dared, 1944) to Les Enfants du paradis (Children of Paradise, 1943); from Le Mariage de Chiffon (The Marriage of Chiffon, 1942) to Le Corbeau (The Raven, 1943) and Les Visiteurs du soir (The Devil’s Envoys, 1942), these dark years gave rise to some of French cinema’s most acclaimed works. Inevitably, the studios emerged depleted by these testing years, but they had stayed the course and could be proud of their tenacity and their achievements. In September 1944, resources were thin on the ground and people were exhausted, but there was hope for a brighter future. Having endured so much hardship, artists, technicians and workers were ready to make the cinema a cornerstone of France’s national reconstruction.

The post-war years: between hope and despair

The year 1944 was marked by liberation and the prospect of restored peace, but it was a dark time for French cinema. The Allied landing in Normandy on 6 June exacerbated the precarity of studio operations, as harsher restrictions and electricity shortages forced the majority to close. The shooting of the ten films in progress in Paris was interrupted, and their crews were again dispersed. During summer 1944, the mobilization of the cinema was no longer played out on the sets, which were now closed, but within the film resistance networks.

As early as December 1940, a first group called the Réseau des syndicats (The Unions Network) was founded by Jean-Paul Le Chanois. Very working class, close to the communist party, the early network was mainly composed of workers and production technicians (assistants, decorators, operators, carpenters, electricians, stagehands … ).56 Two years later, a second network took shape through the National Front’s cinema section. This network, less close to the ground, was made up of directors (Louis Daquin, Jacques Becker, André Zwobada), but also scriptwriters, critics and intellectuals such as Nino Frank, the Prévert brothers or Jean-Paul Sartre.57 In the final phase of the Occupation, these two groups merged to create the Comité de Libération du Cinéma Français (CLCF), which was formally linked to the CNR (National Resistance Committee), and the actor Pierre Blanchar was appointed President. The CLCF saw active duty in the battle for the liberation of Paris in August 1944 and was a cornerstone of the post-war reorganization of the industry. One of its first tasks was to put ‘purge committees’ in place in every studio, production company and film business, and to authorize these committees to uncover evidence of collaboration among their employees. Over a thousand cinema professionals went before the purge commission of the CLCF in the winter of 1944–5, and were referred to the more consequential regional committees that sat a few months later.58 Many of those awaiting judgment on their case were temporarily deprived of the right to work, creating further difficulties for the production sector. While it had no official role (the cinema industry was formally overseen by the Ministry of Information), the CLCF had considerable moral authority, and was the voice of the resistance movement in planning for the post-war future.

The circumstances in which production sought to re-launch were complex and unstable. Only twenty-two features had been completed in 1944: none at Joinville and only one per studio at Neuilly, Victorine and the former Pagnol studio in Marseille. Saint-Maurice was an exception with a portfolio of seven films that year, but with an average of three or four across the sector, there was insufficient employment for the available workforce. During the four years of the Occupation, although French cinema managed to stay in business and produce a significant number of quality films, it suffered greatly. The number of films produced fell sharply, as did the number of people working in the studios and laboratories. Above all, the facilities deteriorated due to a lack of resources and equipment renewal. Ten stages had been destroyed since the beginning of the war, and the Billancourt studios, seized by the State as enemy property in September 1944, were no longer used for filming. Studio equipment and workshops had been sorely tested, with everything from tools to lights, from cameras to recording equipment rarely replaced in these years, and they were now old and worn out. At the end of 1944, film stock was scarce (having been requisitioned by France- Libre Actualités for newsreels), and this was compounded by the closure of the Kodak factory at Vincennes because of coal shortages.59 Chemicals required for film developing were in short supply, as were machine oil and electricity generally. Cinemas were similarly impacted by these material shortages, and those lucky ones that had emerged intact from the fighting at the Liberation had to manage their resources carefully, often reducing their opening hours significantly. Unsurprisingly, production was slow to restart, and initially it was only those films that had stopped mid-production in June 1944 that were provisioned with the minimum they needed to complete shooting. Christian-Jaque’s Sortilèges (The Bellman, 1945), which had begun exterior shooting in February 1944, was such a case. Prevented from continuing production in Paris at the end of May, the production stalled for many months, before getting back underway at the François 1er studios on 15 November. A reception was organized to mark the first shoot in a Paris studio since the Liberation, and many journalists and screen stars were present to mark the occasion, notably Jean Gabin who had been granted a few days’ military leave in the city.60

This grim situation was, however, tempered by widespread hope that French cinema would rise again from the ashes of war. Workers, technicians and artists gradually took their place again in civilian life and were eager to get back to the studios. They wanted to forget the war and get the purges behind them, so they could return to doing what they knew best. They had a challenging task ahead, but hardened by five years of hardship and loss of freedoms, they faced it with optimism. Silenced and marginalized by Vichy, France’s cinema professionals were ready to make their voices heard in the debates about the future of their industry; their needs and rights would be taken seriously. To this end, the Commission Supérieure Technique du cinéma (CST) was created in September 1944 with a mission to improve and standardize the production and distribution infrastructures across the entire sector. It was run by experienced technicians who led on a variety of committees: shooting, sound, décor, laboratories and studios among them. Their priority was to get the studios working again, and their first mission was to establish a report ‘reviewing the salaries and working conditions of studio workers and technicians’. The CST speaks to the important role played by studio technicians in the post-war reconstruction of the sector, and to the wider desire for the input of the state alongside the industry’s professionals in the reshaping of the French system. From the end of 1944, calls were being heard for an element of nationalization of production, using facilities confiscated from the enemy at the Liberation. The Billancourt studios (which had been occupied by Continental Films), the CTM Laboratories, the ACE and Tobis distribution companies, and the SOGEC cinema network (with twenty-five cinemas, including ten in Paris) could be nationalized, creating a new hybrid private–public cinema sector. On 19 April 1946, the Secretary of State for Information, Gaston Deferre, brought this proposal to government, but it did not pass.61 Instead, a Commission to modernize the cinema was established on 3 June 1946, with a remit to oversee national production and ensure that the production facilities, especially the studios, were improved.62 Comprising many studio professionals, technical directors and trades union members, the commission aimed to have the cinema incorporated into the Jean Monnet Plan for the reconstruction of the French national industrial sector. At a press conference on 17 June 1946, it was announced by the General Director of Cinema Michel Fourré-Cormeray, that cinema was considered an essential industry on the same terms as the coal, electricity, transport, and agricultural industries, and as such it would be fully incorporated into the Monnet Plan.63

Boosted by the hope that the state would finally provide substantial financial support for French cinema, the industry multiplied the number of projects for the construction of new studios. From 1945, a number were being considered in Paris, while in summer 1946, Simon Feldman, the technical director of Billancourt, submitted plans to the CST for a new facility called Cinéville. This would be a vast production complex built on a 100-hectare site near Fontainebleau, an hour south of Paris. Also on the table were three other proposals: two in the Paris region (La Queue-en-Brie, Pathé Plan;64 Saint-Germain-Poissy, Monnet Plan), and one in the south (Deferre Plan in Marseille65). But by far the most ambitious of the projects, and the one that got furthest in the planning, was the ‘Riviera Cinema Centre’ that was planned for construction at Mougins near Nice. Championed initially by Gaumont, Pathé and Discina, and validated by the CST, the project was taken over by the government, which envisaged a parallel facility in the Paris region. More than just a studio, this ‘Riviera Cinema Centre’ would be France’s premier state-of-the-art production hub. With sixteen stages, every technical and craft workshop on site, and its own printing laboratory, it would serve for television production as well as filmmaking. There would be accommodation for technicians and hotels for visiting crews, as well as social and leisure facilities, all easily reached via an adjacent aerodrome. Breaking new ground away from the noise and bustle of the Côte d’Azur, but in the midst of its glorious landscape, this facility would have the capacity for sixty features a year, an unprecedented number for a French studio.66 These various projects had two things in common: first, the ambition to purpose-build brand new studios in underpopulated areas (the very opposite of the French model); and second – that they came to nothing. While there was great hope for proper state funding and an industrial model that was more collective in ethos, and that would take on board the views of its professionals, disappointment was to follow. Although celebrated for their Resistance activities, members of the CLCF increasingly found themselves excluded from leadership roles in the new structures.67 Jean Painlevé, the CLCF’s candidate for Director General of the cinema in France, was ousted in 1946 by the high-ranking civil servant Michel Fourré-Cormeray. The CST, set up in September 1944, had run out of money by March 1946, and was forced to temporarily suspend its work. In 1946, the state took the decision not to nationalize the Billancourt studios, returning them instead to their former proprietor Marc Lauer. The cinema industry was ultimately excluded from the Monnet Plan, losing the investments anticipated for modernizing the French plant, as well as the Mougins studio project. Shortages of raw materials (notably film stock) and electricity rationing continued until 1950, impacting seriously on efforts to relaunch production in the country.

The signing of the Blum–Byrnes agreement on 28 May 1946 further amplified these tensions. Furious at the lack of consultation, this was the last straw for cinema professionals who were faced with the domestic market being flooded with American films. The controversial agreement to wipe a large part of the French war debt and provide low-cost government loans was offered in return for an opening up of the French exhibition sector to US films, with only four weeks per quarter reserved for national films. Weakened as it was already, French cinema would struggle to compete in a market where the home audience wanted nothing more than to see Hollywood films again.68 Thus, abandoned by its government and with Hollywood encroaching on its territory, French cinema drifted into a state of crisis. From a baseline of forty films in 1945, French production rose to seventy-five in 1946, before falling back to sixty-five in 1947. It rallied at the turn of the decade but fell again to fewer than 100 films per year in 1953.69 Beyond the abandonment of construction and modernization projects, this lasting production crisis also had a direct impact on the activity and organization of existing studios. From the end of 1946, temporary closures were frequent, and precarity of employment was increasingly the norm for technicians and workers. The mayor of Joinville expressed alarm in the newspaper L’Humanité, noting that ‘there’s unemployment at François 1er, redundancies at Billancourt, closures at Francœur, 162 workers and technicians laid off at Saint-Maurice, and another 120 at Joinville. American cinema is killing production in France, and the French government just sits back and applauds its death throes.’70 Between 1947 and 1948, the Franstudio group (running Joinville, Francœur, Saint-Maurice and Marseille) laid off 75 per cent of its employees, and crews were re-employed on a per-project basis, now contracted by the producer rather than the studio. This resulted in union protests and a series of strikes at Boulogne,71 Billancourt72 and Joinville. At the beginning of the 1950s, the threat of closure that hung over France’s most esteemed studios – Billancourt, Joinville and Saint-Maurice – provoked a wave of outrage among workers from all branches of the industry, who came together in defence of what they held to be a symbol of the French cinema. In November 1951, professionals all over the country set up committees ‘in support of the studios and laboratories of Joinville, Saint-Maurice and Francœur’, showing solidarity with those beacons of the French industry that had survived the transition to sound, and then war and occupation.

In this bleak context, some saw international co-production as a possible saviour, especially as a way of getting inactive crews back into employment. Some ad hoc agreements were signed as was routine in the pre-war years (Korda signed such an agreement with the French producer Régina in spring 194673), but bilateral agreements at European state level were a new development. These were signed with Italy (October 1946), West Germany (November 1950), Spain (March 1953) and Austria (November 1955).74 The success of these agreements varied, the most fruitful being with Italy. Indeed, from 1953, French–Italian co-productions accounted for between a quarter and half of the national production of each country, rising as high as 56 per cent in 1958, and making a valuable difference to studio activity in both national industries.75
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Figure 2.8 Jean Marais taking part in the demonstration on 4 January 1948 in defence of French cinema. © Ciné-archives.

Over and above the production crisis, the French studio system was destabilized in the post-war years by drastic shifts in both working methods and creative ambitions. Associated with the highly influential poetic realist mode of the 1930s, and with the escapist worlds of occupation cinema, a necessary antidote to the then daily horrors of war, the mid-century studios had lost a lot of their shine. France was looking to the future, and the rundown stages and workshops of Joinville, Billancourt and Épinay suddenly seemed old-fashioned. A new generation of artists and critics, but also technicians, were thrilled by the modernity of Italian neo-realism, and were vocal about breaking out of the studio, with its sprawling crews, intricate planning and constructed sets. The press began to report on outdoor shooting, which was economical and seemed to promise more authenticity and style than studio filming. In L’Écran français in 1951, Jacques Krier rejoiced at this new trend: ‘Every cloud has a silver lining: if lack of money means the cinema is forced out of the studios, that can only rejuvenate it. No more plaster, or camera trickery, or cardboard sets. Look at Italian cinema: outdoor shooting has saved it.’76 The exorbitant rental costs for the bigger studios led some producers to strike out on their own. Rather than follow the path set out at the Liberation – modernization and centralization of the cinema industry around two poles in the Paris region and on the Mediterranean coast – French cinema in the 1950s saw its production facilities scattered and it entered a phase of painful decline. Tiny occasional studios proliferated alongside the relics of the silent era, and on 17 July 1946, the producer–distributer Émile Couzinet had opened a new studio in Bordeaux.77 The Côte d’Argent studio was well provisioned with two stages (and another two planned), carpentry, painting and mechanical workshops, an editing suite, a projection suite and dressing rooms. But it failed to attract producers in any significant numbers and was mostly used for its owner’s own productions.78 In 1949 the young director Jean-Pierre Melville took over a warehouse in the 13th arrondissement in Paris for the shooting of an adaptation of Cocteau’s Les Enfants terribles (The Strange Ones, 1949). Melville’s ‘Jenner Studios’ were used solely by him until they were destroyed by fire in 1967. In the Sainte-Marthe district of Marseille, the Paul Ricard Studios were opened on 18 November 1952 in front of a crowd of 800 guests. Hailed, as had become customary, as a ‘new French Hollywood’, the Marseille studios welcomed only a dozen productions before closing their doors after less than ten years in business. The producer Pierre Braunberger, who had been the director of Billancourt in the 1930s, also struck out independently, setting up his own small studio–workshop in rue Lhomond in the 5th arrondissement of Paris. It was the base for a number of productions in the 1950s, before becoming a production facility for Radio-Télévision-Scolaire in the 1960s. While not necessarily representative of how French cinema operated in this period, these examples give a sense of the general disaffection felt in the industry towards the established studios. Disparaged by the young critics of the emerging New Wave, who saw them as inseparable from the much derided ‘cinéma de papa’, the French studios in 1960 seemed to have their best days definitively behind them.
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German studios, 1930–60

Tim Bergfelder and Eleanor Halsall

Beginnings

There are few comprehensive accounts about the emergence of studios in histories of the beginnings of German cinema.1 As in other national contexts, the 1890s were dominated by inventors and traders of projectors and filmmaking equipment such as the Lumières, Thomas A. Edison, or R.W. Paul and Birt Acres, and in Wilhelmine Germany figures such as the brothers Skladanowsky and Oskar Messter.2 The most successful of these pioneers, including Messter, expanded their activities into distribution and exhibition businesses which fuelled the progress and growing popularity of the medium.3 Although films were an essential product of these businesses, where they were made and by whom was of secondary importance – owing to the need for suitable light conditions in the early years most films were shot on location in a multitude of national and international settings, on temporary outdoor stages (Freilichtatelier), on rooftops, or in makeshift indoor spaces (often pre-existing photographic studios). Thus, while the distribution and exhibition sectors of the industry grew rapidly in the first decade of the medium, film production in Germany lagged behind as a more artisanal and fragmented activity.

Among the first documented indoor production facilities in Germany was Oskar Messter’s studio on the fourth floor of an apartment building in Berlin’s Friedrichstrasse 94a, in 1896. In addition to the incoming daylight, Messter used artificial light produced by four carbon arc lamps made by the Leipzig-based firm of Körting & Mathiessen which he adapted to maximize the intensity and focus of the lighting.4 Friedrichstrasse and its surrounding streets, a lively area of residential apartments, shops, offices, hotels, and restaurants, well connected by a nearby train station and centrally located, emerged as the first ‘film row’ of Germany’s industry and would remain (similar to London’s Wardour Street) the country’s premier address for administrative and distribution offices until the end of the Second World War.5 Messter’s needs quickly outgrew his first studio, and he moved his production facilities twice over the next decade (again within Friedrichstrasse), before settling in 1911 further south in Blücherstrasse, in the district of Kreuzberg.6

Messter’s repeated relocations were typical for the time and highlight the difficulties in accurately reconstructing the emergence, distribution and number of German studios during these first decades, or to determine retrospectively where films were made. Whereas the names of even short-lived production companies survived through trade publications, censorship files, promotion materials and other evidence, production sites were less consistently recorded for prosperity, which created gaps and omissions in subsequent filmographies which persist to this day.7 Corinna Müller has argued that ‘early German studio history is difficult to research because there are so few sources and instead much contradictory information, companies moved frequently, some had more than one studio and so on’.8

With a growing demand for new films, by 1905 there was a new momentum in the foundation of studios in Germany. Jules Greenbaum’s Deutsche Bioskop-Gmbh opened a rooftop studio in 1905 in Friedrichstrasse, before moving to Chausseestrasse north of the city centre in 1907 into a former photographic studio with a glass roof.9 The same year the Deutsche Mutoskop- und Biograph GmbH, which had been founded as a subsidiary of Stollwerck & Co, a Cologne-based chocolate manufacturer and distributor of films and vending machines, established the first purpose-built German film studio, a glasshouse built on top of a concrete ground floor which housed offices, labs and storage space. This was also the first studio to move outside the city centre, in this case to the affluent and leafy southern suburb of Lankwitz.10 Other new glasshouses in the urban periphery followed, such as the rooftop studio of producer and director Heinrich Bolten-Baeckers, a few kilometres north of Lankwitz in Steglitz, which opened in 1909.11 Moreover, the end of the decade witnessed new studios opening outside the capital, such as the rooftop studio founded by film pioneer and former manufacturer of electric equipment, Carl Buderus, in Hannover.12 In Munich, in 1909, Peter Ostermayr who had entered the film business a few years earlier by exhibiting film programmes bought from Messter, Pathé and Gaumont, adapted his father’s pre-existing photographic studio at Karlsplatz in the city centre into the Münchner Kunstfilm-Atelier, augmenting the daylight coming through a glass roof with six carbon arc lamps. In this studio, he shot his (and Munich’s) first feature film Die Wahrheit (Truth) in 1910.13

From the Wilhelmine to the Weimar period

The 1910s is the decade when Germany’s studio infrastructure began to take the shape it would maintain until the end of the Second World War, and when some of the most important studios for the next decades were established. Berlin and its surroundings consolidated itself as the film capital of Germany, with Munich a secondary hub. This included not only film studios, but also production and distribution companies, as well as a technological infrastructure of auxiliary industries such as printing labs and manufacturers of technical equipment. All these ancillary services tended to cluster in certain areas of the city, comparable with what Luci Marzola has described as Hollywood’s ‘service corridor’.14 Although many studios had their own printing facilities on site, the increasing demand for more copies meant that independently operating printing labs became more common. One of the most important of these, the Geyer-Werke (later to also supply cameras and editing equipment), opened its first factory in 1911 in Lankwitz, before moving to Harzer Strasse in Neukölln in 1914.15 In subsequent decades, smaller printing labs would cluster in the same area.

There were some exceptions to this metropolitan concentration. Heidelberg’s ‘Glasshouse on the Neckar’ operated from 1912 to 1924, and had brief successes with Wild West films and melodramas, some of them shot by Phil Jutzi, the director of later Weimar classics such as Mutter Krausens Fahrt ins Glück (Mother Krause’s Journey to Happiness, 1929) and Berlin Alexanderplatz (1931).16 In terms of more specialized productions, in the city of Essen the steel and armament conglomerate Friedrich Krupp in 1913 began hosting its own Abteilung für Kinematografie (Cinematographic Section), which was tasked with producing scientific, educational and advertising films, and which had its own printing lab.17 Other big companies in Germany’s industrialized Ruhr region, including the Siemens-Schuckertwerke and the August Thyssen-Hütte AG, also began to invest in their own industrial film production in the 1910s.18

Although studios of varying sizes and types (rooftop, transformed photographic studios etc.) opened and operated in Berlin’s city centre until the 1930s, the trend from the 1910s onwards was towards bigger studios (usually glasshouses), and a move towards the metropolitan periphery. This gave film companies greater opportunities for expansion than in the densely built-up inner city, but also removed the threat of fire hazards (as studios handled highly flammable and explosive film stock) from residential and commercial neighbourhoods. Danish film director Urban Gad, who worked in Germany in the 1910s, outlined what a film studio required at the time:

For photographic reasons, a film factory needs ample sunlight and cannot therefore be in a smoky and dusty city. It needs to be in a suburb without smoking chimneys, but it must not be too far away from trams, trains, and needs to be easily reached by car so that furniture and other materials can be transported … It would be cost-effective if the vicinity offered opportunities for shooting natural landscapes. The property should not have tall neighbouring buildings, especially towards the South and West that can block the light. Above all, there needs to be plenty of open space.19

In 1911, the Deutsche Bioskop was planning to move its studio in the city centre to a new venue that met the criteria above. Guido Seeber, technical manager of the company since 1908, was tasked by the company director Erich Zeiske to find a suitable location. The chosen property was a large brownfield site in the town of Nowawes near Potsdam, 25 km south-west of Berlin, although well connected to the capital by rail and road (see also Chapter 5). Among the few buildings on the otherwise empty property was a small, dilapidated factory that had originally manufactured artificial flowers and other decorative objects since the late nineteenth century, and which had more recently functioned as a factory for farm animal feed. These rather mundane surroundings would eventually be transformed into Germany’s best-known studio, known as Babelsberg.20

Seeber had a small glasshouse studio built adjacent to the existing factory building, which henceforth housed administration offices. The new studio was inaugurated with the production of the Asta Nielsen vehicle Der Totentanz (Dance of The Dead, 1912). A larger, second glasshouse and a printing lab were added to the complex in 1913. However, for most of the 1910s, Babelsberg did not yet have its later predominance. Its foundation coincided with a studio boom in the capital, and for the next decade Babelsberg was merely one studio among many. In the city centre, a studio formerly used by the Duskes company reopened as the Rex glasshouse the same year as Babelsberg. The year 1912 also witnessed the opening of a rooftop studio by the Deutsche Vitascope company in Lindenstrasse, a side street of Friedrichstrasse, as well as the Treumann-Larsen glasshouse in Lankwitz. A few kilometres to the south-east, in Marienfelde, the EIKO glasshouse opened its doors in 1913.

Prior to the outbreak of the First World War in 1914, two further parts of Berlin were developed for studio usage. The first was Tempelhof, an area south of the city centre which had been a largely rural locality until the late nineteenth century, and which had been earmarked for urban and industrial expansion. The district was bordered to the North and separated from the city by the Tempelhofer Feld, a vast open area that had previously been used for military manoeuvres, army exercises and as a parade ground, and which had witnessed since the 1890s an increasing use by aviation pioneers, including several highly publicized flight demonstrations by the American Orville Wright in 1909.21 Adjacent to the southern end of the Tempelhofer Feld, on Oberlandstrasse, the Literaria production company, a joint Franco-German venture of Pathé Frères and German producer Alfred Duskes, built a glasshouse in 1913. The same year, Paul Davidson’s Projektions-Aktiengesellschaft Union (PAGU) built another glasshouse next door, where stars and directors such as Asta Nielsen, Ernst Lubitsch, Paul Wegener and Emil Jannings established or enhanced their reputations over the next years.
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Figure 3.1 Original factory building at Babelsberg, 2021. Photograph by Eleanor Halsall.

Meanwhile, two studios opened close to each other in the north-east of Berlin in the semi-rural suburb of Weißensee (incorporated into Berlin in 1920). The Deutsche Vitascope GmbH, which had previously occupied various studios in the city centre, moved to a bigger property comprising two glasshouses in Franz-Josef-Strasse (later renamed Liebermannstrasse) in 1913, although already a year later the company was sold to Paul Davidson’s PAGU. In the same street, the Continental-Kunstfilm GmbH erected a glasshouse in 1914, associated for the next four years with the production of actor and director Ernst Reicher’s films featuring the popular fictional detective, Stuart Webbs.22 However, the studio gained a more legendary reputation after the First World War as the studio where the Expressionist classic Das Cabinet des Dr Caligari (The Cabinet of Dr Caligari, 1920) was filmed.23

In the later stages of the First World War studios would suffer from the same supply shortages, the conscription of studio workers and other disruptions as the rest of the country, but in 1914 the war offered opportunities. Up to this time, the German market had been dominated by imports, with German productions only accounting for a maximum of 30 per cent of all released films.24 This situation changed abruptly as Germany entered the war and banned imports from enemy territories (most notably France), with only the Nordisk company from neutral Denmark remaining as an international competitor; this raised the demand for domestic film production. Most of the studios established by this time worked to full capacity, with further studios opening during the war.25

The most significant development for the future organization and eventual concentration of German film studios that occurred during the war was the foundation of Universum-Film-Aktiengesellschaft mbH (Ufa) in 1917. As has been documented in previous accounts,26 the creation of this partly state-owned, and horizontally and vertically integrated company was motivated by two interrelated concerns. The first was the realization by the Imperial government that Germany seriously lagged behind its enemies in scope and sophistication with regard to the use of the medium film as propaganda. The second aim was to consolidate and concentrate a fragmented national industry, and in the process edge out the remaining international competition from Nordisk. Generously propped up financially by the Deutsche Bank and industrial companies including AEG, Krupp and Bosch, Ufa spent its first few years acquiring ever bigger chunks of the domestic industry, including Nordisk’s German subsidiary Nordische Film GmbH, all of Oskar Messter’s assets (which by this time included the large glasshouse at Tempelhof), Paul Davidson’s PAGU and its nationwide cinema chain as well as the other Tempelhof glasshouse and the former Vitascope studio in Weißensee, alongside smaller acquisitions.27 By 1922, Ufa had also acquired the Babelsberg studio through a merger with the Decla-Bioscop company.28

As Germany emerged into a post-war world with the country being transformed from an autocratic Empire into the fledgling democracy of the Weimar Republic, studios too entered a new era. The late 1910s and early 1920s witnessed several openings, and not only in the capital; this included new studios in Hamburg (Vera-Filmwerke, operational from 1919 to 1932),29 and Schwerin (Obotrit-Film or ‘Offak’, 1920–2).30 Meanwhile in Munich, studios had proliferated during the war. The Blau-Weiß-Film company shot comedies at Schellingstrasse,31 which was close to a studio in Amalienstrasse, where the Filma company made early Heimat films.32 In Hohenzollernstrasse in the district of Schwabing, the director Toni Attenberger had his own studio. Nearby, the Bavaria company of producer Erich Wagowski used a glasshouse in Ungererstrasse, and in a former ballroom close to Nymphenburg Palace the Transatlantic-Film founded the Trafilco-Ateliers. Munich also attracted companies previously based in Berlin, thus in 1919, Ernst Reicher moved the production of his Stuart Webbs detective films from Berlin to a studio in the suburb of Grünwald, south of the city centre.33 However, the most significant new studio in Munich from this period, and the only one to remain until today, was the new glasshouse of Peter Ostermayr’s Münchner Lichtspielkunst GmbH (later known as Emelka) at the southern periphery of the city in Geiselgasteig in 1919. The partly wooded property extended to 37 hectares and offered ample opportunities for expansion and outdoor shoots.34 However, prior to the company acquiring the site, the property was not connected to the grid and lacked water supply pipes.35

The studio was built in 1919 according to designs by architect Josef Heidmann. It grew over the coming decade from a single large glasshouse, and soon included an on-site printing lab. As in Berlin in the previous decade, the growth in Munich’s film studio infrastructure was accompanied and facilitated by the support of ancillary local services and industries. The most significant of these was August Arnold and Robert Richter’s ARRI company founded in 1917, which started out as a printing lab but later expanded into the manufacture of cameras, projectors, and other technical equipment.36

Until the end of the 1910s, the dominant type of studio had been the glasshouse. In 1918–19, another one, the National-Studio (later renamed as the Carl Froelich-Atelier) opened its doors not far from the two existing Tempelhof studios. However, the demand for studios that were no longer reliant on daylight grew. As Rudolf Oertel recalled:
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Figure 3.2 Geiselgasteig, undated image. Alamy.

The prevailing glasshouse during these years was either a single-story building like a tropical greenhouse, or – and this became more common – a glasshouse on top of a concrete foundation that housed offices, labs, changing rooms and storage space. The latter type had the advantage that in a heavily built-up area there was unrestricted access to sunlight, and the air was not dusty. Both types of glasshouses however had a big disadvantage. During the summer it was sweltering, while the cold in winter made them unusable.37

Early uses of artificial lighting had a mainly enhancing and supportive function and were far from standardized. Studio preferences varied (both for practical and aesthetic reasons) between mercury-vapour lamps supplied by the American company Cooper & Hewitt and favoured among others by Guido Seeber,38 and the ‘Jupiter’ lamps, a home-grown adaptation of the ‘Klieg light’, an American carbon arc lamp providing intense light specifically designed for filmmaking, which Oskar Messter used regularly.39 The invention of ever more reliable lighting equipment, but also the availability of cheaper electricity in the immediate post-war period made the move towards completely ‘blacked out’ studios which relied solely on artificial light increasingly feasible both technologically and economically by the beginning of the Weimar Republic.40

Among the first studios to exclusively use artificial light in Berlin was the Zoo-Atelier, a former furniture exhibition hall on two floors encompassing 10,000 square metres in Hardenbergstrasse, which opened in 1919, and where F. W. Murnau made two of his early films, Der Januskopf (The Head of Janus, 1920) and Der Gang in die Nacht (Journey Into The Night, 1920).41 In Schwerin, cinematographer Emil Schünemann turned the former indoor riding arena of a local Archduke into the short-lived ‘Offak’ studio.42 In 1922, the Ifa artificial light studio opened in an early nineteenth-century former hunting lodge in the North of Berlin, while in 1924 a former horse auction hall in the Western district of Grunewald also became a new blacked-out studio for Trianon-Film-Ateliers GmbH.

On a far more ambitious scale was a new studio in Johannisthal, that opened in 1920 in the south-east of Berlin.43 As Wolfgang May notes:

The size of two football pitches, the two glass-roofed halls A and B with 137×21 metres each were restructured as the ‘biggest artificial light film studio in the world’. Sliding partition walls enabled hall A, which faced the airfield, to be adapted into a single or dual studio, while also allowing the division into three stages with 45×21 metres each and a height of 18 metres. Alongside the 20,000 square metres external space, hall B housed a fourth stage 45×15 metres, and the prop store at 90×15 metres. Adjacent to the halls was a narrow complex with changing rooms (six large ones for extras, twenty-four single use changing rooms for stars), six hairdressing and make-up rooms. Across the site and through the halls was a railway track, that allowed for railway scenes to be shot both outside and in the studio. Each stage was also equipped with a concrete basin of 2 metres in depth, which could be used as water tanks, or as cellars.44

The scale of Johannisthal’s studio complex and of a similarly repurposed former Zeppelin hangar adjacent to an airfield in the Western district of Staaken (which opened as a studio in 1923 with two staggeringly huge halls of 7,700 and 10,000 square metres respectively and a height of 42 metres) were unprecedented among German film studios. During the late 1910s and early 1920s, opulent historical epics with large sets and armies of extras were very popular. But without adequate space inside existing studios, sets had to be built outdoors, often far from the studio where the interior footage was shot. Thus, for his Ancient Egyptian drama Das Weib des Pharao (The Pharaoh’s Wife, 1922), Ernst Lubitsch built a 29-metre-high sphinx and a 54-metre-wide and 28-metre-high palace in a large sandpit in the ‘Rauhe Berge’ area of Steglitz, the same location where a year later a 75-metre-long street was recreated for Karl Grune’s Expressionist film Die Strasse (The Street, 1923).45 Meanwhile, towers, tombs and temples were constructed on the heaths and amid the lakeside forests near the village of Woltersdorf south-east of Berlin for the filming of Joe May’s adventure serial Die Herrin der Welt (Mistress of the World, 1918) and later for his exotic spectacle Das indische Grabmal (The Indian Tomb, 1921).46

The new type of studio that Johannisthal and Staaken represented gave filmmakers a more controlled management of large-scale productions allowing for flexible use of both indoor stages and backlots which were contained within a single studio, thus avoiding unnecessary transport and travel between different sites. Moreover, the era of the epic productions of the early 1920s petered out by 1923, as the rate of inflation in Weimar Germany rose rapidly and with it the production costs. However, the trend towards larger studios with multiple stages where different films could be made simultaneously continued to determine studio developments throughout the 1920s.

One of Ufa’s biggest competitors in the early 1920s, the Europäische Film-Allianz GmbH (EFA), a joint venture by PAGU’s Paul Davidson, former Ufa managing director Carl Bratz, and the American producer Adolph Zukor (Famous Players Lasky), had occupied the Zoo-Atelier (see above) since its foundation in 1921, and hosted in this studio a range of notable filmmakers and stars, including Lubitsch, Joe May, Richard Oswald, Henny Porten and Emil Jannings.47 After the American investors withdrew from EFA at the height of Germany’s hyper-inflation, the restructured company created a new studio for hire in 1925 in the West End of Berlin’s city at Cicerostrasse, a side street of one of Berlin’s most elegant boulevards, Kurfürstendamm. This fact, alongside the proximity to the urban theatres, made the studio a favourite with actors (who often earned their money from both stage performances and film work), and it provided an overflow studio for companies including Ufa for the best part of the next two decades.48 Housed in a large building complex were four separate stages within a large hall of 3000 square metres and a height of between 7 and 12 metres. Among the innovations the EFA studio introduced was a 6-metre high and 2-metre-wide lighting bridge which facilitated the movement of the heavy lamps across the space.49

In comparison with the new, modern dark studios at Johannisthal, Staaken, and the EFA studio, Ufa’s glasshouse facilities at Babelsberg and Tempelhof began to look increasingly outdated. By the middle of the decade, the Ufa board agreed to invest in a new large, multi-use, dark studio at Babelsberg. Designed by the architect Carl Stahl-Urach who had previously worked as one of the production designers on Fritz Lang’s Dr Mabuse, der Spieler (Dr Mabuse the Gambler, 1921), the Great Hall (Große Halle) was 123 metres long, 56 metres wide, and reached a height of 14 metres. As in Johannisthal and the EFA studios, sliding walls allowed for flexible divisions of the space. The new hall also housed on two floors changing rooms, make-up and hairdressing facilities, ten screening rooms, bathrooms, showers and toilets, telephone boxes, and storage and prop stores. Moreover, although considerably smaller than the facilities at Staaken, which Ufa used in part for its most recent super-production Fritz Lang’s Metropolis (1927), the Große Halle had one major advantage: it could be heated in winter, whereas Staaken’s vast and insufficiently insulated hall could not.50 The Große Halle, which opened for business in 1926 shifted Babelsberg’s importance for Ufa and made it the company’s premier studio for the first time, whereas previously this had been Tempelhof. Nevertheless, Ufa consolidated its links with Tempelhof further in 1927 when it acquired the nearby AFIFA printing lab.

By 1927 Geiselgasteig in Bavaria, run by the Emelka company, had established itself as the major studio in the south of Germany; two years earlier the young Alfred Hitchcock had shot the Anglo-German co-production The Pleasure Garden (1925) here. The central glasshouse was surrounded by workshops, prop and storage buildings, a printing lab, changing rooms and accommodations, a plant and tree nursery as well as an extensive backlot with lakes and water channels. Geiselgasteig soon after entered the era of the dark studio as well, with further technological change just around the corner.

Sound

The arrival of sound technology brought substantial changes. Demanding radically different conditions, it symbolized a clash between nature and technology: where silent film had benefited from natural conditions, the requirements of sound film depended upon their absence. Noise and vibration from transportation networks and factories needed to be controlled and, wherever possible, eliminated; and the natural behaviour of people working inside these machines for film production now required rigid control. Moreover, the amount of specialized personnel and thus the number of workers required for a production increased because of the introduction of sound. The exorbitant expense of conversion, both of studios and cinemas, meant that many smaller production companies, exhibitors, and independent studio facilities went out of business. Among the more venerable casualties that did not survive the sound revolution of the late 1920s and early 1930s were the former Bolten-Baeckers studio in Steglitz, the Bioskop studio in Chausseestrasse, the Muto-Atelier in Lankwitz, the former Messter-Atelier in Blücherstrasse, the Vera-Filmwerke in Hamburg and the largest studio ever in Germany, the Filmwerke Staaken, which ceased operation in 1934. By the end of the decade, most of the smaller city centre studios and practically all remaining glasshouses had disappeared.

Ufa’s supervisory board commissioned two fact-finding visits to Britain and America, in December 1928 and January 1929 respectively; their purpose was to investigate approaches to sound film production in other countries.51 After his trip to America, Hermann Grieving, Ufa’s director for studio operations reported on his findings:

The studio buildings and special facilities … are not enough. Every studio requires extensive auxiliary buildings, which take up approximately the same square metre of space as the studio itself. These are necessary to house the special equipment, i.e. walls, ladders, doors, etc., which must also be made of different material for the sound film than was necessary for the silent film. Chambers must be provided for the repair of the lamps, lounges for the extras, dressing rooms for the actors, and above all, because of the peculiarity of the sound film, we must have special projection rooms, which, like the talking film theatre, are equipped with special sound projection machines. In order to save as much as possible, it was necessary to determine the location of the studios, whose only possible site is Neubabelsberg, in such a way that they fit organically into the overall operation of Babelsberg in the most efficient way.52

Babelsberg became the home of Germany’s first purpose-built sound studio, lending greater weight to Berlin’s dominance over Munich and further shifting the significance of Ufa’s Tempelhof site towards Babelsberg. Designed by architect Otto Kohtz, the new building, whose cruciform design gave it the name Tonkreuz (literally ‘sound cross’), was constructed of four studios around a central court, the inner rooms of which, at ground level, housed the Klangfilm sound recording equipment, and the machine rooms (for additional details see Chapter 6). An article in early 1930 pointed out that Kohtz ‘had a huge task to recognize the advantages and disadvantages of the experiences and experiments. Planning was further complicated because [Ufa] was unable to present precise requirements of its needs’.53 The reality probably lay in between: Kohtz and Ufa needed to work together because the design of a purpose-built film studio was so novel. The high brick walls and almost windowless appearance of Kohtz’ design resonate with other buildings from the period, such as Hermann Distel’s abattoir, the Seegrenzschlachthof in Hamburg; both buildings had an interest in shielding their activities from the public gaze.54
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Figure 3.3 Ufa’s Tonkreuz studio. Alamy.

Along the lengths of both sides of the North and South studios, Kohtz positioned the single-floored construction that housed the dressing rooms, bathrooms, make-up and hairdressing salons. A middle floor (Zwischengeschoss) contained the recording devices; and the upper floor was occupied by four sound recording rooms (Abhörräume) with direct, and interchangeable, links with each of the four studios. This floor also contained offices. Taking their names from the cardinal points, the two larger studios (north and south) have a capacity of 600 square metres and measure 30 metres x 20 metres. The two smaller studios (east and west) have a capacity of 450 square metres and measure 25 metres x 18 metres. In constructing the studio Kohtz used state-of-the-art materials – Aphonon, Cellotex and Torfoleum – that had originally been developed for use in residential buildings. Because the four studios were built without windows, managing the excess heat had to be urgently addressed. The new incandescent lighting system generated more heat than the noisier carbon arc lamps it had replaced; this was compounded by the effect of the extra insulation provided by the materials used for soundproofing. Although ventilation and air cooling was provided with a system built by Cärrier, complaints about excess heat from people working in the studio were rife.55

The Tonkreuz opened on 24 September 1929, and by October Ufa was struggling to rent out its silent studios.56 In December 1929 Ufa’s board of directors decided to convert the Große Halle which was divided into three studios;57 and by February 1930 plans were under way to soundproof the large glasshouse using Cellotex panels, with agreement being reached in March to replace the studio’s glass panels with a single layer of bricks, presumably lined with the Cellotex they had been discussing.58 By the 10th of March the board was discussing conversion of the central studio in the Große Halle ‘approving RM 67,000 for the conversion of the large central hall … by constructing a new studio within the building at a distance of 3.5 m from the existing walls … yielding a studio with a surface area of approximately 45 x 32m’.59 The work was completed by the middle of June 1930 and Ufa held a press day to introduce reporters, German and foreign, to its achievement of converting its entire Babelsberg studios. Some 600 people attended and were led through the studios where they learned of plans to shoot eighteen sound films by the autumn.60

The building of the Tonkreuz marked the beginning of a busy period of construction at Babelsberg, during which Ufa sought to further expand by buying up neighbouring plots of land; several of the buildings constructed during this period remain. Construction included additional workspace and storage areas – for example, further space for costume storage was proposed in 193161 – and a new shed was built behind the copying studio in 1931 to reduce the effects of dust.62 A special effects studio (Trickatelier), designed by Kohtz, was built on the side of the administration building in 1933. Existing buildings at the site were constantly adapted to cope with growing demand as well as evolving technology.
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Figure 3.4 Aerial view of Babelsberg, 1933. Alamy.

By the early 1930s, Ufa had concentrated its own production at Babelsberg, preferring to leave Tempelhof for use by third parties, including productions by Ufa’s new major competitor, the Tonbild-Syndikat AG (Tobis). In February 1931, Ufa decided to convert studios 3 and 4 at Tempelhof.63 The company again used Kohtz to design a conversion rather than a purpose-built studio, a decision that posed more challenges due to the nature of the original constructions, both of which required different approaches. Working with Dr Erwin Meyer from the Heinrich Hertz Institute, they determined that the walls and doors could be constructed in the same way as the Babelsberg conversions; however, greater sound proofing was required for the roofs which were constructed with three insulation layers, separated by intermediate layers, the whole carried by iron beams.64 It was another project completed in a record time of ‘two and a half months, working shifts day and night, from the beginning of the groundwork to handing over to the client’.65

The conversion to sound at Johannisthal had begun back in 1928, and the requirements for insulation resulted in some loss of workspace and flexibility to move between and merge studio spaces.66 However, in the early 1930s Johannisthal consolidated its status as Germany’s most productive studio after Babelsberg, following the foundation in 1931 of the Jofa-Tonfilmatelier GmbH, a joint venture of the Albatros aviation factories and Tobis.67 Johannisthal became Tobis’ ‘home’ studio, before the Grunewald-Atelier (in operation since 1924 – see above) was acquired as a secondary studio.
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Figure 3.5 Main gate at the Tobis studio Johannisthal, 1942. Alamy.

Throughout the 1930s and early 1940s, Tobis also continued to hire studio space elsewhere, including at the EFA studios, Tempelhof, Babelsberg and Geiselgasteig. Meanwhile Tobis-Melofilm, a Tobis subsidiary, operated for a while out of the former Vitascope studio in the centre of Berlin. Terra’s Glashaus at Marienfelde was equipped with Klangfilm technology in 1930 and produced more than seventy-five sound films. Once it started, conversion to sound film in Germany was rapid, as can be seen from Table 3.1, and no silent films were produced after 1931.

In the south of Germany, Geiselgasteig was the only remaining studio of any significance at the dawn of the sound era.69 Designed by Geiselgasteig’s chief architect and set designer Willy Reiber, the conversion of the studio had begun in May 1929, but progress was slowed down by the financial problems of the studio’s parent company Emelka. Caught out by the world economic crisis following the Wall Street crash, and faced with the costs of converting not simply the studio facilities at Geiselgasteig, but also the company’s chain of cinemas, Emelka responded by firing technicians and workers at Geiselgasteig, before rehiring them on short-term contracts.70 Geiselgasteig’s first sound film release was Die kleine Konditorei (The Little Pastry Shop, 1930), but despite some successful productions, including G. W. Pabst’s anti-war film Westfront 1918 (1930) and the early Max Ophüls film Die verkaufte Braut (The Bartered Bride, 1932), Emelka as a company could no longer sustain itself and declared bankruptcy in 1932. The studio was taken over by Bavaria-Film AG the same year.71

Table 3.1  Sound Film Production in Germany, 1926–3268
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Another consequence of the transition to sound was the challenges this change had on the accessibility of films across language barriers. One of the initial strategies to counter this challenge was the practice of the multi-language version (MLV), which is discussed in more detail in Chapter 8. However, an alternative solution was the practice of post-production synchronization or dubbing, and this would eventually become the most dominant practice of translating films from and into German. As time went on, the bigger studios such as Babelsberg, Johannisthal and Tempelhof began to build their own dubbing facilities on site, which were used not just by their parent companies Ufa and Tobis, but also by other domestic and international companies. Geiselgasteig invested in a synchronization studio in 1943. However, the big studios did not have a monopoly in the synchronization sector. Independent service providers proliferated, while Hollywood companies such as Fox and MGM had their own dubbing outfits in Berlin which were in operation until the late 1930s.72 After the war, independent post-production facilities such as Wenzel Lüdecke’s Berliner Synchron GmbH in the Berlin suburb of Lankwitz (founded in 1949) became the dominant force in the West German film industry, while in the East DEFA expanded its dubbing needs from Babelsberg and Johannisthal to the Altes Funkhaus (Old Broadcasting Station) in Weimar, and to a newly built facility in Leipzig after 1960.
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Figure 3.6 Berliner Synchron Dubbing Studio, 2009. Public domain.

The impact of National Socialism

The ramifications of Hitler’s takeover in January 1933 were almost immediate. From 7 April 1933, the imposition of the Civil Service Law (Berufsbeamtengesetz) barred Jewish workers from remaining in state-run organizations and resulted in the departure of significant numbers of administrative, creative and technical employees from the German film industry. Ufa’s management board, aware of what was coming, took the decision on 29 March 1933 to pre-emptively ‘terminate the contracts of Jewish staff and employees as far as possible’.73 Some were dismissed immediately, others were let go gradually; in some cases requests were to be made to retain individual members. While the Board agreed on the immediate dismissal of producer Erich Pommer, Reinhold Schünzel, one of the studio’s most successful directors, whose films had significant popular appeal, was allowed to continue working for Ufa until 1937, eventually leaving for the United States in July 1937. Estimates of the final numbers lost to the German film industry vary from several hundred to 2,000.74 The push to provide confirmation of ‘Aryan’ status to continue working in the industry occasionally caught others in its remit.75

Apart from the expulsion of the Jewish workforce, the Nazi takeover resulted in other significant changes that affected the operation of studios. Labour unions such as the Dachorganisation der Filmschaffenden Deutschlands (DACHO; the professional body representing writers, actors, directors, cinematographers, set designers and composers) and the Spitzenorganisation der Filmwirtschaft (SPIO, the organization representing the interests of producers, distributors and exhibitors), which had been established in the Weimar years, were replaced, and incorporated into the Reichsfilmkammer (Reich Film Chamber). The latter was state controlled, and ultimately overseen by the Propaganda minister Joseph Goebbels himself. Although the impression of an independently operating and profit-oriented capitalist enterprise was initially maintained in the first few years of the Nazi period, censorship and vetting of suitable film content became the order of the day. But although the production of films glorifying German nationalism and Nazi ideals increased, most of the domestic output continued to follow the same generic templates that had already dominated during the Weimar years. Similarly, although 1933 marked a dip in the number of international and multi-lingual co-productions, the Nazi film industry maintained the illusion of a cosmopolitan film culture by featuring foreign-born stars and engaging in co-production not only with Austria and Switzerland, but also with France, Italy, Great Britain, Sweden, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Poland, the Netherlands and Japan. Only after the annexation of Austria on 12 March 1938, and the subsequent outbreak of the Second World War and German occupation of European countries did the nature of co-production take on a different meaning.

By the second half of the 1930s, the gradual nationalization of the entire film industry was well under way. Starting in 1935, the state-funded Cautio-Treuhandgesellschaft began to acquire all of Germany’s production and distribution companies, cinemas, printing labs and studio complexes systematically. In 1937, 72 per cent of Ufa’s shares were owned by the Cautio. Other companies such as Bavaria, Terra and Tobis were also absorbed, until in 1941 no independent film companies were left in Germany and the entire industry (including operations in occupied and annexed territories such as Austria, Czechoslovakia, France and the Netherlands) were amalgamated under the umbrella of Ufa-Film GmbH (or UFI).

Political influences aside and in terms of technological developments, a change in Klangfilm’s recording technology meant that Ufa was able to make changes in the Tonkreuz by the middle of the 1930s, developing the central court as a workshop for further development of sound technology and repurposing some of the rooms in the studio.76 In 1936, the focus of Ufa’s board included colour film and plans were made for a building where research and development could be enhanced;77 as well as the construction of synchronization studios.78 In 1936, Ufa recorded fifty-two buildings across the site; by 1941 this would grow to encompass seventy-three buildings.79 Goebbels’ intention to transform German film production into a world-leading enterprise to rival Hollywood was under way, although it did not come to fruition. Streets in the area were renamed to reflect the domination of the regime and the site became known as Ufa-Stadt (for more details on Goebbels’ plans for Babelsberg as a model film city, see Chapter 6).

German film studios in the Second World War

Between the outbreak of the Second World War in 1939 and 1944, the available German workforce shrank by 10 million from 39 million, the majority of whom had been conscripted.80 The dependence of the National Socialist (NS) regime on the propagandist importance of film production resulted in groups of workers within the industry being classified as unabkömmlich (indispensable).81 As the war continued, however, increasing numbers of film industry workers were drafted: men into the military, women into the arms industry, a situation that escalated after the announcement of ‘totaler Kriegseinsatz’ (total commitment to the war). A separate list of Gottbegnadeten (lit. those blessed by God) was drawn up in August 1944 to identify personnel in the cultural fields who held such special importance for the Reich that they would not be conscripted; this was a slightly fluid category, however, subject to frequent revision with names either entering or being struck off the list.82 Labour shortages in the film industry had to be addressed by other means in order for production to continue and, over a two-year period from May 1942, 90 per cent of the increase in Germany’s labour force came from outside the country, a mixture of semi-voluntary and forced labour classed as Fremdarbeiter and Zwangsarbeiter respectively.83 Within the film industry, the particular beneficiaries of this influx of foreign workers, many of them experienced film personnel in their home countries, included Ufa, Tobis and Bavaria-Film which, between them, accounted for more than 2,000 foreign workers, the majority of whom were accommodated in barracks at the sites at Babelsberg, Johannisthal and Geiselgasteig.84 Foreign workers could not be engaged for dramatic roles, however, and by 1944, studios in Berlin were struggling to fill cast lists for production, with many renowned actors and directors citing health or other reasons for not taking up opportunities in Berlin, a factor that was blamed on Bombenfurcht (the fear of bombs).85

In terms of technological developments, colour became a major focus. Tracking the discourse around colour film in Ufa board minutes reveals the intensity with which this desired format was being pursued.86 Experimental films made with Pantachrom, Gasparcolor, Siemens and Agfa versions were screened internally for the Board, only to be found lacking in the desirable quality and returned to the studio laboratory (the Farbfilm Versuchsgebäude) for further work. Production of successful colour films grew in importance as the war continued, but it was not until October 1941 that Ufa’s – and Germany’s – first full-length colour feature film was screened. Frauen sind doch bessere Diplomaten (Women Are Better Diplomats), directed by Georg Jacoby, had begun production in July 1939. The 1943 release of Münchhausen, an epic historical fantasy with a star cast including Hans Albers, reveals the emphasis Germany was prepared to place on colour production, directing funds towards such major productions.

The most significant change to film production during the war came with the establishment on 10 January 1942 of Film-Finanz GmbH, followed within a week by the creation of Ufa-Film GmbH (UFI); as mentioned above, this was a process that brought German film production entirely into state control in one vast superstructure.87 A separate company, Berlin-Film GmbH, had already been created in September 1941 and functioned as an umbrella company for all of the remaining smaller private production companies; it too was now subsumed by UFI.88 On 28 February 1942, Goebbels established the position of Reichsfilmintendant which, initially in the person of Fritz Hippler,89 now bore responsibility for the artistic direction of the German film industry, a process designed to centralize power in the regime, thereby granting ever greater control over the film industry, its workforce and its creative output.

By 1942 the Reichsfilmintendanz was enforcing strict controls over all aspects of production. Demands ranged from stipulating contractual agreements with film directors; insisting on standard template forms for reporting studio use; and demanding greater use of special effects such as back projection which ‘make it possible to save on costly studio buildings and exterior shots and contributes to a significant reduction in production costs’.90 Detailed instructions sought to control the minutiae of set design:

Closed sets that are built on all four sides are strictly banned. Standard sets may not exceed a height of three metres. Care must be taken when designing structures that require more labour and materials, e.g. external structures, and these must be inspected when approval is granted. Timber and plywood may no longer be used to clad wall panels and walls, nor may timber be used to clad floors. Custom-built staircases are not permitted; neither is it allowed to fashion new items from the existing stock, including furniture. The use of mobile, swivel and crane mounts is particularly labour- and material-intensive and may only be used sparingly.91

Increases in working hours were mandated, with many forced to work double shifts, a change for which one board member demanded that the canteens provide larger portions of ration-free sustenance.92 In August 1944, Goebbels insisted on a minimum 60-hour working week, extended over the weekend, as well as a total ban on leave.93 In September 1944 a front page article in the Film-Kurier ‘Rationalisierung in der Filmherstellung’ (rationing in film production) demanded yet greater commitment from members of the industry, and issued instructions for each profession on how they should achieve this.94 Shortages of equipment, fuel and materials were widespread, in addition to which strict rationing of utilities threatened to curtail or stop studio production entirely. Further rationing of electricity supplies in January 1945 resulted in a 40 per cent reduction for the Babelsberg operation, falling from a monthly allowance of 139,000 kw hours to 82,800 kw hours.95 To get around the power cuts, Babelsberg responded by night working between 11.00 pm and 6.00 am.96 Production at the studios at Johannisthal and Tempelhof was suspended in November 1944, their workers made available for Babelsberg. Nevertheless, Goebbels stipulated production of forty-six German films for the 1945 calendar year; an apparent concession on previous demands which gave the nod to shortages of labour and raw film stock.97 Pleas for increased petrol rations went unheeded: the film industry had to take its place in the queue alongside other vital industries, even though this threatened film production.98 Alternatives had to be found and in February 1944, approval was given for the hire of two horses from a haulage contractor for use at the Babelsberg studio; with an option to rent a further two horses at a rate of RM 25 per 12-hour working day, plus RM 10 per day for the driver.99

Many German studios were damaged during the war, with those within the confines of Berlin being the most seriously affected. The EFA studio was destroyed in a bombing raid on 16 December 1943. Johannisthal was hit soon after on 29 December 1943, on which occasion one of the barracks housing foreign workers was also destroyed, resulting in the death of at least one person, a French engineer.100 The site was targeted again on 20 January 1944, damaging Studio 7; barely seven days later, however, extensive bombing totally destroyed four studios along with carpentry workshops and costume stores and badly damaged three others.101 The Tobis studio at Grunewald was hit in the night of 22–3 November 1943 and again on 15 February 1944, but a determined rebuilding effort meant it reopened for filming by 17 March 1944, emphasizing the centrality of continued film production to the NS regime.102 Nevertheless, the Grunewald studio was completely destroyed in the last months of the war. Ufa’s Tempelhof site at Oberlandstrasse was hit in November 1943 and again in December that year and in late January 1944. The Froelich studio at Tempelhof also perished, along with four barracks housing foreign workers.103 Afifa’s Tempelhof operation was severely damaged on the night of 6 December 1944, an explosion that destroyed much of its printing facilities.104 Another important printing lab in the Western part of Germany, the Film-Kopierwek Friedrich and Ludwig Epkens in Cologne, was destroyed during an Allied bombing raid in 1945. Other casualties included Terra’s former Glashaus at Marienfelde, which had ceased production already back in 1939. Terra subsequently produced mainly at Babelsberg. The Deutschlandhalle, originally built in 1935 as a venue for the 1936 Olympic Games, adapted as a film studio in 1938, was bombed and heavily damaged on 16 January 1943. In contrast with this widespread devastation, the studios at Geiselgasteig remained almost unscathed while its close vicinity only witnessed a single bomb being dropped possibly accidentally in September 1943.105 Nevertheless, the disruption to residential, transport and utility infrastructures in Munich’s centre, which saw heavy bombing, resulted in severe delays and shortages.106

Most German studios during the war operated their own air raid shelters, although these were not always sufficient: Babelsberg’s air raid shelter only had a capacity for 418 people, which translated into a quarter of the entire workforce.107 Because of the threat of bombs, German companies made greater use of studios outside Germany; for example, Bavaria shifted much of its production to Prague’s Barrandov studios108 while the period also saw an increased use of studios in the occupied Netherlands.109 In 1944 contingency arrangements were in place to shift film production from Berlin to other locations in the event of studio loss; for example, Ufa and Terra would be relocated to Prague, Tobis to Vienna and Berlin Film to Filmstad in the Netherlands.110 A number of Ausweich-Ateliers (substitute studios) were planned, including the Große Festspielhaus in Salzburg111 and a series of large function rooms in the spa resort of Bad Ischl, although the latter did not happen because the war came to an end.

Although its studios survived mostly intact, Ufa’s site at Babelsberg did not escape bomb damage entirely. In March 1943, a strike on the Terra administration building destroyed valuable materials and costumes; and on 6 March 1944 bombs wrecked several buildings on the studio grounds, including one of the barracks housing foreign workers.112 Overall, the Babelsberg studios could count themselves lucky as the close vicinity witnessed heavy bombing and widespread damage. In June 1944, Potsdam was hit by 103 tons of explosives, dropped by the US Air Force,113 but the most devastating attack came in the night between 14 and 15 April 1945, when in the code-named ‘Operation Crayfish’, 490 RAF Lancaster bombers dropped 1,700 tons of explosives on Potsdam, which left 90 per cent of the city centre and 23 per cent of Babelsberg district destroyed, resulting in over 15,000 fatalities.114

On 24 April 1945, Russian troops entered the studio complex at Babelsberg where filming was still taking place, and took over the facilities. At Geiselgasteig, film production stopped only shortly before it was captured by the Allies on 10 May 1945. The war was over, and centralized film production in the monolithic form of UFI ceased to exist. German film studios as they had existed up to 1945 were about to undergo radical changes.

Film policy under Allied occupation of Germany, 1945–9

Following capitulation in 1945, Germany’s borders were redrawn and the remainder was divided into four sectors, each occupied by one of the Allied forces. The city of Berlin, also split into four zones, now lay in the middle of the Russian sector; and the majority of Berlin’s surviving film studios,115 Babelsberg, Althoff and Johannisthal, came under Russian control, as did auxiliary businesses such as Agfa.116

Individual sectors imposed their own set of rules, regulations and political ideologies, consequently adopting differing strategies towards the future of German filmmaking. While the Americans saw the suppression of German film production as an opportunity to expand their influence over a major erstwhile competitor;117 the Russians, principally under the guidance of Major Alexander Dymschitz, recognized cinema’s potential for the process of political re-education.118 While the Western Allies insisted on the dismantling, decentralization, and privatization of film production, the Russians (after initially stripping the infrastructure in the immediate aftermath of the war) retained filmmaking, distribution and exhibition under state control.119 A cold war emerged over the struggle to appropriate German film assets, from technical equipment and raw film stock to the films themselves.120

Tight restrictions were imposed to ensure that a monopolistic entity comparable to UFI would never again be realized in Germany and putative filmmakers and exhibitors were limited to owning either one production studio or three cinemas. The National Socialist regime had demanded proof of allegiance from anyone who wished to work in the film industry; now a process of intensive political screening by the Allies for any prospective film personnel, led to what has been described as ‘very variable outcomes’.121 Licensing arrangements added to the ‘material difficulties presented by film stock shortages, bombed-out studios and the absence of raw materials and equipment for set construction, costume or props’.122 Wolfgang Staudte, seeking approval to make Die Mörder sind unter uns (The Murderers are Among Us, 1946), unsuccessfully approached in turn the American, British and French authorities, before eventually gaining a licence from the Russians.123 For the Soviet Military Administration (SMAD), possession of most of Berlin’s film infrastructure made it easier for the industry to start again and SMAD endorsed the establishment of the Deutsche Film Aktiengesellschaft, henceforth known as DEFA, on 17 May 1946.124 Staudte’s Mörder, filmed on location in Berlin as well as at the Althoff studio at Babelsberg, a building that had remained unscathed by the war, thus became the first post-war German film. Meanwhile, the studios at Johannisthal were used immediately after the war (from 6 June 1945) to dub Russian films into German, including classics such as Sergei Eisenstein’s Ivan Grozny (Ivan the Terrible, 1944/45).125 Nevertheless, more regular studio production recommenced here a year later with Gerhard Lamprecht’s rubble film Irgendwo in Berlin (Somewhere in Berlin, 1946). Some of DEFA’s best-known early feature films, including Ehe im Schatten (Marriage in the Shadows, 1947) and Affäre Blum (The Blum Affair, 1949) were made in Johannisthal, although in the next decade its significance became secondary to DEFA’s focus on Babelsberg, while Johannisthal retained its dual function as a production site and as a dubbing facility.

DEFA inherited 70–75 per cent of UFI’s facilities and buildings. In Babelsberg, the Althoff studio was used primarily for documentary films, while the preexisting Ufa studios and Johannisthal were used for feature films. In addition, DEFA ran an animation and trick film studio at Dresden-Gorbitz. The latter, specializing in fairytale and children’s films, had been used as a studio since the 1930s by Fritz Boehner for advertising and documentary films. Erich Pommer, appointed in 1946 by the American military government in Germany to oversee the reconstruction of the German film industry in the three Western zones, commented ominously that in the East, ‘they have built a powerful industry along the lines of the old Ufa’.126

The situation for the film industry was quite different in the other three zones where ‘a severe shortage of equipment and film stock in the British zone’ meant that it took longer for licences to be issued.127 Arthur Elton, a British documentary filmmaker appointed as Films Advisor to the Control Commission for Germany (CCG) based in Hamburg, reported on the scant resources that existed in the British sector, stating that it is ‘the aim of CCG to work as much as possible with German units and to help them get on their feet by giving them contracts’.128 Although Tempelhof and Geiselgasteig were both controlled by the Americans, Elton wrote ‘the American zone is rather better off, though so far no films have been made under US auspices’.129

Navigating the data on studio and other film production infrastructure in post-war West Germany is not straightforward. In this respect it compares to the challenges described above in determining a precise record of studio infrastructure in the early decades of the twentieth century. ‘New film studios are sprouting forth’, wrote the Wiener Zeitung in July 1949 in an article about the re-birth of the German film industry.130 The forced decentralization of film production in Germany’s Federal Republic resulted in studios appearing not only in cities, but also in rural areas where studios came into being, many of them conversions of existing structures.131

Pop-up studios came and went in provincial backwaters such as Bad Honnef, Mittenwald, Wildbad Kreuth and Worpswede. In complete contrast to the rigid centralization of the Nazi period, there was also space for artisanal and independent modes of production, especially in specialized areas such as animation, documentary and fairytale films, such as Fritz Genschow’s fairytale studio in Berlin’s Wannsee area, the puppet animation studio of the Brothers Diehl in Gräfeling near Munich and the Ammersee studio of documentary and fairytale specialist Hubert Schonger, also in Bavaria. In addition, numerous plans for new studios in a variety of locations were announced in the press with some frequency, but most of these projects such as the ones in Wolfratshausen (Bavaria) and Mörlenbach (Hesse) were never realized.

The creation of the new studios bore the inevitable stamp of improvisation due to the material difficulties before the currency reform and the general lack of space in the bombed-out cities. In ale houses, bowling alleys, air raid shelters and former military installations, new production facilities were created, often out of nothing.132 This development was viewed scathingly by former Tobis producer Friedrich Mainz and film architect Franz Schroedter who, commenting in support of proposals to convert former army barracks at Hamburg-Rahlstedt, argued that smaller studios were unsustainable because they made film production extraordinarily expensive, and recommending that urban centres alone could provide the necessary supporting infrastructure.133 Nevertheless, both were somewhat optimistic when they suggested ‘it would be pointless to build improvised studios in Rahlstedt with frugal funds, which would undoubtedly stand empty after Berlin’s liberation’.134 In West Berlin, the badly damaged studios at Tempelhof were now in the American zone. The four soundstages were quickly rebuilt, and by the middle of the decade Tempelhof had six separate studio buildings, alongside a dubbing studio, screening rooms, editing suites and a backlot with water tank.

The construction of the new studios benefited from the latest interventions using diatomaceous earth and mineral wool to insulate cavities against noise from the increasingly busy neighbouring airport.135 Studio space was still in short supply and in 1953, Universum Film AG at Tempelhof leased the waterside Seeschloß Pichelsberg at Havelchausee as an overflow studio.136 This had a capacity of 600 m2 and a backlot of 30,000 m2 as well as sufficient spaces for offices, workshops and changing rooms. In August 1956, the complex was taken over by Gero Wecker for Arca-Filmproduktion GmbH, who extended the studio space to reach a capacity of 1,300 m2.137

In the mid-1950s there were serious plans to rebuild the destroyed EFA studio in the West End of Berlin, initiated by the company’s pre-war director Leo Rimmler. The latter envisaged a new studio complex with three large soundstages of 1,200, 900 and 600 square metres respectively, plus technical and administrative facilities such as a synchronization complex, workshops and prop storage. The extant correspondence between Rimmler and the Berlin Senate indicate that the project was dependent on a credit from the authorities, and in the end the plan was abandoned.138

The other new significant studio in West Berlin was Artur Brauner’s Central Cinema Company (CCC) in the British Sector of Spandau. Benefiting from the fireproof construction of a former chemical munitions factory, CCC converted it into two studios, the first with a floor space of 480 m2 and 12 m height, the second with a height of 9 m and a surface area of 540 m2; 100 auxiliary rooms included offices, changing rooms and workshops.139 Brauner added four further studios between 1954 and 1955. One with a floor area of 42 x 32 m and a height of 16 m was set on a former sedimentation tank that was turned into a water basin.140 CCC has remained a working film studio to the present day.

Outside Berlin, a number of West German cities emerged to take over the vacuum created by the division of the German film infrastructure. Hamburg was favoured as a replacement for Berlin, particularly by the British administration. A report commissioned for the British authorities made the case for Hamburg in the following way:

Hamburg, having a traditionally liberal outlook, was less influenced by Nazi ideologies and is therefore a particularly appropriate centre for German film culture. … There have been various attempts in the past to establish a film industry in Hamburg, but each has been prohibited by the Government. There is now an opportunity to establish the industry free of any such interference.141

A British official also noted that ‘one finds amongst the local film people [in Hamburg] … a spirit of enterprise in adversity which is most re-assuring’.142 Sited entirely within West Germany, the city offered better connections and aspired to become West Germany’s ‘Babelsberg’. On 1 May 1947, Rolf Meyer, who had begun as a scriptwriter and editor in the 1930s, and had deliberately stayed clear of too obvious involvement with the Nazis, was granted a licence and immediately set up the Junge-Film-Union in Bendestorf, a very old and idyllic but remote village 31 kilometres to Hamburg’s south, surrounded by heathland. The main reason for starting his business here was that having lost his home during the war Meyer had managed to find accommodation with a relative who lived locally. Nonetheless, the magazine Mein Film confidently proclaimed: ‘Anyone who had believed that feature films could only be made in the immediate vicinity of a big city … will be proved wrong in the new film residence Bendestorf’.143 Meyer initially converted a former ballroom, later adding two new studios. With three studios totalling 1,480 m2 and a backlot of 5,000 m2, by 1951 the studio produced some twenty feature films (including Peter Lorre’s only film as director, Der Verlorene/The Lost One, 1951) and numerous short films, and had a workforce of more than 100 employees.144 Following a serious road accident in November 1951, Meyer’s health declined and his enterprise went into administration.145 The studio complex was taken over by Studio Film GmbH and operated sporadically until 2015 (notable films made here include parts of the 1967 production How I Won The War, directed by Richard Lester and starring John Lennon), after which the majority of the buildings were demolished to make way for residential housing. A small, but active, museum and cinema remains.

Apart from Bendestorf, the focus for film studios in Hamburg remained closer to the urban centre. Producers Gyula Trebitsch and Walter Koppel, both victims of Nazi persecution, established Real-Film in Hamburg’s Wandsbek in 1948.146 The initial studio was yet another conversion, this time from an officers’ mess which had previously been a villa.147 By 1953, the complex had grown to one large and two smaller studio buildings, plus a backlot of 18,000 square metres. Four further studios were added in 1958 and the backlot grew to 30,000 m2.148 Three new studios for back projection possessed a length of 100 metres and were counted among the most modern studios in the world.149 The complex is now owned and run by Studio Hamburg, producing mostly television programmes.
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Figure 3.7 Bendestorf Film Museum, 2022. Photograph Eleanor Halsall.

The Alster Film Atelier Breckwoldt & Co. was given a licence to use a former dance hall at an Ohlstedt hotel some 30 kilometres on the outskirts of Hamburg in 1948. A report commissioned by the British administration commented that ‘the makeshift arrangements are regarded by the sponsors with considerable optimism, and not a little humour, as being better than no place at all in which to practice their art and industry’.150 The converted dance hall, seven metres by fifteen, was used for studio filming of Real Film’s initial film, Arche Nora (Nora’s Ark, 1948).151

In 1949, Geyer-Werke set up its film copying establishment at Rahlstedt, where it remained until digital technology obviated its purpose. Here, the former army barracks, initially of the Wehrmacht, subsequently of the British, were viewed as a suitable site to establish a large-scale studio complex: ‘The writer has inspected Rahlstedt with a representative of the Film Section I. S. C. who agrees with this choice, and considers that an efficient 5-stage studio could be working within a few months of the place being derequisitioned.’152 ‘Hamburg guaranteed 4.7 million marks and lost about one million; the treasury received six million in taxes from the films it had supported.’153 During the 1950s, the Pontus-Atelier operated out of a wartime bunker on the Heiligengeistfeld in the central district of St Pauli, mainly specializing in documentary and industrial filmmaking.
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Figure 3.8 Göttingen studio in the 1950s. Städtisches Museum Göttingen.

To the south of Hamburg, but also in the British sector, Filmaufbau GmbH converted an aeronautical research centre in the University town of Göttingen, which yielded three studios as well as a backlot of 18,000 square metres. Although the studio closed in 1962, by that point it had produced ninety-five films.154 Also in the British sector, in February 1949 Euphono-Film GmbH converted a former air raid shelter in Düsseldorf into a film studio with a surface area of 450 m2; after producing three films, this studio did not operate after 1950.155 In a separate studio nearby, in a repurposed old inn, industrial and advertising films were produced in the next decade, but it eventually reverted to being a restaurant.

Most of the new studios in the French sector were temporary. In Freiburg, the Arbeitsgemeinschaft Film GmbH (AGF) established a studio with a surface area of 20 m x 40 m with 7.50 m at its highest point. Aimed at producing films that were largely shot on location (Freiburg being surrounded by the picturesque natural scenery of the Black Forest), the company calculated it could accommodate a maximum of six films a year, based on fifty-four days per film – fourteen to build and dismantle sets, forty days of filming.156 Eventually only two films were made in the Freiburg studio. In nearby Teningen, the International Film Union (IFU) operated a dubbing facility in a former aluminium factory, but soon relocated to Calmuth Castle, where it operated in the 1950s. In the same period, another printing lab and dubbing facility existed in the spa resort of Baden-Baden.

The American sector held a trump card with Geiselgasteig in its territory. There was a large unfinished soundstage on site dating back to an abandoned expansion plan during the war, which was transformed into two separate buildings and opened in 1948 as Halle 4 and Halle 5. The printing labs were the first part of the studio to be reactivated for newsreels and documentaries while the American ICD (Information Control Division) used the screening facilities to check confiscated film material.157 The studio’s first post-war feature film, Zwischen Gestern und Morgen (Between Yesterday and Tomorrow, 1947) was made in 1947, and it managed to attract its first international production with the Hollywood film Decision Before Dawn (1950). In 1949, two more newly built studios (6 and 7) were added, followed by two further ones in 1950. As Christoph Menardi has noted, this meant that in 1950 Geiselgasteig had in total eight soundstages (compared with two in the pre-war years), with a space of 6,028 square metres, plus a backlot of 370,000 square metres. The latter included a concrete water tank set against a panoramic, semi-circular horizon wall to be used for nautical scenes. In total, Geiselgasteig amounted to a third of the entire West German production capacity, while the studio’s 1,000 employees represented 30 per cent of all West German studio personnel.158 In 1952 the studio gained its first colour processing lab. For the best part of the 1950s, Geiselgasteig hosted many international productions alongside domestic box-office hits such as Ich denke oft an Piroschka (I often think of Piroschka, 1955) and Das Wirtshaus im Spessart (The Spessart Inn, 1958).159

Referred to as Germany’s smallest studio, the Tonfilm-Atelier Schwanthalerhöh was created by Ferdinand Dörfler in an apartment block in Munich’s Tulbeckstrasse and began production in 1949.160 With a capacity to produce two films a year, it measured 22 m x 19 m with a maximum height of 11 metres. In addition to ten technical workshops, the complex boasted a further eight rooms for actors, make-up and props.161 In 1952 Dörfler sold the studio to Carlton Film, an enterprise set up by Günther Stapenhorst, one of Ufa’s erstwhile producers who used the studio for his productions while also renting space at Geiselgasteig.162 In the district of Unterföhring, meanwhile, the RIVA company operated a printing lab and dubbing studio until 1958, when the complex was acquired as a television studio.

Close to Munich, the Divina Studios at Baldham were established by distribution tycoon Ilse Kubaschewski in 1954, taking over a building that had already been through several incarnations, including as a workshop for Nazi sculptor Josef Thorak, and as a garage and officers’ mess during the US occupation.163 A number of West German box office hits (including the 08/15 war film trilogy and the Robert Siodmak thriller Nachts wenn der Teufel kam/ The Devil Came at Night, 1957) were shot here before Kubaschewski sold the site again in the early 1960s.

Rivalling for a short while Munich’s and Hamburg’s dominance in West Germany outside Berlin was the resort town and capital of the state of Hesse, Wiesbaden. In the immediate post-war period, neighbouring Frankfurt had been a candidate for becoming the capital of the Federal Republic. This led a number of cultural institutions and official bodies to choose the region as their base. While Frankfurt was eventually discounted as the new capital in favour of provincial Bonn, Wiesbaden’s central location within West Germany and being close to West Germany’s busiest airport at Frankfurt, made it a reasonable choice to turn the city into a new film centre. Indeed, prior to any production activity, two important bodies of the German film industry had already settled in Wiesbaden, the umbrella organization SPIO representing producers, exhibitors and distributors, and the Freiwillige Selbstkontrolle der Filmwirtschaft (FSK, Self-Regulatory Body of the Movie Industry), West Germany’s rating and censor board.

Supported by enthusiastic local politicians and regional authorities, the West Berlin-based AFIFA (the former printing lab) acquired a large leisure park on the outskirts of Wiesbaden that in its heyday had included a restaurant, a horse-riding hall, a fairground venue and a park. During the war, the complex had been used as an internment camp for prisoners of war from Luxembourg, Belgium, France and the Netherlands. Quite rapidly, three separate studio buildings were built on site, alongside a dubbing studio, workshops for carpenters and technical repairs, screening rooms and an editing suite. The heavily damaged AFIFA printing lab in Berlin was also relocated to Wiesbaden. Initially, the project held potential. The first film, the courtroom drama Mordprozess Dr Jordan (Murder Trial Dr Jordan) was filmed in the new studio in 1949. Over the next decade, many feature and documentary films, as well as newsreels, were shot in Wiesbaden, although the viability of the studio was in doubt almost from the outset. Similar to Tempelhof, Wiesbaden had the misfortune through the partial ownership of AFIFA of being associated with the legacy of the former UFI state assets.164 For the best part of the 1950s, the legal dilemma of what to do with this legacy, and the resulting rival aspirations of lending banks, politicians and Allied interests had a deadening effect on the reconstruction of the West German film infrastructure. Plagued by debts, empty soundstages, and uncertainties, Wiesbaden’s time as a film city came to an end in 1958 when the television company Taunus acquired the site. The lurid exploitation melodrama Küsse, die töten (Kisses That Kill, 1958) was the last feature film shot in the studio, although it continued to be used for television productions before new facilities built in neighbouring Mainz made the Wiesbaden outlet increasingly redundant.
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Figure 3.9 Former AFIFA studios in Wiesbaden, undated. Stadtarchiv Wiesbaden. © Stadtarchiv Wiesbaden.

The late 1950s marked generally the end for the classic era of film-exclusive studios in Germany. In 1959, Geiselgasteig moved decisively towards television work, even though it continued to host film productions in future decades, including films such as Billy Wilder’s One, Two Three (1961), Bob Fosse’s Cabaret (1972), Rainer Werner Fassbinder’s Despair (1978), and Wolfgang Petersen’s Das Boot (1981). Around the same time, Wandsbek studio in Hamburg was taken over by television. The changing media hierarchies were also evident in the East – the last film shot at Johannisthal was released in 1962 after which the studio served as a television facility for the next decades.
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Figure 3.10 The original administration building at Johannisthal, 2021. Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

At the start of the 1960s, both East and West Germany had a much-reduced capacity in terms of film studios. As a result, the 1960s were a time when West German film producers enthusiastically embraced international co-productions, in which Spanish, Italian and Yugoslav facilities replaced the shrunken German infrastructure. Another alternative, as practised by the emerging directors of the Young and later New German cinema in the West as well as members of the new guard at DEFA, was to sidestep film studios altogether and rely on mobile production teams and location shooting.
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Italian studios, 1930–60

Carla Mereu Keating and Catherine O’Rawe

Introduction

In the late 1920s Italy began to respond more systematically to the large-scale industrial transformations engendered across the world by the introduction and diffusion of sound film technology. A process of industrial realignment, backed by private and public investments, took place gradually throughout the 1930s, bringing about significant changes to the existing production and exhibition channels and infrastructure.

Located in, or close to, large urban centres, several film production facilities were operative from the south to the north of Italy from the early twentieth century. Rome and Turin, in particular, were the most active film production hubs. Rome was home to the first film studio to have been built in the country, the Alberini & Santoni, renamed Società Italiana Cines in 1906, a year after its founding.1 Film d’Arte Italiana, an Italian subsidiary of the French Le Film D’Art, presided over by Charles Pathé, had also been active in Rome since 1910.2 Turin’s studios were even more numerous than Rome’s: among them, Ambrosio, Cenisio Films, Fert, Gloria, Itala Film, Leonardo and Pasquali.3 Milan had fewer production facilities, the most active being Comerio and Milano Films.4 In the south of Italy, Palermo and Catania hosted the film facilities of Lucarelli Film and Etna Film respectively, while Lombardo Film (later Polifilm) was based in Naples.5

The construction of new studios continued in Rome after the end of the First World War. These included, for example, the facilities owned by the Quirinus Film-Phoebus (later known as Caesar), Tespi Film, Nova and Bernini Film (later Farnesina-Titanus) and Fides et Labor, all active between 1919 and 1922.6 This post-war construction wave, however, did not see a corresponding boom in production. On the contrary, the 1920s were a difficult decade for the Italian film industry. By the mid-1920s domestic production had plummeted, unable to compete against the ever-expanding share of the market taken by Hollywood’s local distributors.7 This critical situation triggered an exodus of Italian actors, directors and technicians abroad, who left the country in numbers to find film work opportunities elsewhere, particularly in Germany.8 During these years, the majority of Italy’s silent studios were either neglected or demolished to build housing or other commercial businesses. Some silent studio facilities were repurposed, either immediately after discontinuing filmmaking activities or in later years. Illustrative examples are the foreign-owned film studio Photodrama, acquired in 1927 by the city of Turin and turned into council greenhouses; or Itala Film’s facilities in Turin, converted in the 1930s into the film development, editing and printing facilities of the Società Anonima Stefano Pittaluga (SASP), known as La Positiva because of this new lease of life.9

Two categories of film studio emerged from the transition to sound and would dictate production trends in the years to come. As we will document in the following sections, the first group consisted of existing silent production facilities whose physical infrastructure was substantially altered and expanded in order to be able to make sound films; the second group comprised newly designed studio complexes, built purposely for sound. These two groups developed sequentially but not linearly, in the sense that the conversion and expansion of existing facilities coexisted and overlapped with the design, construction and growth of modern film studios. Triggered as it was by a major technological change, the most intense and critical phase of studios’ physical development took place in the 1930s and was negotiated under the interference of fascist politics.

The transition to sound

In the early 1930s, as the theatrical circuit was slowly wired and insulated to reproduce sound and talking films,10 a small number of Italian features started to circulate alongside foreign imports, including La canzone dell’amore/Dernière berceuse (The Song of Love, 1930), Resurrectio (1931), Camicia Nera (Black Shirt, 1933) and La fortuna di Zanze (Zanze’s Luck, 1933) among others. These were all produced in the studios which, having survived periods of inactivity, had gradually been converted to sound.

Rome’s studios underwent a first wave of infrastructural changes between 1929 and 1933.11 Soundproofing works began in the Appio neighbourhood in 1929 with the pioneering Cines studio becoming the first to undergo extensive renovation under SASP’s direction.12 Cines’ surface area at the time measured 25,000 square metres, which also included a laboratory facility located outside of the studio’s walled grounds. The two existing glass and iron stages were transformed between the summer of 1929 and early 1930. Stage 3, a ‘dark’ stage built later than the other two, was not part of the initial renovation but plans were in place to record sound directly inside this large stage too by using an RCA Photophone location sound truck. Stage 3 was soundproofed between late 1934 and the first half of 1935, only to be destroyed a few months later by a disastrous fire.13

The Caesar film studio (formerly Quirinus Film), also located in the Appio area and a short walking distance from Cines, was the second facility in Italy to be fully equipped for sound. Under the direction of film entrepreneur Giuseppe Barattolo, insulation of the two silent stages and a general renovation of the site took place between 1930 and 1931. A smaller facility with one stage, known as Cines-Palatino, only a short walk away from both Cines and Caesar, was soundproofed between 1932 and 1933.14 In these same years, one silent stage was converted in the hilly Farnesina area, in the northern part of Rome, on a large site previously used by the film companies Serena, Nova and Bernini. The Farnesina facility was managed by film entrepreneur Gustavo Lombardo, who had recently moved his film rental and distribution business from Naples to Rome to venture into production.15

Fert was one of the very few studios to have been active during the 1920s crisis, producing several films, including most of the episodes of the popular Maciste series. Located in Corso Lombardia in Turin, the 35,000 square metre property had the largest and most updated facilities. The studio featured one glass and iron stage erected in 1919–20 and a dark stage built in 1924–5, both wired with modern electrical lighting and in communication with each other through a common storage and changing area.16 The property also comprised several workshops and SASP’s offices. The plan to convert Turin’s studio first, before investing considerable sums in the remaking of the older Cines, seemed to have been set aside because of political pressure from the fascist administration, in power since 1922, which seemingly encouraged the conversion of the Roman sites first.17 Fert was the only studio in Turin, and in the north of Italy, to convert towards the end of this transitional phase.18 Direct sound recording started at Fert three years later than in Rome, and saw the production of Villafranca, released in 1934, and Don Bosco, in 1935. Fert’s (and silent film capital Turin’s) output, however, would be destined to remain low throughout the 1930–60 period.

Towards the end of the 1920s, members of the Italian film trade had increased pressure on the fascist administration to intervene in support of domestic film production. A June 1927 measure (law no. 1121) approached the subject by targeting the exhibition sector, demanding that at least a tenth of cinema programming be devoted to the scheduling of Italian pictures.19 The mandated programming, however, was insufficient as it did not directly address the production crisis. As internal pressure continued, the government acted more decisively to give impetus to the ‘rebirth’ of Italian cinema. An important intervention in this sense was law no. 918 of 18 June 1931.20 Often referred to as the ‘Bottai law’, after Giuseppe Bottai, the Minister of Corporations who signed it, the law set up financial incentives in support of domestic film producers.21 Article 2 of this law specified the conditions for a film to be considered ‘national’, expanding on the cases introduced by the 1927 act. For a film to qualify as national – and be able to claim state contributions ‒ it had to be written, or at least adapted for the screen, by an Italian author; the majority of those who participated in the making of the film in a ‘directive, artistic, technical and executive’ capacity had to have Italian nationality; interior and exterior scenes had to be shot in Italy, though possible exceptions necessitated by the story were considered. Access to funding was extended on 5 October 1933 by the decree-law no. 1414, which, together with allocating further incentives for national production, regulated circulation of foreign films (mostly from Hollywood) by introducing a dubbing tax of 25,000 Italian lire to be paid by the distributor for each foreign-language film dubbed into Italian in Italy. The income generated from the dubbing tax (the amount of which increased considerably over time) went to a special fund for national films. In the years that followed, and especially after the end of the Second World War, complying with the nationality requirement (the most important prerequisite for obtaining financial support) turned out to be more problematic as the Italian film industry, and studios themselves, quickly internationalized, attracting investments, technology, and expertise from abroad.

Until the mid-1930s, the Rome-based Cines led the domestic industry under SASP’s ownership and with the political support of the authorities. This studio also hosted the making of multi-language film versions (MLVs) in partnership with other European producers, mostly from France and from German-speaking countries. This was part of a transnational trend that, as has been documented before, aimed to counteract Hollywood’s ever-expanding influence over Europe’s multilingual market.22 The MLVs shot in Rome in the early to mid-1930s, however, were very modest in scope if compared with the results achieved in France and especially in Germany during the same years.23 Italy’s limited achievements in the early MLV period were in large part logistical, caused by the small-scale capacity of existing production facilities. By the mid-1930s Italian studios had a small number of stages, restricted backlot space and not enough room to practically accommodate foreign crews shooting simultaneously (e.g. availability of dressing rooms, laboratories, ancillary services etc.). Furthermore, restrictive nationality requirements might not have encouraged domestic producers to explore alternative avenues for collaborating with foreign partners.

The Italian film industry took a more defined political direction in the mid-1930s with the establishment of the state film office (Direzione Generale per la Cinematografia, DGC), headed by Luigi Freddi under the Ministry of Press and Propaganda (later Ministry of Popular Culture). An early fascist militant from Milan, Luigi Freddi started his career at the head press office of the National Fascist Party, becoming in 1927 the Vice Secretary of the Italian Fascist Organization Overseas, a position which had allowed him to make several trips to the Americas, including a visit to Hollywood. During his leadership of the DGC, which Freddi ran until March 1939, two modern film studios were built to expand Italy’s production capacity and attract ambitious national and international film ventures: the Pisorno studio in Tuscany in 1933–4, which holds the record for being the first production facility purpose built for sound in Italy, and Cinecittà, the iconic ‘city of cinema’, inaugurated on the outskirts of Rome in April 1937 by the fascist dictator Benito Mussolini.

The Pisorno studio was located in Tirrenia, a newly founded seaside town between Pisa and Livorno, a combination of which produces the studio’s name. Its planning was headed by Giovacchino Forzano, renowned playwright and filmmaker close to dictator Mussolini, and conceived with the support of the regional body Ente Autonomo Tirrenia.24 This state-of-the-art studio was designed by Antonio Valente, innovative architect and set and costume designer, who had worked with Forzano in theatre before joining forces on the studio project.25

Within walking distance of the Tirrenian coast, this modern studio was immersed within woodland areas, while also neighbouring the region’s rich urban architectural heritage (of the kind offered by cities such as Pisa and Florence). Pisorno’s attractive weather and geographical location offered an ample choice of settings, ideal for filming in the studio’s large backlot and outdoors for most part of the year.26 The studio specialized in costume, romantic and historical dramas, such as Passaporto Rosso (Red Passport, 1935) and Sei bambine e il Perseo (Six Girls and Perseus, 1939). Leveraging his artistic network and political connections, Forzano was in a position to attract a number of trans-European filmmaking projects to his studio, including a promising partnership with London-based Italian filmmaker Mario Zampi (starting with the First World War spy thriller Thirteen Men and a Gun released in 1938 – this was the English remake of Forzano’s 1936 Tredici uomini e un cannone (1936), also remade into German in 1938 as Dreizehn Mann und eine Kanone, 1938. Key producer of the British film company Two Cities Film, Zampi’s activities were abruptly interrupted, in both Italy and Britain, by Mussolini’s declaration of war against Britain in June 1940.27
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Figure 4.1 Pisorno under construction. Archivio Storico della Città di Torino, Archives of Gazzetta del Popolo, sezione VII, b. 1113/0B, no. 010.

The fascist regime’s flagship studio, Cinecittà, was erected three years later than Pisorno in a rural area to the south-east of Rome. Designed by Friulian architect Gino Peressutti in the autumn of 1935, approved by Mussolini in December 1935, and built speedily between January 1936 and April 1937, Italy’s legendary ‘city of cinema’ was considered to be the largest film studio complex existing in Europe at the time with a staggering surface area of 585,525 square metres.28 Carlo Roncoroni, the principal investor in the project, was a member of the fascist parliament whose main occupations were real estate development and horse breeding and racing.29 Former owner of Cines, which he purchased in 1935 when the studio was on the verge of bankruptcy, Roncoroni died suddenly not long after the opening of Cinecittà, the government becoming the only proprietor of the studio under the direction of Luigi Freddi.
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Figure 4.2 Cinecittà promotional material, 1940. ARCHIVIO GBB/Archivi Alinari (codice GBB-F-003626-0000).

Cinecittà symbolically embodied the longed-for rebirth of the national film industry. Its heavily politicized inauguration in April 1937 (the date recalling the mythical founding of Rome by Romulus) coincided with the demise of the historic Cines, demolished not long after. Progressively threatened by insolvent management and conflicting urban planning policies, by the mid-1930s Cines lacked the space to sustain the desired production levels.30 To avoid, or at least delay, the risks associated with Rome’s rapid urbanization which had been the main cause of its predecessor’s demise, Cinecittà’s borders were carefully secured by the Italian government in 1939 with the institution of an ‘industrial cinematographic zone’, protecting this area from real estate investments extraneous to film interests.31
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Figure 4.3 Mussolini visits Cinecittà during its early stages of construction. Istituto LUCE/Gestione Archivi Alinari, Firenze (codice ARL-S-000004-0046).

The monopoly years and the war

Another phase of the expansion of Italy’s film production infrastructure took place between the late 1930s and the early 1940s and this materialized in more sound stages being built in both older and purpose-built studios. This second wave of infrastructural expansion can be read as a response to the regime’s ambitious aims of industrial self-sufficiency in the lead-up to the Second World War and in the early war years.

Political control was more explicitly exercised over domestic film production towards the end of the decade and the beginning of the 1940s. Before the outbreak of the Second World War the fascist administration had dictated a series of monopoly laws which also tackled the film sector via the enforced nationalization of foreign film importation and distribution.32 In reaction to these restrictive regulations, which put into the hands of the state-owned film agency Ente Nazionale Industrie Cinematografiche (ENIC) the distribution of foreign films in Italy and the colonies, at the beginning of 1939 Twentieth Century Fox, MGM, Paramount and Warner Bros withdrew from the Italian market. Following Italy’s declaration of war against the Allies in June 1940, the circulation of British and French films was banned.33 These severe restrictions risked paralysing the exhibition sector: between 1930 and 1939, a total of 2,434 foreign films (of which 1,513 were North American) were shown in Italian cinemas against the more modest Italian production for the same period (319 films).34 Thus more Italian films needed to be made in order to satisfy the demands of the commercial circuit. New legislative measures mandated programming of Italian war propaganda films and imposed further requirements concerning a film’s artistic and technical quality.35 Yet, to increase the quantity of Italian films, studio capacity needed to grow. Records show that during the monopoly years several infrastructural expansion projects were under way.

The Caesar studio is a significant example of this legacy. In the summer of 1938, the studio was acquired by the Neapolitan brothers Michele and Salvatore Scalera, who kept it under the experienced direction of its founder and manager, Giuseppe Barattolo.36 The Scalera brothers were real estate and building contractors close to the regime, whose main activity before entering the film business was the construction of military and civilian ports and airports in Rome, Naples and in the African colonies.37 Under the Scaleras, the Caesar studio underwent significant updates: the Tobis Klangfilm equipment installed in the early 1930s was replaced by the RCA system, new lighting equipment was installed, and a third sound stage and a covered water tank (140 cubic metre capacity) for shooting aquatic scenes were added.38 The building of three more sound stages went ahead between 1941 and 1942, notwithstanding the growing material constraints brought by the war.39

Scalera’s contribution to the Italian film industry during and after the war (the company ceased production in 1952) was significant for two main reasons. In the early 1940s the studio attracted a number of international partnerships, especially from France with which it developed a strong partnership that continued even after the two countries were on opposite sides in the war (though Carmen and La Vie de Bohème/La Bohème), both initiated in 1942, were finished and released in 1945 and 1946 respectively).40 Scalera also emulated a Hollywood-studio model, being the only company in Italy at the time to contract actors, directors and technicians on an exclusivity basis while also setting up its own distribution chain.41

SAFA-Palatino also expanded further during the war, including the building of a third stage designed by architect Antonio Valente in 1942.42 The Farnesina studios also went through several updates over the years, with three new stages built in 1942.43 In the late 1930s, Fert and Pisorno also improved their stage capacity, with a third sound stage being erected in Turin in 1938 and two more in Tirrenia between 1942 and 1943.44 Following this trend, Cinecittà’s capacity expanded between 1941 and 1942, when five more stages were built.45

Wartime restrictions, including import difficulties, electricity and fuel restrictions, and bomb damage to power stations, increasingly made film production difficult.46 Nonetheless, before the interruption of activity in the summer of 1943, Italy’s average film output of thirty films produced yearly between 1930 and 1934 nearly tripled, with Cinecittà hosting the largest share since its opening in 1937 (Table 4.1).

Table 4.1 Growth in Italian Film Production, 1937–42



	Year of film release
	Italian and Italian co-produced (feature length)47
	Filmed in Cinecittà48
	% out of total films distributed in the country



	1937
	33
	10
	10.2



	1938
	45
	20
	16.4



	1939
	77
	40
	31.4



	1940
	86
	54
	32.0



	1941
	71
	33
	31.7



	1942
	96
	4149
	43.0




Another distinctive example of Italian studio expansion in the late 1930s and early 1940s was the national film school (Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia, CSC).50 This comprehensive filmmaking school, a novelty in Europe at the time, was located on the via Tuscolana in Rome, across from Cinecittà and the state-run Istituto LUCE, which produced and distributed short documentaries and newsreels. The school’s new facilities, designed by architects Piero Aschieri and Antonio Valente, were officially inaugurated on 16 January 1940 and included a large stage equipped with the latest soundproofing and lighting installations, used for formative student activities but also for commercial production. A second, smaller, building was employed temporarily as a stage for training purposes. Over twenty films were directed at the CSC between April 1940 and the summer of 1943, but the constraints of the war delayed further works to improve the school’s filmmaking infrastructure.51 In May 1941 the CSC announced a production programme of its own, which would see its two stages used for several films before the abrupt termination of almost all production in September 1943, with Italy’s surrender to the Allies.52

Cinecittà expanded its international operations in the early part of the war, becoming in 1942 the majority shareholder of the Franco-Italian company that operated the Victorine studios in Nice.53 Since the late 1930s, Cinecittà had actively sought film collaborations with ideologically aligned countries such as Spain and Germany, as well as France, hosting a range of dual-language versions of historical, musical and politically inspired dramas such as La principessa Tarakanova/ Tarakanova (1938), Solo per te/Mutterlied (Mother Song, 1938) and Carmen fra i rossi/Frente de Madrid (Carmen Among the Reds, 1939), among many others.54

The Elica Film studio, known after the war as INCIR-De Paolis, was also built during the Second World War. Located in the east of Rome, along the Via Tiburtina, these four-stage studio facilities, belonging to Angelo De Paolis, were repurposed between 1942 and 1943 from their previous use as a steel production factory.55 Experienced studio architect Antonio Valente was commissioned for the conversion project, which was completed in the face of increasing material restrictions.56 However, plans to film in the converted studio were abruptly stopped in March 1944, when it was heavily damaged by Allied aerial bombing.57

The armistice signed by Italy with the Allies on 8 September 1943 was a key moment in the operation of Italy’s film studios. Cinecittà was occupied by German soldiers until the liberation of Rome, when on 6 June 1944 it was requisitioned by the Allied Control Commission. Other studios such as the CSC, Scalera and Farnesina in Rome were also under Allied control. Pisorno was occupied by German troops first and later by Allied forces as they reached the area. The studio was used as storage space and was inoperative until 1947.58

In this critical phase of the war, studios’ physical infrastructure also suffered extensive war damage. The Allied bombings of Rome between July 1943 and January 1944 saw significant damage to Cinecittà, with a number of stages being destroyed.59 Cinecittà apparently had its own air-raid shelters, with actress Marina Berti recalling that the crew had to take refuge there during the shooting of La donna della montagna (The Mountain Woman, 1944).60 The Farnesina studio also allegedly suffered infrastructural damage caused during the Allied occupation, but was the first to resume filming, with a mention of production restarting amidst huge difficulties as early as December 1944.61 Scalera was derequisitioned in July 1945 and the CSC in mid-1946.62

The status of Cinecittà in the latter part of the war is particularly interesting. Recent scholarship indicates that it was being used as a camp for Allied POWs from as early as the first months of 1942, when filming was still ongoing.63 Noa Steimasky has recently suggested that black South African prisoners could have been used as extras in Bengasi (1942) and Harlem (1943), both filmed in the studio.64 According to Luca Martera, citizens from Italian-occupied Somalia, Ethiopia and Libya were also involved. Newly identified photographic evidence suggests that Senegalese soldiers, held in the studio as prisoners of war, had also been employed in the filming of Harlem.65
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Figure 4.4 Prisoners of war at Cinecittà (c.1943). Archivio Storico della Città di Torino, Archives of Gazzetta del Popolo, sezione VII, b. 1113/3A, no. 001.

More widely known is the use of the studio complex as a Displaced Persons camp once it was taken over by the Allied Control Commission in June 1944. It was divided into two parts, with one half housing Italian refugees, and the other international ones. Displaced people slept in the sound stages with up to 1,500 people living in the large Teatro 5. Visual evidence of this was provided by the film Umanità (Humanity, 1946), shot in the studio complex, which shows how the stages were divided up into cubicles.66 This situation continued long after the war, and an MGM post-war survey of Italian filming facilities for possible production in Italy, written in January 1948, reports of Cinecittà that ‘lines of laundry, large groups of people, soup kitchens, dogs etc. seem to be everywhere’, although a limited amount of production had by then restarted.67 Some of Cinecittà’s stages had, in fact, reopened for production officially in November 1947 in the presence of the minister Giulio Andreotti.68

The international camp at Cinecittà continued to function until 1950, administered by the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA). Steimatksy speculates that for the filming of the sword and sandal epic Quo Vadis (1950) at Cinecittà, some of the hundreds of refugees still housed there may have been employed in the movie’s numerous crowd scenes.69 This suggestion is corroborated by the testimony of Yugoslav refugee Stanislav Fabic, who states in his memoir that he worked on the film as an extra, and remembers seeing Deborah Kerr walking round Cinecittà with a cheetah!70

While production in Rome was mostly interrupted after the armistice and during the transfer of Mussolini’s government to northern Italy in September 1943, these critical months also saw the creation of a new production hub in Venice. Venice was chosen because of its relative proximity to the seat of the new Nazi-fascist Italian Social Republic (RSI) on the banks of Lake Garda, as well as its established importance to the film world due to its hosting of the Venice Film Festival since 1932. It was also reckoned that there was a low probability of it being bombed by the Allies, due to the lack of heavy industry there and the city’s status as a world-renowned heritage site.

In his published memoirs, Luigi Freddi recounted how the German propaganda office of the Wehrmacht issued a decree that authorized it to buy all the production equipment in Rome for the derisory sum of 13 million lire.71 Cinecittà and other facilities were raided by Nazi officials after the September armistice. This equipment was to be transported to Germany and to the new production site in Venice, although studio workers reportedly bravely hid equipment from the Germans.72 Half of the equipment that was due to be transported to Venice (including numerous expensive Debrie cameras) went missing mysteriously, with a precious consignment of films from the Cineteca of the Centro Sperimentale never being recovered.73 The ‘sack’ of Cinecittà was apparently not confined to filming equipment. Freddi recounts how bidets in dressing rooms were destroyed by soldiers in order to take the taps, and that deer roaming in the studio grounds were butchered for meat.74

The transfer of film production to Venice was resisted by many in the industry. According to an article of October 1944, 98 per cent of film personnel refused to leave Rome, even though they were unable to work and many went hungry.75 Few actors and directors moved north, with parts being filled by unknowns, actors from local theatre, and non-professionals, in addition to a few well-known actors such as Luisa Ferida and Osvaldo Valenti, both executed at the end of the war for collaboration.76 Many industry professionals who did move to Venice to make the approximately twenty films shot in Venice between 1944 and April 1945, when Venice was liberated, did so for opportunism or in order to have work, perhaps thinking that they would not be politically compromised.77 It was not necessary to be a Fascist Party member to be employed there, as the actor Mino Doro argued after the war.78 Many others later made the same argument, claiming that they were antifascist at heart, or that they had in fact been close to the Resistance.79

Scalera also moved production from its studios in Rome to the North. In fact, before the government’s decision to relocate Cinecittà’s activities up north, the company had already bought a property in 1942 on the island of Giudecca in Venice with the intention of converting the existing facilities into a film studio. The Giudecca property consisted of about 5,200 square metres, on which there were premises ‘used as stables, barns, cellars, mill etc in very poor condition’.80 Architect Mirko Artico adapted the spaces, transforming cowsheds into three stages (a fourth was planned but never built).81 Scalera’s Venetian studio, inaugurated on 6 May 1944 by the Minister for Popular Culture, Ferdinando Mezzasoma, also included a restaurant, bar and dressing rooms. The first film shot there was the melodrama Senza famiglia (Without Family), completed in 1944, but released nationwide only after the end of the war, in 1946.

In his role as head of Cinecittà and ENIC, Luigi Freddi had initially tried to obstruct Scalera’s project and then to acquire the premises on behalf of the film company Cines but was forced to give up. Eventually, the Giardini della Biennale, the gardens that hosted the pavilions of the Venice Biennale Art Festival, were refurbished so that they could function as a makeshift studio for the company. They built three stages, based in the Italian pavilion, with other pavilions used for storage, set construction etc. There was also a cinefonico used for dubbing into Italian of German films. Freddi was keen to use the largest pavilion because of its size and good acoustics, while using the rich architectural scenery of the laguna nearby for outdoor shooting.82 The refurbishment was done by Arrigo Usigli, helped by Virgilio Marchi, for the sum of 3.5 million lire. On 21 February 1944, the studio was inaugurated with the first take of the film Fatto di cronaca (News Story, 1945). The opening was attended by high-ranking German officers, the Japanese ambassador to Italy and various fascist officials.83 The inaugural speech given by ministry representative Giorgio Venturini hyperbolically pronounced this another rebirth for Italian cinema: ‘there was a desert here: now we give you an oasis’.84 He did note that the scale of the Venetian endeavour could not compare to the previous iteration of the national film industry’s rebirth, the launch of Cinecittà in 1937: ‘What you see here is of course not Cinecittà (Cine-city): let’s call it Cinevillaggio (Cine-village)’.85
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Figure 4.5 Scalera studio in Giudecca (Venice), stage 2 interior before refurbishment. Archivio Comunale di Venezia, Protocollo n. 22015/1943 – X/7/7.

While it was presented as a ‘miracle’ that filmmaking had resumed so quickly after the armistice, and in such difficult conditions, it is clear that the Venetian experiment was far from an unqualified success.86 Problems included lack of adequate voltage and infrastructure, with Cines only establishing a decent post-synchronization facility in April 1944.87 Some sources claim that although they were able to acquire film from the Ferrania company based in Liguria, its quality was poor, and negatives had to be taken to Turin for printing until a facility was set up in Venice in November 1944.88 Anecdotes circulate of the dangers incurred in making these journeys in late 1944 and early 1945, when there was fierce armed resistance against the Germans in northern Italy. For example, a truck belonging to the Istituto LUCE, which had also moved production to Venice, was held up by partisans and its driver killed.89 Meanwhile, there were reports of fascist spies within the studios – an internal Scalera report circulated at the end of the war claimed that there were fascist squadristi who would let off gunshots, report antifascists, and cause them to be arrested.90
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Figure 4.6 Scalera studio in Giudecca (Venice), stage 2 exterior. Archivio Comunale di Venezia, Protocollo n. 22015/1943 – X/7/7.
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Figure 4.7 Map of the Biennale pavilions used for Cinevillaggio. Archivio Storico della Biennale di Venezia, ASAC.

Despite going to so much effort to acquire and refurbish the Biennale pavilions, Cines produced few films: it only produced two of its own and mainly leased out the stages to other production companies.91 One answer to this mystery may be that everyone was merely pretending to work in order to prevent the equipment from being seized by the Germans, which Freddi insisted was a constant threat. Of the fewer than two dozen films made in Venice between late 1943 and April 1945 (several of which were later edited or had further shooting done at Cinecittà), many did not find a theatrical release until after the war, and those that were released were exhibited only in northern Italian cities. Barbara Corsi talks of ‘the few, bad films’ made at Venice,92 yet it is clear that there is still much to learn about this period, which for many years was repressed by Italian film historians, and became what Ghigi termed, ‘a historiographical black hole’.93 Venice was liberated on 28 April 1945, and although Cines deliberated over the establishment of a new studio in the city, the film company returned quickly to Rome, although the Venice Biennale was wrangling with the Italian government about payments for damage by Cines to their pavilions until at least 1949. Scalera meanwhile stayed, as the cost of shooting in Venice was much less than in Rome. Although Scalera’s studio in Rome became again their principal production site on its reopening in 1946, the Giudecca studio continued its activity for some years, functioning mostly as a site for hire, and giving work to a local pool of skilled personnel, before discontinuing film production in the mid-1950s, after hosting the historical costume dramas Othello (1952) and Senso (1954).94

At the end of the war, there were limited attempts to blacklist and purge the film industry.95 The Scalera brothers were arrested for having financed the fascist march on Rome in 1922 but were later acquitted.96 Director Carmine Gallone was accused of collaboration, but he argued that he had worked with the Allies to try to make sure that when they requisitioned Cinecittà several stages would be protected for filming. Although he was convicted by the ‘Committee for the Purging of Cinema Directors, Assistant Directors and Screenwriters’, he was merely banned from making films for six months.97 Despite vehement articles in some of the press denouncing those who had worked in Venice, little was done to purge the industry; the post-war director of Cinecittà, Guido Oliva, was highly compromised with the regime, and had been imprisoned after the armistice for his fascist sympathies, but was reappointed director, while Luigi Freddi was also arrested at the end of the war but eventually acquitted, and returned to Rome though not to an active role in the industry.98

From the immediate post-war to the economic boom

The gradual liberation of Italy from Nazi-fascist occupation saw the emergence of several independent film production ventures springing up from south to north of the country in regions that had been left behind by the Roman centralization of the sound film industry. These initiatives went hand in hand with plans to build, or update existing, film studios to support all phases of production and attract long-term capital investments. The case of Sicily, the first territory in Italy invaded by the Allies in September 1943, and the case of Milan, under Nazi control until April 1945, are both examples of the importance given to the development of a studio infrastructure which could enable the regional film industry to compete against Rome’s extensive production infrastructure and service network.

None of the silent film studios active in Sicily converted to sound during the transition, and in the 1930s only a handful of films were shot, silent and on location, on the island. During the early war years the Tuscan architect Paolo Bonci decided to use the vast property surrounding his villa and workshop in Palermo, in Via Montepellegrino, to produce films with the Sicania company but the facilities were damaged in 1943 by Allied aerial bombing and ongoing production was only able to resume in 1944 after liberation.99 In late 1944 the production facilities were partially updated to host the activities of the newly formed Organizzazione Filmistica Siciliana (OFS), a film company founded by Bonci himself in partnership with film producer Francesco Gorgone and initially financed by the Bank of Sicily.100 Welcomed with great expectation, the OFS studio in Palermo, however, hosted only seven feature films, released between 1946 and 1949. In later years, Sicily was again to host two large studio projects, one designed in 1952 by architect Claudio dall’Olio for producer Francesco Alliata, and one in 1962 by Goffredo Lombardo, head of major Italian film group Titanus, which seem to renew hope for a state-of-the-art film studio complex in Sicily.101 Both of these plans, however, were never realized.

In the post-war years there were other attempts to decentralize production. Antonio Valente was commissioned to design new studios in both San Remo, near the French–Italian border, and Naples, but similarly to Palermo, these were inconclusive.102 The case of the proposed Sant’Angelo studio complex is also interesting: Florentine producer Otello Pagliai dreamed of creating a ‘cinema city’ to rival Cinecittà in Florence after the war. Designs by architect Italo Gamberini were produced,103 and an application made for public funds in November 1948 to purchase equipment. Pagliai in the application argued that a city with such a rich artistic and artisanal culture as Florence had been hitherto ‘deprived of the chance of having its own film studio because of previous laws that aggregated all film production in Rome’.104 The proposal was turned down, however, and the studio never built. Statements by producer Filippo Del Giudice who had returned to Italy, that he wanted to build new studios in Rapallo in Liguria and Bari in Puglia, also came to nothing.105

While activity was gradually resuming in Rome’s makeshift and de-requisitioned studios, some filmmaking projects were also under way in Naples, with filming taking place mainly on location, and in the north of Italy.106 In Milan, in March 1946 two newly soundproofed stages and a range of accessory pre- and post-production services were inaugurated at the Icet studio in via Pestalozzi, a property of approximately 7,000 square metres.107 The company was at the same time advertising a ‘scouting call to launch thirty new faces’ in a bid to attract new acting talent to the city.108

As opposed to other industrialized centres of the North, such as Turin, which experienced alternate periods of production (mostly at Fert) and post-production (at La Positiva) during the fascist regime, Milan found itself marginalized even further with only one silent studio, Milano Films, located at via Baldinucci 60, partially reorganized in the mid-1930s to host sound production and to experiment with colour.109 During the later phases of the war, Milan did not benefit from the short relocation of Cinecittà, LUCE and Scalera’s activities to Venice under the RSI.

Studio filmmaking in Milan struggled to deal with competition with Rome in the years of the economic boom of the late 1950s because of its inadequate studio infrastructure and lack of a robust network of film pre-production and post-production services, such as costume and set-making laboratories, film developing, printing and dubbing facilities. Although several attempts were made throughout the 1950s to attract quality high-budget cinema projects to Milan, they never guaranteed a stable production flow into the city. The Icet studio in Milan continued to play a peripheral role in national cinema output, hosting the production of circa forty feature films between 1946 and 1960, with a peak of activity in the first five-year period.110

On the other hand, by the end of the 1950s Milan had emerged as a key site for public and private investments in moving image transmission infrastructure and technology.111 In 1955 the Icet studio was acquired by Francesco Corti, becoming Icet-De Paolis in 1961. By then new projects were under way to build state-of-the-art studio facilities to host concurrently film and TV production. Two such sites were built in Robecco di Cinisello Balsamo and Cologno Monzese, industrial areas at the outskirts of Milan. Officially inaugurated in May 1962, the studio in Cinisello Balsamo included two stages, one large and one small, with two more stages planned.112 Cinelandia studio was completed in Cologno Monzese in 1962. With a surface area of 25,000 square metres, this ‘Lombard Hollywood’ was a large studio complex with eight stages which specialized in moving-image advertising (including the popular Carosello series) and in dubbing foreign-language TV programmes while also attracting, over the years, national and international film and media investment.113

Navigating through the material and political uncertainty of the immediate post-war years, Rome’s film studios experienced a phase of gradual reconstruction and renovation. From the late 1940s onwards, we can observe another systematic growth in the number of stages that the city of Rome could offer to film production companies, attracting growing domestic and international investments. As discussed before, Farnesina, SAFA and Scalera were the first pre-war studios to restart activities in 1945, with filming of L’innocente Casimiro (The Innocent Casimiro, 1945), La vita ricomincia (Life Begins Anew, 1945) and Due lettere anonime (Two Anonymous Letters, 1946), all completed before the end of the year. Capitani’s makeshift filming facilities in the central Via degli Avignonesi in Rome were also operative at the same time, famously hosting shooting of some of the interior scenes of Roma città aperta (Rome Open City, 1945). Other buildings, in Rome and in other parts of the country, were turned into improvised ad hoc sets during the early, chaotic, post-war period to make up for the lack of proper studio space.114

By the 1950s Rome became known as ‘Hollywood on the Tiber’ as US film companies used the city and its largest studio, Cinecittà, as a hub for profitable ‘runaway’ productions, saving costs on labour and location shooting, and allowing for North American blocked profits to be spent overseas.115 Big-budget, high-profile films with Hollywood stars were shot there such as Roman Holiday (1953) as well as sword-and-sandal epics involving thousands of extras such as Ben Hur (1959). Italian studios learned from Hollywood methods; on Ben Hur, for example, ‘familiar with a practicable mass employment system from Quo Vadis’, MGM built a labyrinth of fences to funnel extras in and out efficiently.116

In the 1950s and 1960s Cinecittà benefitted from a number of favourable interest loans approved by the Istituto Mobiliare Italiano (IMI), an Italian public mutual funds institute founded in 1931 which offered qualifying businesses grants and loans with favourable interest rates and repayment conditions.117 Financial aid allowed the publicly-owned studio to oversee the reconstruction and the expansion of its facilities, to purchase up-to-date lighting and sound recording equipment and to ‘meet extenuating financial circumstances’.118 In the immediate post-war years a number of film studios, including Cinecittà, Pisorno and Titanus, applied to access IMI-managed funds allocated by the joint European Recovery Program (the ERP, better known as the Marshall Plan) sponsored in the late 1940s by the Government of the United States of America to assist in the economic recovery and integration of post-war Europe.119 However, these requests, often directed to fund importation of foreign technology (e.g. lighting and recording equipment from the United States and from Britain), were initially approved by IMI but eventually rejected by the Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA), the office set up to administer funding from the Marshall Plan. From the financial paperwork it emerges that ECA’s Italian ‘mission’ had not been inclined to support requests coming from the publishing and the film sector, privileging the recovery of other industrial sectors.120
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Figure 4.8 Wardrobe attendants at Cinecittà during filming of Ben Hur. Archivio Storico della Città di Torino, Archives of Gazzetta del Popolo, sezione VII, b. 1113/0A, no. 030.

Largely destroyed by Allied bombing, the De Paolis studio on the via Tiburtina went through extensive renovation before the site could finally be used at the end of 1947. The first film shot there was symptomatically entitled Accidenti alla guerra (Damn the War, 1949).121

Within a decade the studio would grow into nine stages, boasting one of the largest sound stages in Europe (103 x 37 m). Destroyed by a disastrous fire in September 1968 while hosting the filming of Gli intoccabili (Machine Gun McCain, 1969), this large stage was never rebuilt, its 4,000 square metres turned into a backlot filming area.122
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Figure 4.9 Planimetry of the De Paolis studio. Archivio Storico Intesa Sanpaolo, ASI-IMI-Serie Mutui, pr. ERP 3616 Angelo De Paolis Stabilimenti Cinematografici.

The CSC’s production facilities were also renovated after the war. Once the film school was derequisitioned after British occupation and restarted its training activities, the film company Universalia financed the expansion of the school’s stage capacity (again designed under commission by the school’s first architect, and by then the school’s chair of set design, Antonio Valente) in order to host a number of productions, including high-budget historical Italo-French co-productions Fabiola (1949) and Gli ultimi giorni di Pompei (The Last Days of Pompei, 1950).123 Between 1947 and early 1948 the second stage was also given new fittings (e.g. perimetral platforms, load-bearing ceilings) and another large stage and a number of accessory services completed (e.g. a restaurant and changing rooms for the masses, film storage areas).

During these years, Valente was also asked to expand and update another historical Roman studio, the SAFA-Palatino facilities, a complex of about 7,000 square metres, located on the Celio Hill, a leafy archaeologically rich area in the historical centre of Rome, near the Circus Maximus and the Colosseum.124 Following the collapse of the distribution company Minerva Film in 1956, these facilities were acquired and updated by producer Giuseppe Amato in partnership with publishing magnate Angelo Rizzoli, who was at the time expanding his business to the cinema industry.125 In these years, three dubbing rooms and twenty moviolas were added to the two stages to boost the company’s post-production work.126 Amato and Rizzoli famously went on to produce (at Cinecittà) the international hit La Dolce Vita (The Sweet Life, 1960) when Federico Fellini’s ambitious project, initially supported by Dino De Laurentiis, needed to find another investor.127

Having worked in different roles at Cinecittà and Fert in the late 1930s and early 1940s, Dino De Laurentiis set up business in Rome, where he had also previously studied acting at the CSC (without completing the course of study).128 In the late 1940s De Laurentiis left his salaried position at Lux, Riccardo Gualino’s longstanding film production and distribution company. In partnership with Carlo Ponti, also previously employed by Lux, De Laurentiis rented some warehouses on Via della Vasca Navale, in the San Paolo neighbourhood of Rome, to use as studio space.129 By the end of the 1950s De Laurentiis had become a household name in Italy for marrying Italian star Silvana Mangano, whom he met on the rice fields of Riso amaro (Bitter Rice, 1949), which he had produced for Lux. In his memoirs, published in the early 2000s, De Laurentiis shared his views on the benefits of owning a film studio:

I have always started with the principle that the studio is an essential working tool. Without a cinematographic facility, you can never schedule this production or that one. And it’s also cost-effective, because if you own a studio, as big or small as it may be, you’re able to install your own technical equipment and build your own sets. It’s a way of containing costs, especially if you manage to keep general expenses down.130

Studio overheads, however, were not always manageable, something that De Laurentiis blamed, at least in part, for the failure of his ambitious million dollar studio venture, known as Dinocittà.131 In the late 1950s, on the wave of a number of successful international Oscar-winning productions (e.g., La strada, 1954; Guerra e pace/War and Peace, 1956), De Laurentiis purchased 220 hectares on the Via Pontina, a rural area 23 km south of Rome where he planned to build Italy’s (and Europe’s) largest film studio. Benefitting considerably from state funding granted by the Cassa per il Mezzogiorno, a national scheme set up to promote the industrial development of the South of Italy, Dino and his brother Luigi supervised the construction of this cutting-edge complex.132
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Figure 4.10 Aerial photograph of De Laurentiis’ film studio Dinocittà. Alamy.

Officially opened in March 1964 for the epic La Bibbia/The Bible: In the Beginning (1966), Dinocittà consisted of four soundstages, the largest measuring 100 x 55 x 28 m.133 Three stages could be joined together and were fitted with pools for aquatic scenes. The studio also included hundreds of offices for production and administration, carpentry, sets and wardrobe storages, film dubbing, scoring, processing and printing facilities. It also featured two penthouse apartments: one for the producer and one for the special guest of the moment. Central air-conditioning was installed throughout so that operations, and especially on-set filming, could continue undisturbed by the hot Italian summers.134

The shutdown of Dinocittà in the early 1970s, after less than a decade of activity, stirred a huge controversy with studio workers striking against job losses.135 The closure also became the subject of a parliamentary inquiry, the Socialist Party (and the Communist press) accusing De Laurentiis of speculating with public money to build an ‘impractical white elephant’, only to try to sell it back to the state through a merger with the ‘obsolete’ Cinecittà.136 According to De Laurentiis, changes to Italy’s political direction, and in particular to film legislation, had the biggest impact on the functioning of his studio and on the internationalization of the Italian film industry more generally.137

The legal framework of the post-war period can shed some light on how studio-based producers benefitted from public provision: in particular, law no. 958 of 29 December 1949, also called the Andreotti law (after the Christian Democrat politician in charge of the governmental film office), offered strong economic incentives to film entrepreneurs willing to take a ‘demand pull’ approach to filmmaking.138 The 1949 measure developed after considerable pressure by ANICA and the national unions in reaction to an earlier governmental provision, law. No. 379, dated 16 May 1947, which was considered insufficient to protect the recovering national film economy against rampant foreign competition (mostly American).139 The Andreotti law stipulated at least two vital conditions in favour of the industrial recovery of the production sector: article 10 prescribed that, in order to be able to qualify for state funding, Italian films had to be shot with direct sound, and not post-synchronized later as had become common practice during the immediate post-war years. At the same time, it also mandated that at least 70 per cent of the interior scenes had to take place inside adequately equipped studios.140 This intervention helped in supporting a flow of studio-made films that had a reliable commercial appeal but were not necessarily of ‘art house’ quality, unlike the neorealist films that were attracting critical acclaim at home and abroad during the same period, which relied heavily on location shooting and dialogue post-synchronization.141

Inheriting the sticky nationality framework set out by Mussolini’s government since June 1927, the Andreotti law and subsequent regulation clarified and expanded the range of conditions under which a film could be considered Italian. Even if this policy often curbed producers’ ability to qualify for funding in relation to projects which leveraged international appeal more heavily, the limitations in place to obtain the seal of nationality were circumvented more or less easily, through the ‘winning formula’ of Italian-majority co-production: between 1949 and 1967 no fewer than 1,411 Italian films were made in association with countries such as France, Spain and Germany on the basis of bi- or multi-national agreements, which amounted to between 40 and 60 per cent of the entire national film output.142

Producer Carlo Ponti also pursued studio ownership after the end of the Ponti–De Laurentiis partnership. Pillaged, subjected to extensive damage and confined to inactivity by a long-drawn requisition and derequisition process, the Pisorno studio in Tirrenia returned to activity only in the early 1950s but struggled to stay afloat in the years of the economic boom, facing stronger than ever competition with Rome.143 After Giovacchino Forzano’s declaration of insolvency in March 1959, the large estate and studio facilities were auctioned and bought out in late 1960 by Ponti, in partnership with Maleno Malenotti. The bargain price, 273 million lire (instead of the initial value of 336 million), had been secured by the producer under the promise that he would attract national and international film investments to the region, guaranteeing employment for the local film workforce.144 However, Ponti’s initial commitments to safeguard the original purpose of Pisorno (renamed Cosmopolitan Film) were brought into question when the studio’s on-site film development and printing laboratories were closed in an attempt to reduce the high cost of running the studio (which employed over 300 people), a problematic solution for the studio’s self-sufficiency.145 The local situation deteriorated when Ponti, alongside his wife Sophia Loren, starring in the first film shot at the Cosmopolitan (the Italo-Spanish-French coproduction Madame Sans-Gêne/Madame, 1961) disengaged from direct involvement in production, hiring the studio to make lower-quality films. The final blow for Pisorno came in the early 1970s when Ponti closed down the facilities, after the local authority had rejected his plans to build a large residential complex in the plot of land adjacent to the studio.146

Head of major film production and distribution company Titanus, Goffredo Lombardo was another key Italian producer who expanded his ‘studio dynasty’ during the years of Italy’s economic boom.147 Goffredo had inherited the Titanus company from his father Gustavo, purchasing, in the late 1940s, the Farnesina studio which Gustavo had managed since the late 1920s.148 In the late 1940s Goffredo Lombardo joined the film board of ANICA, the national association of the audiovisual industries, acting as head of the national union of film studios (Unione nazionale stabilimenti cinematografici).

In 1955 Goffredo bought out the Scalera studio in Rome and considerably expanded his infrastructural capacity with the incorporation of the smaller two-stage facility Safir (located near Farnesina, by the river Tiber) and the Elios Film studio, managing a total of sixteen soundstages. This large studio network was used by Titanus for its own production but was also hired out to independent ventures, hosting the making of popular genre films such as melodramas and Italian-style comedies as well as auteur projects.149 In the early 1960s, Titanus’ over-expanded infrastructure was one of the reasons why Lombardo was forced to resize its business, getting rid of the expensive production apparatus (employing over 500 people) and concentrating exclusively on distribution.150

At least three other film studios were operative in Rome during the early 1960s and had an impact on Italy’s post-1960s film and television industry. These studios are still active today in private and public TV production (mostly Rai and Mediaset). The Elios Film studio, a 10,000 square-metre estate 13 km east of Rome on the via Tiburtina, comprised two stages (50 x 25; 16 x 28) and an outdoor ‘piazzetta’, notably used for setting the ‘Far West’ villages of Italian westerns produced in the late 1960s and 1970s.151 On the via Nomentana, the Centro Incom, a company active since post-war in the production of newsreels and short documentaries (e.g. La Settimana Incom 1946–65), used a five-stage facility which was acquired in 1965 by Dear Film, headed by Libyan-born producer Robert Haggiag.152

Turinese producer Franco Cristaldi also operated in Rome in the early 1960s. Active in documentary and newsreel production in the late 1940s, Cristaldi independently produced box-office hits such as I soliti ignoti (Big Deal on Madonna Street, 1958). Following this and other commercial successes, the producer formed the film company Vides Cinematografica s.p.a. and invested in the building of a vast seven-stage studio, known as Videa, located in the woodland area of Prima Porta, outside the north of Rome, placing actors and directors under contract and producing internationally acclaimed films such as Divorzio all’italiana (Divorce, Italian-Style, 1961), Salvatore Giuliano (1962) and I compagni (The Organizer, 1963).153

By the late 1960s the period of flourishing international co-production in Rome was at an end, as was Cinecittà’s much-vaunted status as ‘Hollywood on the Tiber’. The competition of television and other economic factors led to the decline in production and the marginalization of the few remaining working Italian film studios in the national and international cultural imagination.
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Geographical locations, physical environments and infrastructures

Richard Farmer, Tim Bergfelder, Morgan Lefeuvre and Carla Mereu Keating

Film industries are often discussed in national terms, but the physical infrastructure of film production within individual countries is not distributed uniformly. Rather, it is located, and sometimes concentrated, in specific places. Where a studio is located has important implications for how it is developed, accessed and operated; hence, its history. Studios engage with their immediate geographical, economic, political and cultural environments in very particular ways.1 They both shape and are shaped by them. Building on the information contained in Chapters 1–4, this chapter explores the siting of film studios in France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom, documenting why certain locations were chosen, the relationships studios had with the people, places and infrastructure that surrounded them, and the impact they had on the areas within which they were based.

It can be difficult to ascertain why individual studios were opened on particular sites: why one specific factory building repurposed was for filmmaking rather than another; why a block of land was selected over a neighbouring plot; why one district was considered a better bet than another. We are occasionally provided with origin stories, such as Percy Nash scouring sites just beyond the polluted air of London, coming across a factory manufacturing photographic supplies in Mill Hill, reasoning that the air quality must therefore be good enough for filmmaking and purchasing land in nearby Elstree to erect the Neptune studio.2 And while choices about where to build studios would surely have been the subject of intense deliberations, availability and happenstance seem on occasion to have been factors in decision-making – as mentioned in Chapter 3, Rolf Meyer selected Bendestorf as the site for his new studio after the Second World War because he had been forced by homelessness to move in with a relative in the area. This chapter does not list the address of every film studio in each of our four countries, but rather seeks to identify trends, both within and between countries: certain types of places tended to be favoured because they offered specific advantages.

Changing circumstances might, however, transform what had previously been considered a ‘good’ site for a film studio into a ‘bad’ one, or vice versa: technological advancement within the film industry, for example the coming of sound, might render a particular site less attractive, either temporarily or permanently, whereas evolving political circumstances might reinvigorate it. In some instances, a studio might itself catalyse change, prompting the construction of new infrastructure or affecting local economic development and/or local politics.

Having considered why European film production facilities were often, although not always, concentrated in particular regions, the chapter explores the relationship between studios and the city and the advantages offered by sites on the urban periphery. After a discussion of the importance of various forms of transport to studio operation, the chapter concludes with an analysis of how studios functioned within, and were experienced by, their surrounding communities.

National factors

From the 1910s onwards, much major new film production infrastructure in America came to be concentrated in southern California, and in particular in and around Hollywood, a comparatively compact area of what was, at the time that the first studios arrived, the relatively small city of Los Angeles. The production of moving pictures was integral to the growth, wealth and civic identity of Los Angeles,3 which one observer noted was ‘a metropolis built round the film industry’.4 By contrast, European studios were most frequently built within the boundaries of, or in close proximity to, large and often ancient urban centres. The important position of Rome, Paris, London and Berlin as sites of film production within their respective national industries remained in place throughout the decades under consideration here, even though studios situated beyond the metropolis did operate successfully throughout our period at places such as Munich, Tirrenia, Nice and Marseille and for briefer durations at places including Brighton, Manchester and Palermo.

The economic clout it enjoyed within Los Angeles meant that Hollywood, a term which started as a place name but quickly came to describe an industry, might have found it easier to act collectively to defend its interests, especially in relation to local political and administrative matters. The situation in Europe was different, and in the mid-1930s the British film industry was described as being ‘just another leaf sprouting on [London’s] immense industrial structure’.5 Something similar might be said of French, German and Italian studios in relation to Paris, Berlin and Rome – or any of the other large urban areas to which they were connected. The closest European comparator was probably in Britain, at Elstree-Boreham Wood, 15 miles north-west of central London and to date the only British town to feature a reel of film on its coat of arms. Here, six different studios operated at different times between 1930 and 1960. But the locale was only viable as a production centre because of its closeness to London – a city over which it could not hope to exert any meaningful control. A contrast is perhaps visible in the Babelsberg studios in Germany. Although these benefit from, and would not have been able to operate in the same way without, their proximity to Berlin, they continue to play an important role in the economy and civic identity of Potsdam in a manner that does not always reference the capital.

The processes by which certain large urban centres came to dominate the geographies of national film industries were not uniform. In Britain, London’s dominance became more pronounced as filmmaking became increasingly complicated, expensive and professionalized, and as the initial advantages offered by places such as Brighton and Shoreham on England’s southern coast, namely clear air and strong sunlight, became less important as artificial illumination became the norm. In both France and the UK, concentration in Paris and London was essentially the result of laissez-faire economic policy in the early decades of the twentieth century. There was minimal direct state interference in the siting of film studios even though legislation and government policy, or its absence, did influence development. Rather, early film producers were drawn to large cities by the availability of creative and technical labour, buildings that could be converted into studios, and the presence of the ancillary services needed to support filmmaking. Many of these services had initially been developed to serve the cities’ longstanding theatrical and entertainment industries, which also contributed actors and technical know-how to the studios. Once in situ, studios were often loath to move, tethered to specific locales by industrial, logistical and labour networks. In Paris, the Buttes-Chaumont studios, the Éclair studios in Épinay-sur-Seine and the Pathé studios in Joinville occupied the same sites for many decades. In Britain, almost every new studio built before 1945 remained within easy reach of the capital and those few that subsequently opened further afield rarely enjoyed any great longevity (e.g. Torquay) or they concentrated on the production of films for a regional audience (e.g. Manchester). London’s expansive docks and global commercial links were also productive of a cosmopolitan population, something that could be advantageous for producers looking to cast a diverse range of bit-part players and extras.6

The size and cultural importance of Paris and London meant that to contemporary filmmakers and financiers they felt like ‘natural’ places for film studios to be located. Both were by some distance the largest cities in their respective countries, and were home to national parliaments, imperial administrations and many of the instruments of state power with which filmmakers might be expected to engage. Both were also centres of finance, trade, manufacturing and industry, of science, engineering and innovation, and of culture and the arts. Both Paris and London were central to their nation’s cultural imaginary and culture industries. All of these factors combined to exert a gravity that appears to have made it almost inconceivable that film industries would not be concentrated in, or within the orbit of, these cities, even though studios were established elsewhere (see Chapters 1 and 2).

The situation in Italy was different. Turin was home to the majority of Italian film studios in the silent period, and Milan also had a number of production facilities active at the time.7 Although the earliest Roman studios predated the formation of Benito Mussolini’s government in 1922 and studios in other parts of Italy remained operational under the fascist regime, the importance of Rome within, and to, the dictatorship brought about greater concentration of studios in that city from the late 1920s. The Italian film industry’s dependence on public funding and political support in the fascist era (and beyond) had a profound impact on the location of the country’s studios. In the late 1920s, Stefano Pittaluga’s SASP group allegedly contemplated adapting its Fert studio in Turin, at the time the most active and modern in Italy, into the country’s first sound-film studio, but instead converted the Cines studio in Rome in 1929. Mussolini’s government encouraged this outcome as part of a wider policy of media concentration in the capital and promised economic support for the Italian film industry in return (see Chapter 4). The regime’s most significant intervention was the construction in 1936–7 of Cinecittà on Rome’s south-east boundary. Cinecittà was the regime’s flagship development and the largest studio complex in Italy; it exerted a considerable cultural–economic pull, as demonstrated by the subsequent nearby construction of the Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia (the national film school) and LUCE (the documentary film institute) and the development of a network of pre- and post-production laboratories and specialized ancillary services. Even after the collapse of the fascist state, Cinecittà, and the Rome-centric policies it embodied, retained its primacy.

Away from the capital, government support was also crucial to the development in Tuscany of the Pisorno studios, the first facility in Italy that was purpose-built for sound-film production. Constructed in 1933–4, Pisorno was the brainchild of playwright and director Giovacchino Forzano and designed by architect Antonio Valente (see Chapter 6), both of whom were closely aligned with Mussolini’s regime.8 The studio was built in Tirrenia, a seaside town founded in November 1932 on reclaimed coastal swampland close to the port city of Livorno, hometown of Mussolini’s son-in-law Galeazzo Ciano, who headed Italy’s Foreign Ministry between 1936 and 1943. It is hard to verify whether the choice of location for Italy’s first purpose-built sound studio was entirely coincidental.

The area was considered to provide a perfect setting for film production as the region’s year-round mild weather and its varied landscapes (mountains, sea and Renaissance architecture in nearby Pisa and Florence) would make it an economically attractive proposition for producers looking to combine studio-based filmmaking with location work. It was also felt that the peaceful and quiet nature of the locale would ‘favour assiduity of work and limit the distractions’ that might otherwise tempt employees had they remained in the fleshpots of the metropolis.9 Yet this same isolation counted against Pisorno, making it less competitive than studios in Rome which had far easier access to ancillary trades and artistic, administrative and technical personnel. As Pisorno’s production slate tended to run to only ten to fifteen films each year,10 the continued operation of the studio was largely dependent on state ‘patronage’ in the form of direct incentives to production (for example, decree law no. 1143, 3 June 1935) and loans from the Istituto Mobiliare Italiano, a public mutual funds institute.11

In Germany, later unification, a process completed in 1871, resulted in a more polycentric country. Consequently, while many film studios were located in Berlin, the new nation’s capital and most populous city, it never dominated the filmmaking landscape to the same extent as Paris and London. That said, Berlin has remained an important centre for filmmaking activity in Germany. Had the country not been divided into two states after the Second World War, it seems likely that the Berlin–Potsdam area would have remained the most important single region for German film production, as it was in East Germany. As in Italy, the heavy hand of authoritarian control also tipped the scales in Germany after January 1933, especially in terms of the elevation of Babelsberg, although to a lesser degree given the number of important studios already located in Berlin–Potsdam. Other large regional centres, most importantly Munich, were proud of their own identities and histories, and developed their own cinematic infrastructure and identities (such as Bavarian folkloric dialect comedies and Alpine melodramas).
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Figure 5.1 Wheat fields surrounding Pisorno, c. late 1930s, early 1940s. Archivio Centrale dello Stato, Segreteria Particolare del Duce, Carteggio Ordinario 1922–43, b. 1236, f. 509752; Forzano, maestro Giovacchino.

The number of studios in the Berlin region became problematic for the German film industry during the latter years of the Second World War, when the city became subject to intensive bombing raids. In this, it was not unusual; film production infrastructure in and around Paris, London and Rome was also damaged in a similar way – not necessarily because studios were themselves targets, but because they were located close to major population centres or industrial, logistical or military infrastructure. But the war is a telling example of the importance of siting and geography for other reasons. While it was the case that people, techniques and technologies might migrate (see Chapters 7 and 8), studios were rooted in place – they could be expanded, scaled back or closed, but (equipment aside) they could not readily be moved. As national boundaries shifted as a result of the conflict, so countries, regions or cities, and the studios they contained, might suddenly find themselves under the control of an entirely different polity, and so subject to different ideological imperatives, labour controls, economic systems or cultural pressures. The exception to these wartime border changes was Britain (the occupation of the Channel Islands notwithstanding), but even here the requisitioning of studios had an effect on the geography of film production.

In the second half of the 1930s, the annexation of Austria and parts of Czechoslovakia brought studios in Vienna and Prague under German control. During the war, studios in conquered territories such as the Netherlands, Denmark and parts of France were forced to operate under the rules laid down by the Nazi authorities. Vichy France remained nominally independent, and the studios situated along its Mediterranean coast, which attracted refugees fleeing Paris, were able to resume work earlier than those in the capital. However, after the invasion of the southern zone by the German army in November 1942, studios at Marseille came under Nazi control and following a ten-month period in which the Italian occupying forces were in charge, so did those at Nice. Following the collapse of the fascist state in the summer of 1943, Mussolini established, under German auspices, the Italian Social Republic at Salò. With many Italian studios now either unusable or in Allied hands, the new government instigated the conversion of Biennale facilities in Venice into a makeshift studio (see Chapter 4). Venice was believed to offer a safer haven for film producers, especially compared to Turin, home of the long-established Fert studio, which was more industrialized and so subject to extensive Allied bombing raids.12

The restoration of something akin to ante bellum national borders saw most studios return to their pre-war owners. In Germany, however, the division of the country into different occupied zones continued to determine the conditions and systems under which filmmakers worked. Many pre-war German studios were located around Berlin in what became the Soviet zone, subsequently coming under state control in communist East Germany. In the west, the Geiselgasteig facility in Munich was in the American sector, where the occupying power, or at least its film industry, appears to have been ‘less interested in indigenous German productions’ than selling its own features into German cinemas.13 One commentator noted in 1948 that although the territory it controlled had more studios than any of the other Western allies, the United States was ‘quantitively less ambitious’ than Britain, whose production industry was created pretty much from scratch, much of it centred in Hamburg (see Chapter 3).14

What their varied wartime experiences makes abundantly clear is that questions pertaining to siting and location of studios are inherently political – and therefore dynamic. As borders and boundaries change, film studios are affected. The view out of the studio gate and into the shifting realities of the world beyond was dependent on where, and when, the observer was standing. The studios of Paris and Nice had very different wars, those of East and West Germany very different Cold Wars. Decisions about which British facilities should be turned over for food storage or aircraft manufacture, and which could carry on making films, were determined by distances of just a few miles.

Urban studios

Many early European film studios were urban in setting. As they increased in size, and moved into purpose-built facilities, many studios moved towards the periphery of cities from more central locations, although many, especially in Paris, continued to operate in built-up areas. More rurally located studios were less common, although not unheard of. In Germany, Bendestorf was situated outside a built-up area, although even here it was only 30 km or so from the major urban centre of Hamburg.

There were advantages to locations that were either urban or urban-adjacent. Cities offered studios access to pre-existing buildings suited to conversion to film production, pools of skilled, unskilled and manual labour, financial institutions, publicity agencies, the popular press, transport networks and opportunities for location shooting, making use of historic buildings and modern cityscapes. Cities were also important markets for films, especially after the advent of permanent bricks-and-mortar venues. The worlds of film production and exhibition frequently overlapped in the early decades of the cinema, in terms of both personnel and commercial enterprises, so it is unsurprising that studios were located in urban environments, as this is where many of the cinemas were. In Rome the key figure behind the construction of the city’s first studio was Filoteo Alberini, who owned the Cinema Moderno in the city centre and wanted to produce his own films to reduce reliance on imported entertainments.15 London’s variety theatres were quicker to move over to all-film programmes than were provincial venues; the flourishing of studios in the city might, in part, have been spurred by local demand for moving pictures.16

Because they constituted larger markets and offered economies of scale, cities and other urbanized areas were usually early to install the kinds of capital-intensive utilities and technological infrastructures that underpinned commercial filmmaking practices. Rural areas built similar infrastructure, but by the time they did so many studios had put down roots in urban localities, were imbricated within their commercial and labour networks and were therefore less willing to move – or, at least, move far. Transport, telephone networks and water supply are key examples of such infrastructure; not built specifically for the benefit of the production industry, but central to its operation. Electricity was, though, the most important. As studios evolved, and as sunlight gave way to artificial illumination, access to a regular supply of electricity became a prerequisite of film production. Cines, Rome’s first film studio, was constructed in 1905 in Appio, then on the edge of the city, shortly after the area was connected to the electrical grid. Both the studio and the electricity that powered it constituted important symbols of modernity and change in this sparsely populated district.17 Geiselgasteig, twelve kilometres from the centre of Munich, would have been less attractive as a location for a film studio if it was not already served by electricity from the town of Grünwald, of which it was a suburb.18 Testament to many studios’ reliance on the local public supply is also found in the substations found at sites such as Joinville in Paris or the BIP facility at Elstree.

Newspaper and trade press reports frequently discussed and provided photographs of studio electrical plant, and made excited pronouncements concerning the amount of ‘jus’, ‘juice’ or ‘saft’ consumed by the lights, cameras and equipment used by filmmakers.19 In 1939, Cinecittà consumed 1,270,000 kWh of electricity, a total which, if accurate, accounted for approximately one-fifteen-thousandth of all the current generated in Italy that year.20 Electricity bills could be huge, and at Welwyn the local power company offered a special ‘studio rate’ in the hope of attracting filmmakers to the town, understanding that the amount of power used by any studio would make this strategy worthwhile.21 Of course, it was possible for studios to produce their own electricity. In Britain, generators were more likely to be found at larger studios in less central locations such as Denham, Pinewood and Shepperton, although Ealing installed three oil-powered Ruston and Hornsby engines in 1931 after managers failed to come to an arrangement with the Ealing Corporation about discounting what was believed might amount to an annual £70,000 bill.22 In Italy, the use of generators was more for location work (as was the case in all countries), although they were used at the studios established in Venice after 1943 because the city’s power supply was insufficient for filmmaking, and also in the post-war period when the grid was unreliable.

Cities offered easy access to trades and businesses vital to the film industry. These ancillary trades sometimes predated the film industry, and sometimes emerged to service it. In Joinville, Jougla, which manufactured photographic cameras and plates, and the Pathé printing factory had operated in the Polangis district since 1901 and 1906 respectively, years before the arrival of the first studio. An examination of Pathé’s production documents from the 1930s and 1940s highlights the systematic use of local merchants and craftsmen, many of whom made their living – at least in part – from the film industry.23 From suppliers of fabrics and haberdashery for costumes, to furniture rentals and supply of plants and greenery for sets, to copy work for the script department, the studios in Joinville, Francœur, Épinay and Buttes-Chaumont relied on experienced local merchants and artisans. Some specialized craftsmen (sculptors, painters, plasterers) established workshops close to the studios for which they worked ad hoc, helping regular staff in moments of intense activity. Before he became director of Billancourt in 1934, Marc Lauer was the head of a small decorating business located a stone’s throw from the studios for which he initially worked on a freelance basis. In Rome, laboratories and specialized services grew to serve the film industry. The film printing and developing companies Fotocinema (later Boschi), SACI and Tecnostampa were all located in Appio, near the Palatino, Scalera and Cines studios. Numerous dubbing facilities, including Fono Film, Fono Roma, Fotovox, GDB and Itala Acustica, mushroomed across the city during the 1930s.

Clusters servicing the production sector frequently built on pre-existing commercial, technological and industrial networks, but were often catalysed or eventually dominated by it. While a cluster, or significant elements of it, might remain avowedly local in nature, those that extended beyond a studio’s immediate vicinity also fed into studio siting practices. A ready supply of actors, processing labs, or publicity agents made a region more attractive to filmmakers. These ancillary services grew as studios made use of them, making them even more useful to filmmakers. Such a virtuous circle would also explain why even when new studios were built at the periphery of cities, rather than in more central locations, they tended not to stray too far. With a few exceptions, cities or regions where studios were located in 1930 were not dissimilar to those where they were found in 1920 or 1960. While the need in the post-war period to build up West German filmmaking infrastructure prompted the construction of new facilities at places such as Göttingen or Hamburg and environs (and also West Berlin), this process was a product of unique national and political circumstances.
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Figure 5.2 Aerial view of Göttingen studio, 1950s (undated). Städtisches Museum Göttingen.

The failure of attempts to break the geographical inertia of the film industry in post-war Italy, France and Britain is perhaps more instructive. Titanus’s plans to expand their studio empire by opening a new facility in Sicily in the early 1960s never came to fruition,24 whereas independent attempts to erect new studios in Milan foundered on the rocks of Italy’s Rome-centric production culture which brought about opposition from various pressure groups, including representatives of the powerful film trade association ANICA.25 As discussed in Chapter 6, the proposed location of the ambitious Mougins project, which would have seen a new studio built near Cannes in the late 1940s, was deemed incompatible with the generally centralized nature of French production infrastructure. In Britain, meanwhile, the lack of locally based actors and equipment suppliers, and the cost of transporting and accommodating technicians and crew made Torquay, in Devon, essentially unviable as a studio location despite an acute shortage of production space in the post-war period.26 Although it survived far longer, the Pisorno studio in Tuscany suffered from similar logistical difficulties, and experienced a slow decline in the 1950s and 1960s, having struggled to recover from the damage it suffered during the war, a difficult post-war transition and from the lack of institutional support. Never able to attain economic self-sufficiency, the studio declared insolvency in 1959 and limped on until the 1970s under Carlo Ponti.
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Figure 5.3 Lift of the Francœur Studios in the early 1930s. © Fondation Pathé.

As films became more ambitious, many of the spaces within which they were made grew. As land in cities was expensive, urban sites were frequently cramped. Some studios found innovative ways to expand their operations while remaining in the city – building up rather than out. In Paris, both the François 1er, situated near the Champs-Elysées, and the six-level Francœur studios were arranged vertically. At the latter, a trapdoor in the floor of the largest stage opened onto the workshops below, allowing sets and props to be hoisted directly to where they were needed, while a 10 m x 4 m goods lift moved equipment and materials.

After the coming of sound and the financial boost provided by quota legislation, most of the largest new British studios were built close to, but just outside, London. The Gaumont-British facility, one of the biggest in the country following significant extensions in the early 1930s, was unusual in that it remained in Shepherd’s Bush. Constructed ‘in the form of a modified skyscraper’, stages, workshops and dressing rooms were stacked above each other.27 Four lifts – two for passengers, two for goods – elevated people, sets, cars and occasionally cattle,28 between floors and up to the roof, 90 feet above street level. Such layouts, while ingenious, were not particularly efficient and remained rare in comparison to horizontally oriented designs (see Chapter 6).

Compact sites also had an impact on studio organization and working practices. Workshops might be narrow or awkwardly shaped, and their small size might force construction teams to work in shared spaces such as courtyards which could, as a result, become cluttered. As the silent era ended, the proximity of noisy workshops to sometimes inadequately sound-proofed stages became problematic, and parts of the Gaumont studio in Paris were rearranged to keep carpenters, mechanics and printers as far away as possible from the newly installed microphones.29 Lack of space also resulted in other inefficiencies; some sets had to be stored off site and transported to the studio when needed, or kept in the studio’s yard, which risked damage by exposure to climatic factors and made their reuse or adaptation less likely.

While some centrally located studios did not have backlots, those that did often had only limited space compared to larger, newly constructed facilities in peripheral locations. Moreover, when urban studios constructed new or expanded existing buildings, backlots were further reduced in size. After Pathé erected new sound stages at Joinville in the early 1930s, it was forced to rent land in neighbouring Champigny-sur-Marne so that it could erect outdoor sets and shoot exteriors.
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Figure 5.4 The backlot at the Pathé studios in Champigny-sur-Marne near Joinville, in the early 1930s. © Fondation Pathé.

At Billancourt, land earmarked for use as an extension to the town’s cemetery was leased by the studio from the municipal authorities.30 This lot was used to construct the sets for Hôtel du Nord (1938); by 1950, rows of graves covered the site where, on a bridge crossing the canal created for the film, Arletty delivered her most famous line: ‘Atmosphere, atmosphere, do I look like an atmosphere?’ At Islington, some sets were built on the flat roof over stage 1. These included a street scene for Michael and Mary (1931), through which one of the stars drove a car, some 80 feet above street level.31 At Teddington, buildings were designed so that their exteriors could be used as sets; the wall of the carpenters’ shop resembled a street of shops and houses, while the façade of the sound stage erected in 1936 appeared as a palais de danse in They Drive By Night (1938) and a hotel in They Met in the Dark (1943).

It was difficult for studios to control their immediate environment. In the silent era, proximity to noisy infrastructure hadn’t mattered. Land in such positions was comparatively cheap, and easy access to public transport was a benefit. With the coming of sound, this changed: noise and vibrations from industry and transport spoilt takes and played havoc with filmmaking. Railways and tramlines could be particularly disruptive. In the early 1930s, trams running outside the Cines studio in Rome squealed loudly enough to disrupt sound recording in stage three.32 The Tempelhof studio in Berlin was adjacent to a railway line where trains passed by every two to three minutes, and Ufa reportedly placed ‘a guard on the roof … who gave a signal every time a train approached. This avoided the thunderous noise from interfering with the farewell kiss of diva Lutzi Mutzi’.33
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Figure 5.5 Tempelhof studio aerial shot 1935. AKG Images.

Less common, but no less problematic, were airports. The increase in air traffic witnessed during the course of the twentieth century provided an opportunity for filmmakers to adopt a more international approach as personnel could move quickly between different countries. Cinecittà, for example, was located close to Rome’s Ciampino international airport, with this proximity helping to facilitate partnerships with foreign companies interested in filming in Italy.34 Although the 1925 incident in which a plane crashed into Berlin’s Staaken studio, converted from a Zeppelin factory and erected alongside an airfield, appears to have been unique, there were more persistent disadvantages for studios located close to airports. This was certainly true in Berlin, where both Johannisthal and Tempelhof were built on land affected by aeroplane noise. In 1920, Johannisthal opened in the former Albatros-Werke military aircraft factory, which had closed after the Treaty of Versailles forbade Germany from developing its air force. With the coming of sound, Tobis, which operated the studio after 1930, reached an agreement with the airfield in an attempt to prevent planes flying over the facility, with a red-and-white basketball net raised to inform pilots when filming was in progress.35 In Britain, the Film Producers Group of the Federation of British Industries wrote to the Air Ministry in 1935 to request that pilots keep as far away from studios as was practicable,36 and towards the end of the decade a notice was painted on the roof at Worton Hall in Isleworth advising those with an aerial perspective that it was a film studio.
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Figure 5.6 Aerial view Worton Hall/Isleworth studio, with message to planes visible on roof. © Historic England. Britain from Above.

As airports became larger and busier, the problem was exacerbated. In 1947, London Airport’s management promised to issue maps to pilots instructing them as to the location of the eight studios situated within six miles of its runways, some of which claimed to be losing hundreds of pounds a day to delays caused by ‘aircraft interference’.37 That at least some of these studios continue to operate to this day indicates that such problems were not insurmountable, but they added additional complexity, and cost, to the operation of certain filmmaking facilities.

The industrial economies of many European cities posed similar problems. Babelsberg studio was part of, and largely surrounded by, the largest industrial hub in the state of Brandenburg, with what would become the Ufa facility initially housed in a former artificial-flower factory. Although this building was considered to be ‘prestigious and functional and spacious enough to house the entire production including workshops, prop rooms and offices’,38 it was also hemmed in by workers’ tenement blocks, an iron foundry, a chemical factory, an asbestos producer, textile weavers, a gramophone record manufacturer and, most significantly, Orenstein & Koppel’s massive locomotive works. During the silent period, the proximity of such industrial buildings had primarily affected shooting on the studio backlot where, for example, chimneys had to be kept out of shot.39
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Figure 5.7 Orenstein & Koppel factory. Image: Benno Orenstein, 1913.

The transition to sound, however, brought about a change of attitude, and Ufa’s executive board minutes noted:

We should negotiate with the [municipal authorities] to encourage them to prevent any businesses or activities in the vicinity of our studios which could disturb [our] work through noise or vibration.40

It is doubtful whether such a request had any real effect. Orenstein & Koppel alone employed hundreds of metal workers, turners and engineers, many of whom lived in adjoining streets in buildings owned by the firm, while the factory’s position next to Drewitz station enabled carriages and engines to be transferred straight onto the railway tracks. The Ufa studio had instead to find ways of coexisting with its neighbours, designing and insulating its new sound stages to counter noise and vibration produced by the heavy industry next door.

In Italy, it was as part of an attempt to protect Cinecittà from similar problems that a ‘cinematographic industrial zone’ was created around the studio by means of law no. 927 of 29 May 1939.41 This and subsequent legislation was intended to prevent the construction of other buildings or factories close to existing or planned filmmaking facilities if they were deemed incompatible with, or had the potential to hinder, the studio’s operation and expansion.42

In Britain, London was plagued by ‘pea soupers’, dense winter smogs comprising naturally occurring fog and industrial particulates. These were so insidious that they could force their way inside studios, where they reduced visibility, spoiled takes, delayed schedules and increased costs. It was only when greater investment was made in British studios that solutions were found that allowed year-round production. These included the installation of air-conditioning plant and the construction of new facilities outside the London fog-zone. These new studios formed a semi-circular ring to the west of the city to account for prevailing winds.43

What emerges, then, is a picture in which the infrastructure of filmmaking was forced to negotiate, sometimes uneasily, with the urban environment. Although both the industrial city and the film studio were symbols of modernity, and city life was of great interest to filmmakers, it did not follow that urban spaces were unproblematic locations for film production. The development of the industry, both in terms of the ambition of the films produced and technologically in terms of the transition to sound, forced film producers to re-evaluate the relative values of different sites. Subsequently, many new studios were erected on land at the edge of, or just beyond, the city, in the liminal spaces of what might be dubbed the ‘Goldilocks’ zone: close enough to the city to access its benefits but far enough away to escape some of its disadvantages. Though geographically linked to more rural environments, such studios most often remained tethered to nearby cities. It is for this reason that Dino de Laurentiis’ facility, known as Dinocittà, can be discussed as a Roman studio even though it was located beyond the boundaries of the city.
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Figure 5.8 Planimetry of industrial film zone c.1949, Archivio Centrale dello Stato, Fondo Antonio Valente, rotolo 309.

The urban periphery

The use of more peripheral or semi-rural locations as sites for the erection of film studios predates the First World War. To take just two examples, the Saffi-Comerio studio (later Milano Films) built on the outskirts of Milan in 1911,44 and the Neptune studio at Elstree, which opened in 1914. In addition to an absence of some of the negative features of truly urban locales, peripheral sites offered filmmakers distinct advantages: clean air, wider vistas, unimpeded light – the latter especially important in the days of glasshouse studios. The most important advantage was space. Studios at or just beyond the edge of a city were often larger; land was cheaper and was easier to acquire in bigger plots. The Geiselgasteig site was approximately 90 acres (37 hectares); Cinecittà, 145 acres (59 hectares); Denham, 165 acres (65 hectares).

By contrast, Paris’s urban studios were notably more compact: Éclair at Épinay-sur-Seine was just 2 hectares, with Joinville and Saint-Maurice smaller still. Larger plots could accommodate more, and bigger, stages, workshops and exterior water tanks. As a consequence, they could produce more ambitious films, even if the costs of keeping larger studios afloat meant that they were not necessarily more economically successful than smaller concerns, especially during turbulent periods.
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Figure 5.9 When erected, Cinecittà was situated on the outskirts of Rome (1936–7). Alinari archive, LLA-S-000632-0006.

In Britain, Denham was one of a number of large studios established around London, including BIP/ABPC and Amalgamated/MGM-British at Elstree (40 and eventually 90 acres, respectively), Shepperton (60 acres) and Pinewood (48 acres). The last two of these, and Denham, were erected on greenfield estates surrounding country houses, continuing a trend that dated back at least as far as 1914 with Worton Hall in Isleworth. The number of such estates coming onto the market increased in the early decades of the twentieth century for reasons including higher taxation, changes to the British agricultural economy and the reduced political influence of the landowning class. Properties beyond the city were also situated beyond the London fog zone, allowing for year-round production.45 In addition to space for the substantial structures that made up a studio, estates also offered filmmakers picturesque, pre-existing buildings and extensive backlots. At Denham, the Fisheries house and its outbuildings appeared in films such as Pimpernel Smith (1941) and The Life and Death of Colonel Blimp (1943); its grounds, boasting ‘almost every variety of English tree’ and more than a mile of river, were used for films such as Treasure Island (1950).46
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Figure 5.10 The Fisheries Estate at Denham, 1921. The house was kept when the studio was built. © Historic England. Britain from Above.

Studios built beyond the city could also afford more convenient and faster access to truly rural locations. Geiselgasteig was erected in ‘an idyllic location … surrounded by the most wonderful scenery of the Isar Valley’ just south of Munich.47 While photogenicity was a bonus, all backlots were inherently valuable, providing space for outdoor sets and allowing filmmakers to easily move inside should periods of bad weather preclude outdoor shooting.

Just as individual shoots were hostages to meteorological fortune, so studios had to account for the climate. The warm Italian climate facilitated exterior shooting and so might have resulted in a culture of film production focused less on the studio. High temperatures outdoors made the cool interiors of Italy’s various stages very appealing, and many were busy in the summer. The Bavarian winter posed the opposite problem. Geiselgasteig installed a heating system that took 30 minutes to warm its stage to 18 degrees centigrade, allowing production to continue no matter how cold it was outside.48 An early solution to London’s fog problem was for British filmmakers to decamp to more favourable climes for the winter; the French Riviera, Spain and Italy allowed uninterrupted year-round production and were regular destinations in the 1920s.49 But Britain’s wet and unpredictable climate also had to be addressed. Purpose-built studios were frequently designed to limit exposure to the weather. At Pinewood a 15,000 sq. ft covered area allowed equipment, props and actors to move between different parts of the studio ‘without ever emerging into the open’.50 New British studios with large backlots also provided insurance against the vicissitudes of the British weather, as on-site location shooting made it easier to find employees alternative work in instances when the heavens opened.

The weather was not the only aspect of the natural world that could disrupt production. Although most French studios remained in urban locations, several were sited in wooded areas (Éclair), alongside rivers (Tobis, Billancourt) or near stables (Saint-Maurice) and in the summer were afflicted by insects, flies and mosquitoes. The noise of these swarms disturbed sound recording. At the Paramount studios in Saint-Maurice, several employees were responsible for chasing away the insects with Fly-Tox, the liberal use of which reportedly made the air almost unbreathable.51 At Babelsberg, songbirds nested in trees on the studio lot, much to the annoyance of sound engineers and the costume department. When the trees were cut down, the birds flocked to the roof of the stages, forcing managers to employ casual workers as ‘human scarecrows’. The job of chasing the noisy birds away was strenuous but reportedly well paid.52 Denham experienced a different kind of avian disruption. When ducks ‘guaranteed not to spoil recording with their clamour’ were introduced, they soon ‘perished miserably – pursued by the swans [that lived on the river] and held relentlessly underwater until drowned’.53

The erection of studios in more peripheral sites was part of a wider process of urban development, in which cities grew, in terms of both area and population, during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The area covered by London doubled in the twenty years after 1919, with new suburbs spilling out in all directions.54 Maps and aerial photographs from soon after Stoll’s Cricklewood studio opened in 1920 show a site beyond which lay fields and undeveloped land (although some residential streets were already laid out). By the end of the next decade, much of this open land had been given over to housing and industrial enterprises. Cricklewood was hardly a backwater – the Stoll facility was converted from an aircraft factory and bordered by railway and tram lines – but this still constituted rapid change. Indeed, after new studios had opened even further beyond London’s traditional boundary, Stoll tried to persuade producers to ‘return to town’ to make their films, stressing the advantages of its studio’s now urban location.55 Cricklewood’s charms proved insufficiently enticing and the studio closed in 1938.

The arrival of a studio at a site on the edge of or outside the city could encourage additional development. In Tuscany, the Pisorno studio was established as part of a wider project of modernization which saw the small settlement of Tirrenia transformed, via the construction of roads, public buildings, holiday camps and transport and logistical infrastructure, into an international tourist destination.56 The studio was a crucial component of this scheme, and was promoted as such under Ponti’s ownership.

In Britain, initial 1935 plans for Pinewood show that, as part of the same ambitious development, as many as 550 new houses were to be built by Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd.57 It is not clear whether a parade of shops intended as part of the scheme was ever realized, but by 1937 the influx of new residents resulted in the local council allocating £450 to expand the local school.58 In Rome, the rules protecting the ‘cinematographic industrial zone’ that had been established to protect Cinecittà in the late 1930s were relaxed in the aftermath of war. Rome’s population almost doubled in the twenty-five years after Cinecittà opened; there was a pressing need for housing and the land surrounding the studio became too valuable to dedicate solely to filmmaking, especially because transport infrastructure serving the studio also allowed residents to commute into the city. During the 1950s and 1960s, the suburbs came to surround the studio, bringing with them many of the problems that protective legislation and Cinecittà’s peripheral location had sought to prevent. Post-war Roman film studios tended to be built at the edge of the growing and often chaotic metropolis; Elios-Titanus (1951) and Franco Cristaldi’s Videa (1962) were located on the via Tiburtina, east of Rome, and in Prima Porta, north of the city, respectively. Bordering the Grande Raccordo Anulare (Greater Rome ring road), which opened in the early 1950s, these studios provided convenient access to central Rome but were positioned far enough from it to provide long-term sustainability.59 In Milan, the pattern was similar. Earlier film studios in the city were located in the central districts of Bovisa (Milano Films) and Barona (Icet), but in the late 1950s and early 1960s the new Icet-De Paolis facility (a.k.a. Cinelandia) was built in Cologno Monzese, an industrialized suburban town on the Milanese periphery.
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Figure 5.11 A new train route was built to connect Tirrenia and its studio and Pisa. Alamy.

Many locations at the edge of the city retained a semi-rural feel even though the construction of a studio stimulated development. In Britain, the Buckinghamshire village of Denham would probably have been swallowed up by London’s relentless expansion but for the passage of greenbelt legislation in the late 1940s, whereas the Second World War forced the abandonment of plans to extend the London Underground to Elstree which would have prompted further residential development in an area where the presence of several filmmaking concerns had already brought about population growth. The studio at Geiselgasteig was built on a former country estate and formed part of an exclusive suburb developed in the decade or so after 1900.60 The suburb interspersed wooden Alpine chalets and ornate mansions with boarding schools, rustic country inns and spa resorts. It was marketed as an ‘exquisite destination for those desiring an escape from the city’ and a ‘heavenly location’ promising ‘beautiful forests, country walks [and] mountain views’.61 When combined with Grünwald’s determination to maintain its independence from nearby Munich,62 the same physical characteristics that made the area appealing also went some way to protecting it from urban encroachment: the river Isar (and the steep slopes of its valley) to the west, the Perlacher and Grünwalder forests to the north-east, east and south. Indeed, it was probably the case that the studio posed a greater threat to the pristine environment of the town than vice versa. There were ambitious plans in the 1930s to expand Geiselgasteig into a filmstadt functioning as a monument to the Nazi regime. The centrepiece of architect Theo Lechner’s proposal would have been a neo-classical rotunda with a diameter of 200 metres and a base of 30,000 square metres. Like Grunwald’s castle in previous centuries, this enormous structure – at least twice as tall as other studio buildings – would surely have dominated the economy and imagination of the neighbouring town, essentially claiming the municipality as its fiefdom.63 Few of the planned structures were ever realized except an administration building, an editing suite, and the beginnings of a large studio that was to be completed only after the war had ended.

Transport

The largest European studios liked to promote themselves as self-contained ‘film cities’ or ‘film colonies’, but they were far from self-sufficient. While they could build sets, make props and develop films on-site, the materials needed for these processes, and the people to make them happen, had to be imported into the studio. Film studios were voracious consumers of raw materials. In 1933 the World Film Encyclopedia noted that each year ‘100,000 square yards of plywood are used in the Ufa workshops [at Babelsberg] and an equal amount of linen; not to mention 40,000 square yards of planking, 600,000 feet of lathwood and moulding, 300 tons of plaster, 6,000 square feet of glass’.64 In 1947–8, the Universalia film company, then using the studio facilities of the Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia, was reported to have consumed 2,318 cubic metres of wood, 25 tons of nails and other iron materials, and 14,786 square metres of jute cloth – enough to cover the Colosseum four times over.65 The means by which filmmaking material was transported to the places where it was consumed were therefore crucial to studio operations.

The arrival and eventual disposal of so much stuff could cause pollution and congestion on local roads and so had an impact on surrounding neighbourhoods. A mature oak was transported to Elstree on the back of a lorry for use in Under the Greenwood Tree (1929), but on arrival it was found that it wouldn’t fit through BIP’s gates and the police were called to sort out the ‘complete traffic block’ that resulted.66 In Paris, trucks regularly shuttled between the Pathé company’s Joinville and Francœur sites, moving equipment, sets, costumes and furniture from the former studio’s workshops and storage facilities to the latter’s sound stages. To make it easier to manoeuvre and unload lorries in the narrow streets of Montmartre, a large door was added to the side of the building, in rue Cyrano de Bergerac, which was slightly wider than rue Francœur. Most French studios had different entrances for staff and visitors, on the one hand, and materials and accessories on the other.


[image: ]
Figure 5.12 Back door of the Francœur Studios on rue Cyrano de Bergerac. © Fondation Pathé.

European studios were also frequently the destination for materials imported via international supply chains. Many of the essentials of filmmaking – filmstock, lights, cameras, sound recording systems – were transported between countries making use of global trading routes and financial systems. This was also true of materials and resources that were not the exclusive preserve of film producers: balsa wood from South America was used to build props; oil from the Middle East or America to fuel generators and power trucks transporting equipment for location shooting; sugar from the Caribbean to manufacture ‘breakaway’ glass; copper from central Africa to manufacture electrical wires and cables. These trade networks were, of course, dynamic, and the ease with which they could or needed to be accessed by the studios operating in each of our four countries was dependent upon a combination of domestic and international factors, not least nationalist ideologies, political realignments, statist corporate structures, protectionist importation taxes, war, conquest and decolonization. As outlined in more detail in Chapter 8, the German film economy decidedly pivoted towards Axis allies during the Second World War and in the East towards other Warsaw Pact countries in the post-war period. The desire for greater self-sufficiency in Italy during the fascist period, for instance, brought about greater investment in the production of materials used by film studios. Whereas Cines, the first Italian studio to be converted to sound production, was acoustically insulated using US-made Masonite, later facilities were sound- and fire-proofed using domestically manufactured Eraclit or Vetroflex.67 The Second World War was particularly disruptive. British studios found it harder to import wood, resulting in a greater use of plaster when making props. Petrol was also in short supply, and in December 1941 actors working on La Duchesse de Langeais (Wicked Duchess, 1941) at the Buttes-Chaumont studio travelled to work on a wood-gas powered pick-up truck full of potato sacks because it was easier to get a permit to transport supplies than people.68

Workers made their way to the studio by a variety of means. Some lived close enough to walk or ride; bicycle shelters and motorbike sheds were erected at studios such as Joinville, Cinecittà, Johannisthal and MGM-British (Elstree). Many other studio employees made use of public transport.
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Figure 5.13 The bike shelter at Joinville studios. © Fondation Pathé.

Such journeys were easier in urban or suburban locations where studios were often closer to bus or tram stops or railway stations. In Paris, many studios were accessible by Metro: line 9 ran close to Billancourt and line 1 close to François 1er and Studios de Neuilly, while two lines (11 and 7bis) served the Buttes-Chaumont studio. In Rome, tram route 18 ran alongside the Cines studio while Cinecittà was at the end of the STEFER (Società delle tramvie e ferrovie elettriche di Roma) tramline which was built to serve the studio and opened just a few months after it.69 In Bavaria, Peter Ostermayr noted that transport was one of the reasons he established his studio at Geiselgasteig: ‘There were good tram connections with the city [Munich], and with the train one could get quickly to the mountains for location shooting’.70
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Figure 5.14 Bavaria Filmplatz tram stop, 2023. Photo: Tim Bergfelder.

Gaumont-British’s studio in west London was located five minutes’ walk from the Shepherd’s Bush Market and Goldhawk Road underground stations, while in the immediate post-war era three trolley-bus services (the 611, 641 and 683) ran along New North Road which bordered Gainsborough’s Islington facility.71

Less central, locations could result in more challenging journeys. In Paris, taking the tram (route 54) from Place de la Trinité to the Épinay studios might take 90 minutes,72 while it could take an hour to get to Joinville from the city centre. This latter trip involved taking metro line 1 and then tram number 108, a service that brought ‘a noisy and bizarre’ – and socially stratified – crowd to the studio.73 The Babelsberg studio was situated between two suburban commuter train lines which provided access to the population centres of Berlin and Potsdam, which were approximately 25 and 10 km away, respectively. Although there were regular direct trains from Berlin to the station of Drewitz, within walking distance of the studio, the journey from central Berlin would still have taken almost an hour. While one studio worker reminisced about a ‘comfortable journey through the Grunewald forest’,74 set designer Erich Kettelhut, who started working at Babelsberg in the early 1920s, was less positive:
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Figure 5.15 The 457 bus arrives at Pinewood in Full Screen Ahead (1957). Fair use.

in the first days the commute from Schönhauser Allee station [in central Berlin] to Babelsberg felt like a whole day. It took me one and a half hours from my home to get to Ufa, that means three hours of wasted time each day.75

In Britain, Pinewood was famously inaccessible – seemingly ‘four miles away from everywhere’, as one journalist noted.76 Those working on the night shift were especially vocal in their discontent.77 To reach Pinewood by public transport from central London, one had to catch either the Metropolitan or Piccadilly line to Uxbridge before switching to the 457 bus.78 This latter service, which took about 15 minutes, was only introduced in February 1937. Before then, a private studio service, ‘tickets punched P.S.’, brought workers from the station.79 Private transport was also laid on in Paris to shuttle workers to studios from various points in the city. ‘Enormous coaches [made] their journeys, day and night’ to the Paramount studios at Saint-Maurice from the company’s offices on rue Meyerbeer, while buses also took workers, and sometimes members of the press, to Épinay80 and Joinville.

Accessing film studios via public transport was so important because rates of private car ownership in Europe were comparatively low. In 1935 there were, per 1,000 people, 49 cars in France, 45.2 in Britain, 16.1 in Germany and 9 in Italy. For comparison, the rate in the United States was 204.5.81 These numbers increased thereafter, although the war, and associated petrol shortages, slowed growth and restricted usage, even for those who had become used to travelling by private motor vehicle.82 Yet as late as 1959 there were still only thirty-two cars for every 1,000 people in Italy,83 and two years later more than two-thirds of British households remained carless.84 That said, the increased ‘motorization’ of European societies in the interwar period – that is, greater private car and motorbike or motor-scooter ownership85 and more freight being transported by lorry or truck – resulted in, and was catalysed by, greater investment in highway infrastructure. This reduced journey times and increased comfort. The opening of the AVUS motorway between Berlin and Potsdam in 1921, for example, made Babelsberg far more accessible by motor vehicle, while in Britain Denham’s position next to the North Orbital Road was similarly beneficial.

Car ownership was not uniformly distributed. Wealthier sectors of society were more likely to own a car, meaning that below-the-line labour was more likely to be reliant on public transport than were producers, production company executives, directors or cinematographers. Stars were often ferried to the studio by car each morning, the luxury of privacy and comfort a symbol of their elevated status. Access to a car, and the personal mobility it represented, could be a matter of life and death. When the Photosonor studios were bombed in December 1943, actors and directors were able to drive to safety while their poorer colleagues were forced to take refuge in a trench dug to serve as an air-raid shelter. Thirty-seven people were killed.86 There is, though, ample evidence that many different kinds of studio employees drove to work. Some studios provided parking spaces for cars. In Britain, this was more likely for purpose-built facilities located at the edge of, or beyond the city. Here, plots were larger and space could be turned over to parking. Moreover, such studios were less well served by public transport. Aerial photographs demonstrate that the ad hoc arrangements of the 1930s were formalized and expanded in the post-war period. When what became the MGM-British studio at Elstree was de-requisitioned at the end of the war, it was provided with a dedicated, paved car park – something that does not appear to have been considered necessary when the studio was constructed in the late 1930s. By the mid-1960s, Pinewood’s four car parks could accommodate some 300 vehicles.87 By contrast, at Cricklewood studio, hemmed in by housing, industry and railway tracks, there was no on-site parking; anyone driving to work had to park on the street.88 Cars were also parked outside the Paramount studio in Paris, where luxury vehicles signalled the presence of international stars and aroused the curiosity of neighbours in what was a quiet residential suburb.89

Studios as neighbours and in the community

All film studios had, and were, neighbours. While those located in urban areas were surrounded by numerous different types of property, even studios that occupied more isolated sites bordered land used for non-filmmaking purposes. Consequently, film studios entered into complex relationships with the places that surrounded them, seeking to minimize the impact that their neighbours had on their working practices. Simultaneously, studios needed to negotiate with their neighbours. Studio working practices could have significant ramifications for immediate localities, with the precise nature of any impact determined by what surrounding land was used for. Studios located near factories or transport infrastructure, for instance, would be less likely to endure complaints about noise than those in residential areas, while the pollution produced by those in the city would perhaps be less noticeable than those situated in more peripheral or rural areas. Nevertheless, filmmaking is an industrial process, and even small studios produced substantial quantities of noise, light and chemical effluvia. Film prints might have ended up in cinemas across the country, or around the world, but the waste and pollution generated by film studios were concentrated in specific places, and as such constituted a very real concern for local populations.

The construction of studios could be noisy, dirty and disruptive. At Babelsberg, the rush to get the soundstages of the Tonkreuz operational meant that work continued around the clock for two months in 1929.90 While it is difficult to know how much disturbance this caused in an area that was already home to several industrial concerns, the studio was hemmed in by the villas and gardens of Neubabelsberg to the north-west and workers’ tenement blocks in Nowawes to the west and these might have been inconvenienced by the building process.91 When the Gaumont-British studios in Shepherd’s Bush were expanded in the early 1930s, ‘special traffic arrangements’ were instituted every time a steel girder arrived on site. The new studio also required more electricity and water than existing local utilities could provide, so roads in the area were dug up so that cables and pipes could be laid, disrupting traffic.92

The impact of external noise on film production is discussed elsewhere in this chapter, but it should be remembered that sound travels in two directions. The story that Deutsche Bioskop were forced to relocate from central Berlin to Babelsberg after repeated complaints from neighbours about fire alarms being activated by the heat from electric lights is likely apocryphal,93 but it was certainly true that film studios could be very loud. This was particularly problematic if private houses were in close proximity. The generator in the courtyard of the Pagnol studio in Marseille was so loud that people living in neighbouring properties had to close their windows while it was being used.94 In Britain in 1935, the Fox-British studio in Wembley, north London, received complaints from Mr Arthur Guy Enock, who lived next door. He insisted that, despite his wearing ear plugs, ‘the noise of a circular saw, hammering and the sound of an aeroplane engine which was used to give effects for a film’ was disturbing his sleep. Enock repeatedly visited the studio in the middle of the night to request they be quiet. Fox-British undertook not to work between 11.00 pm and 7.00 am.95 Some studios were careful to warn the local population to expect noise, especially if it was of a kind likely to cause distress. In December 1930, the Éclair company posted notices in the town of Épinay:

In order that the population of Épinay should not be alarmed, it was informed that on 6, 7 and 8 January 1931, military sequences would be filmed in the outbuildings of the Éclair cinema property, that filming could last until 10 p.m., and that during these three days shots would be fired.96

This was not the only occasion on which Éclair corresponded with Épinay’s mayor to inform him of filmmaking activities that might disturb or worry residents of this quiet residential town. In Britain, prop mortars fired during the making of Red Beret (1953) at Shepperton landed beyond the studio’s boundary. The police were called and found that nearby greenhouses had been damaged.97 In Fascist Italy, there was sometimes a less consensual approach to the local population. When the crew of City of Song/Die singende Stadt (1931), directed by the Italian Carmine Gallone in German and English versions, shot sequences on location in the Marechiaro district of Naples, ‘a thickly populated neighbourhood [in] the noisiest city in Italy’, the government assigned ‘a contingent of Fascisti troops … to aid in preserving absolute quiet’.98

The daily arrival and departure of the studio workforce could also have an impact in the local community. While many localities quickly adapted to the tide of humanity that flowed to and from the studio, or barely recognized it in the first place, there were times when it was harder to ignore, such as when a film employed a lot of extras. One of the first films Gaumont-British made at its G.-B. City facility in Northolt – an 84-acre site acquired for shooting exteriors when the outdoor stage atop the Shepherd’s Bush studio was found to be impractical and inefficient – was King of the Damned (1935). The film was set in a Caribbean penal colony, and each morning a horde of as many as 2,000 ‘fiendish looking gents who had dispensed with razors … thundered down the village main street casting leers through the windows and scattering the early risers in terror’.99 While such a description is obviously intended to amuse, it also makes clear the kind of radical changes filmmaking brought to a village that just a few years earlier had only 3,000 inhabitants.100 In France, one visitor to a bistrot near the Billancourt studios observed that it was possible to tell what sort of film was being shot by the costumes and appearance of the extras who ate there: a group of Cossacks strolled off the set of an atmospheric Russian film, soon to be joined by crinoline-clad extras from a film set in the Parisian literary salons of 1830.101

Fires were a common occurrence (see Chapter 9) and, while most likely to affect studio buildings and workers, could also have a detrimental effect on the local population, especially in built-up areas. The fire at the Jacques Haïk studios in Courbevoie in February 1930 was halted before it could damage adjoining buildings, but for a time there were fears that it would spread to a nearby motor works.102 When the Metropolitan studio in Southall was destroyed by fire in October 1936, residents living in houses on the other side of Gladstone Road, which the emergency services believed to be threatened by the blaze, were evacuated from their homes while still wearing their night clothes.103 Nitrate film, the most common type of stock until the 1950s, was extremely flammable and posed a potential danger to public health. When burned, it could explode with very loud and alarming noises. It also produced a toxic gas containing nitrogen dioxide, meaning that firefighters often wore special breathing apparatus when tackling studio conflagrations – a sight that might well have made onlookers fearful for their own health even if they were not in any immediate danger.

So concerned were filmmakers about fire that many studios had their own fire response units and firemen. Geiselgasteig and Babelsberg both had fire brigades, with the latter, known variously as the Betriebsfeuerwehr or the Werkfeuerwehr, extinguishing blazes before Potsdam’s municipal firefighters arrived on more than one occasion.104 In France, where most firefighting services were provided by the local gendarmerie, studios often kept one or two firemen on duty, although their role was often limited to ensuring that employees did not smoke on set or in the workshops and, because such anti-smoking policies were often flouted, collecting and disposing of discarded cigarette butts. These on-site firemen also tried to extinguish fires before they got out of control, as happened at the Tobis studio in Épinay-sur-Seine in August 1937, where employees used an extinguisher to battle flames while waiting for a brigade of thirteen firemen to arrive.105 While primarily intended to protect the studio, and maybe reduce insurance premiums, in Britain studio fire brigades could also be of benefit to local communities. At BIP’s Elstree facility, studio manager Joe Grossman’s well-drilled team, which was later combined with the local brigade, was the subject of numerous jokes in the British film industry, but proved its worth by putting out several fires, including one at a nearby printing works106 and one in 1933 that threatened to engulf the home of producer Herbert Wilcox.107

Most studios had dedicated security personnel – guards, nightwatchmen, commissionaires – to police the boundary between filmmakers and the society in which they operated. They were, however, unable to offer absolute protection from criminal activities. The Gainsborough studio in Islington was described by one snooty visitor as being located in ‘one of the slummiest slums in London’, where ‘grubby little urchins … swarm all over the clean cushions of your car when you leave it outside, imprint impassioned fingermarks on the windscreen [and] run the batteries down by pressing the starter-button with the engine switched off’.108 These same children would also ‘arrogantly demand twopence for “minding”‘ any visiting car, while another visitor noted that failure to pay this informal insurance premium might result in a car being vandalized.109 Bicycles were stolen from Ufa employees in Berlin.110 Other studio-based crimes were more serious. As large employers in what remained, in our period at least, predominantly cash economies, European studios often kept significant quantities of coins and banknotes on site to pay out as wages. In Britain, there were several payroll robberies in the 1950s. One of the most dramatic occurred at Pinewood in November 1953, where thieves used explosives to blow open a safe the night before payday. An unusually busy production schedule at the studio resulted in a bumper haul of £10,000 from 1,050 wage packets.111 Precautions against theft were common. Architectural plans for Denham show that the cashier’s office included a walk-in vault with foot-thick reinforced concrete walls, within which a safe was located,112 while the money paid to extras at the Northolt lot was accompanied by two police cars on its journey from Shepherd’s Bush.113
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Figure 5.16 The BIP fire brigade at the remains of the British and Dominions studio, 1936. Borehamwood Library, Hertfordshire Libraries.

The sheer number of different items used in filmmaking made studios targets for pilfering and theft. This could result in some fairly bizarre crimes, such as when wigs worth 2 million lire were stolen from Rome’s Elios Studio in August 1964, a theft that affected the shooting schedule of a film that had just gone into production, probably Gli invincibili tre (3 Avengers, 1964),114 or the theft of artificial flowers worth 15s 6d by a nightwatchman at Ealing in 1941.115 During the war, shortages of many products and consumer goods resulted in items stolen from studios being sold into the black market. At the Buttes-Chaumont studios in France, thefts became so frequent that studio manager André Cottet began searching employees as they left work. One, photographer, Robert Joffres, was found with 1.6 kg of nails in his bag – reportedly ‘enough to set up a large film set for half a day’ – which he claimed, not entirely convincingly, he intended to use to fix his wardrobe. Joffres was sentenced to one month in prison and fined 200 francs.116 Eugène Santa, in charge of purchasing for the Billancourt and Neuilly studios, was accused by several employees of trafficking in copper wire, some of which he sold to the Germans.117 At the end of the war, considerable amounts of valuable studio equipment went missing, especially in places that changed hands in chaotic circumstances. In Germany, Soviet troops ransacked studios – the Western Allies, meanwhile took control of intellectual property including patents on colour film and television – while in Italy equipment was allegedly hidden by Italian film workers so that it could not be removed by retreating Nazi forces.118 Despite so often being associated with the production of escapist entertainment, studios could not expect to escape social conditions prevalent in the communities within which they operated.

Having a studio nearby was not all bad news. While employees did not necessarily live in the vicinity of their workplace, studios were important employers. They also increased trade for local businesses such as cafés, restaurants and pubs, and generated tax income for local authorities. While Rome was already an important tourist destination because of its religious significance and artistic and cultural heritage, the presence of film studios, especially during the post-war ‘Hollywood on the Tiber’ period, added further glamour to the city and made it more attractive to international visitors. Many Parisian studios stayed long enough on the same site to put down deep roots, and came to represent significant proportions of economic activity in the areas where they were located. In 1935 a journalist from Cinémonde wrote ‘Joinville. Everyone is talking about cinema; everyone lives off this new industry more or less directly: from the worker who is a grip on the sets, to the baker who supplies bread to the studio restaurant’.119 The close links that developed between studios and a locality’s population, economic fabric and municipal authorities were especially important in moments of crisis for the film industry. In 1936, the French production sector experienced the first major strikes in its history – filmmaking ceased and studios were occupied. The population of Joinville immediately sided with the striking workers, not least because so many inhabitants had relatives or neighbours who worked in the film industry. Support took the form of food, assistance for families left without an income, and personal, often small-scale, contributions to solidarity funds. After a week of occupation, employees at Pathé unfurled a large banner on the studio’s façade which read: ‘Thank you to the shopkeepers of Joinville for their help’.120 Similar solidarity was expressed in 1951, after the Franstudio group announced plans to close its Saint-Maurice, Place Clichy, Joinville and Francœur studios and dismiss all employees. ‘Comités de Défense des studios de Joinville et Saint-Maurice’ were formed and on 15 November, a rally in support of the studio workers was held at the Joinville-Palace cinema, where technicians, actors and workers mixed with the local population directly concerned by the future of the studios.121

The relationship went both ways, however, and studios sometimes came to the aid of local people in the event of a disaster. After a bombing raid on the night of 20–21 April 1944 destroyed many apartment buildings in the La Chapelle district of Paris, the local mairie requested that workers from the nearby Francœur studios assist in clearing the rubble. Pathé’s management released employees from their normal duties, and in the months that followed, several local children who had lost their parents in the attack were welcomed free of charge at the studio canteen every Thursday lunchtime.122

If relationships between studios and their immediate localities in France were often characterized by cordiality and mutuality, this was not always the case in Britain, where in some instances the film industry was regarded with a degree of suspicion. Although national legislation was intended to stimulate the development of British filmmaking infrastructure, and although advocates for the production sector were adamant that central government should issue a ‘circular to local authorities [encouraging] the grant of all possible facilities for British films’,123 such actions were not always welcomed at the local level. The growth prompted by the construction of a studio could result in the expansion of civic infrastructure – police, fire hydrants, schools, telephone exchanges – all of which needed to be paid for and so might result in an increase in local tax rates.124 Hostile attitudes towards film studios were most evident when new infrastructure was proposed and local residents and authorities were given the opportunity to voice their opposition. A 1928 scheme to turn Brighton into ‘the centre of the British talkie-film industry’ drew the ire of the city’s church leaders, one of whom prophesized that

it will reduce Brighton to the level of another Hollywood. Scandals attributed to Brighton will be flouted in every paper in the world, and we shall be looked upon as one of the most immoral towns in history … filled with pretty girls aspiring to film fame. And when they fail to find work – as many of them will – they will turn in despair to something worse.125

By contrast, Brighton’s council was keen that the proposed studio be built, believing that it would be an economic boon for the town; it was also supportive of later attempts to construct new filmmaking facilities.126 Yet elsewhere in southern England, local authorities were left aghast at the prospect that hordes of film industry types would besmirch an area’s reputation or threaten property prices and social cohesion. In Esher, Surrey, the local council fought off repeated attempts to erect new studios in the town, and even opposed the building of a studio in a neighbouring district, claiming that such a development would be in ‘direct conflict’ with its preferred vision of Esher as a genteel community full of prosperous commuters.127 While not all districts were hostile to film studios, the British production sector sought where possible to keep local people on-side, for example by providing costumes from their wardrobe departments for use in pageants and amateur dramatic performances,128 sending stars to open village fetes,129 or allowing employees to use leftover studio materials to make Christmas presents for local children.130

The situation in Germany was different again. The affluent suburb of Neubabelsberg, near the Ufa studio, was home to a number of high-ranking film industry figures, including the actor Gustav Fröhlich, the boxer Max Schmeling and his actress wife Anny Ondra, and the film stars Lilian Harvey (who emigrated in 1939) and Sibylle Schmitz. Following the Nazis’ rise to power in 1933, many Jewish film industry personnel were driven into exile, compelled to abandon their homes in Neubabelsberg or sell them below market rates. One of these was the director and executive producer Alfred Zeisler who had worked at the Ufa studios since the early 1920s, directing films such as Der Schuss im Tonfilmateiler (The Shot in the Sound Film Studio, 1930) and producing the French language version of Viktor und Viktoria (1933). Facing arrest by the Gestapo, Zeisler and his wife, the Dutch actress Lien Deyers fled Germany in 1935. The Zeislers’ residence in Neubabelsberg was confiscated and became the home of Marika Rökk, one of Ufa’s biggest musical stars in the 1930s and early 1940s, who hung a picture of Adolf Hitler in the house.131 Actor Brigitte Horney also moved into a previously Jewish-owned property, designed by the architect Hermann Muthesius for the factory owner Fritz Guggenheim.132 By 1936, Reich Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels began to consider ambitious plans for redeveloping the studios at Babelsberg into a showcase ‘film city’ that was intended to act as a production facility and a hub for leisure, creative education and training, and an example of eye-catching fascist architecture (more on the latter in Chapter 6). Goebbels found an eager collaborator in the person of Heinrich Thiele, city treasurer of Potsdam, who had a vision of remapping and gentrifying the traditionally working-class and radical district of Nowawes which surrounded the Ufa studio.133 The first step in this process was the merging on 1 April 1938 of Nowawes and Neubabelsberg into a new city called Babelsberg. As Almuth Püschel has argued, this amalgamation was ideologically motivated, both eradicating the Slavic and ‘un-German’ name Nowawes, and recentring the community on the new ‘Ufa city’ and away from the industrial district and its associations with left-wing politics and organized labour.134 That the studio was the means chosen to perform this role speaks to the importance of film to the National Socialist project, but also the way in which the film industry was conceptualized in Germany in this period – as a tool of the state. Yet the state would not have been able to attempt to utilize the Ufa studio in this way had the facility not constituted so visible a landmark in the social, cultural and economic geography of the district that surrounded it. It was only because the studio – as a reality, a prospect and an idea – was so securely imbricated within Nowawes and Neubabelsberg that it might be used by local (and national) officials in an attempt to achieve their political objectives.

While individual instances of support for, concern about or manipulation of film production infrastructure at the local level are frequently fascinating, what is more important is that they force us to acknowledge that film studios had significant impacts on the specific places where they operated. Studio boundaries were porous; people, influence, money, ideas – all could cross them, for good or ill, in both directions. As such, it is vital that we recognize film studios as local as well as national and transnational phenomena, and that the symbiotic relationships they established with the communities within which they were located constitute a crucial part of their varied histories.

Conclusion

That many of the studios discussed in this book continue to operate to this day suggests that their locations were either wisely chosen, or that any disadvantages associated with them have been overcome. This is not to suggest that a studio’s location is unimportant, but rather it is one of a number of factors that contribute to ultimate success or failure. In France, Germany, Italy and the United Kingdom, studios have become imbricated within communities and vital to their economies and identities. But the sites of film studios often linger in the physical and mental geographies of a locale even after film production stops. Legacies of industrial pollution need to be addressed; land at Denham had to be decontaminated before it could be repurposed.135 Studio buildings are put to new uses, some of which speak to a site’s history of film production. Yet even when a studio ceases operations or is razed to the ground, its memory can live on. The residential Gaumont Terrace and Gainsborough Court stand on the same site as, and serve as commemorations of, the Shepherd’s Bush studio; Rolf Meyer Weg in Bendestorf ensures that the founder of the town’s studio continues to be remembered. But even when names associated with the history of a specific studio aren’t used, the ghosts of film production can still animate a site. In Paris, the allée des Frères Lumière in Saint-Maurice forms part of the redevelopment of the former Paramount studio, even though the brothers never worked there, while an alleyway known as the Cours du 7ème Art can be found where the Buttes-Chaumont studio used to stand.

Film studios are not natural phenomena. They have to be made to happen, and are built in locations which might have been chosen for a number of reasons – for instance, proximity to useful services or distance from disruptive neighbours, the accessibility of manmade or natural environmental features, good transport links, or even just availability. But the choice of a site informs the way in which studios function throughout their operation; it is not the case that once a site is chosen, location ceases to matter. Just as a studio might evolve – an adjoining plot might be acquired, new buildings erected – so the land that surrounds it changes in ways that can affect working practices. Location and geography are integral elements of every film studio’s story. Film studios were not passive features in the landscape; each one entered into an intimate and mutually meaningful relationship with the place that surrounded it.
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Film studio architecture and design

Sarah Street, Tim Bergfelder, Sue Harris, Morgan Lefeuvre and Carla Mereu Keating

Film studios are, first and foremost, architectural spaces designed to support numerous functions depending on location, size, design and personnel. Jacobson has described studio architecture as ‘the always present but rarely visible frame that lies just beyond the visual field’, while also noting that it has played ‘a key, but rarely acknowledged, role in the history of filmmaking’.1 By taking architecture and infrastructure as foundational determinants of studio activity in different national contexts, this chapter examines and compares studios, both established and new builds, and how these structures responded to technological challenges and political transformation during three tumultuous decades. The changing imperatives for studio design in the 1930s, particularly following the adjustment to sound, required planning for a new sonic landscape that affected the studios’ material fabric in profound and long-lasting ways. The different varieties of studio designs are examined to consider what was emerging as the ‘ideal’ studio configuration, how existing studios were adapted during the period as well as the priorities of entirely new complexes. Although some studios were never built, knowledge about them contributes to a fuller understanding of those that were constructed, and of aspirational cultures surrounding studio architecture.

Silent era studios

The starting point of our investigations is 1930, but it is useful to consider the existing film studio landscape as it had developed during the silent era. How studios responded to the profound impact of sound cinema depended on the capabilities of established structures, whether they could be adapted for sound or whether it was more appropriate to build entirely new complexes. In 1930 studios in the four countries were in varying stages of development, and this influenced their architectural profiles as the design challenges they presented became more complex. While studios would develop affinities with dominant architectural styles such as modernist functionalism, in the first years of cinema they were less overtly marked as powerful symbols which projected messages about their role in a particular locale.2 With a few notable exceptions, as detailed below, renowned architects were not generally attracted to work on studio commissions until the 1930s.

A common early approach was to adapt existing buildings with large spaces suitable for silent film production. In Britain, studio construction in the late 1920s was in its infancy, and very few studios had been built from scratch. Building restrictions imposed after the First World War meant for some time existing structures were converted to film studios.3 The most typical trend was to adapt buildings such as a skating rink, an old railway electricity room, ballroom or former wartime factory for film production.4 Buildings most suitable for repurposing were large structures, such as the Islington studios (1919) which became Gainsborough Studios (1924). In this case, an electric power station, ‘with its immense vaulting, its well-conceived electrical systems, and the scale of its floor space, was happily designed in the light of its subsequent adaptation to the specific requirements of film production’.5 Materials built in the workshops were transferred to the stages via special elevators. The relatively central London location in Poole Street, on the south bank of the Regent’s Canal, required the studios to be compact.
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Figure 6.1 Gainsborough Studios sectional diagram, Bioscope, 12 December 1928: 102. Alamy.

Whatever their origin, studios needed to provide sufficient space to house stages, often of different sizes, to accommodate different types of production. Gainsborough’s vertical layout, a model that was later applied for the Gaumont-British sound film studios described in the next section, was however unusual.

Most other British studios were located outside the central London urban area, as detailed in Chapter 5, where workshops and other facilities were most conveniently placed on site, preferably not too far from the stages where completed sets and equipment were used.6 It became common for studios with plenty of available ground space to be more spread out and planned according to horizontal dimensions, and use was made of their exterior lots. Apart from studios located 15 miles outside London at Elstree and Borehamwood, the lack of geographic concentration meant that activity was, however, fractured. The British film industry’s economic problems in the 1920s halted any expansion which might have driven new studio builds with high-profile commissions for architects working in highly regarded styles.

By contrast and reflecting the film industry’s relatively larger size, in Germany established architects became involved in studio design at an earlier stage.7 (See Table 6.1.)

In the first decades, when the use of repurposed spaces such as factories and later the construction of glasshouses was the norm, studios were primarily designed and furnished by film companies, aided by local engineering and construction firms about whom little information survives. It was only in the 1910s, and with development away from the use of pre-existing spaces towards bigger, more complex, and purpose-built structures, that the role of the architect became more prominent. One of the first architects to design a German studio was Bruno Buch (1883–1938), a specialist in industrial buildings who in 1913 designed Studio 2 at Tempelhof, Berlin. Josef Heldmann, a locally renowned Bavarian architect who had previously worked on residential buildings, drew up plans in 1919 for the first studio on the Geiselgasteig site in Bavaria, southern Germany.8 While this was a larger glasshouse than many previous facilities, more ambitious plans to build the world’s biggest ‘dark’ studio were being realized at the same time in the Berlin suburb of Johannisthal under the aegis of Willi Hackenberger, an architect and engineer who had been associated with the aeronautical factories that the studio replaced.

Table 6.1 Major German Studios and Architects



	Studio and place
	Dates operating as studios
	Architects and dates of work



	Babelsberg Potsdam
	1912 to present
	Firma H. Ulrich (First glasshouse, 1911–12); Carl Stahl-Urach (1879–1933) (Great Hall, 1926); Otto Kohtz (Tonkreuz, 1929; extensions 1930s), plans by Emil Fahrenkamp (1930s)



	Tempelhof Berlin
	1913 to present
	Bruno Buch (1913); Otto Kohtz (new halls,1930s) 



	Froehlich-Atelier Tempelhof Berlin
	1919–1943
	Glasshouse 1919; sound studio 1930; Franz Schroedter (1897–1968) 1938 



	Geiselgasteig Munich
	1919 to present
	Josef Heldmann (1919); Peter Birkenholz, Theo Lechner, Karl Johann Mossner (1938)



	Johannisthal Berlin
	1920–1991
	Willy Hackenberger (Engineer)



	Tobis-Atelier Grunewald Berlin
	1924–1944
	Repurposed building, new sound studios 1930



	EFA-Atelier Berlin
	1925–1944
	Jürgen Bachmann



	Bendestorf
	1948–2015
	Carlos Dudek



	Göttingen
	1948–1961
	Repurposed building, original architect: Albert Günther



	Real-Film-Wandsbek Hamburg
	1948 to present
	Repurposed building



	CCC Berlin
	1949 to present
	Willi Häverer, 1949, repurposed building; Karl Schneider, Lothar Wroch (two new buildings 1954)



	Wiesbaden
	1949–1964
	Rolf A. E. Ziffzer (1920–95)



	Arca-Atelier Berlin
	1953 to present
	Repurposed building




By the mid-1920s, film studio design became a prestigious assignment, attracting some of Germany’s top architects such as Jürgen Bachmann (1872– 1951) who in 1925 designed the purpose-built EFA studio complex in Berlin’s West End. Bachmann had made his name, often working in collaboration with architect Peter Jürgensen (1873–1954), with Protestant churches and municipal buildings in Berlin such as the iconic Schöneberg city hall. Bachmann’s collaborations with Jürgensen before 1918 had been characterized by a historicist style, the most dominant trend of the late German Empire which attempted to evoke the country’s past with references to Gothic, Renaissance and Baroque architecture. His solo assignments from the 1920s onwards, including the EFA studios, were however committed to modernist principles of functionalism, albeit tempered with elements of Expressionism, as in the use of clinker bricks in façades which became associated with Bauhaus buildings.
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Figure 6.2 Babelsberg – the Great Hall, Ufa. Alamy.

A clinker brick façade was also a prominent feature of Babelsberg’s Große Halle (Great Hall), designed in 1926 for the government-sponsored film company Ufa by Carl Stahl-Urach (1879–1933). The Great Hall marked the first significant architectural development at Babelsberg in more than a decade because of its large size and innovations including a modern heating system.9 Similar to Bachmann’s trajectory, Stahl-Urach’s style had evolved from historicist beginnings prior to the First World War to functionalism and Expressionism. In 1921 he had been hired by Ufa as a production designer on Fritz Lang’s Dr Mabuse, der Spieler, but for unknown reasons left the production early.10 Ufa, however, continued its association with him in other functions, such as leading the rebuilding work and renovation of the Neo-Romanesque Ufa-Palast am Zoo into what was for a time Germany’s largest cinema, and then designing Ufa’s Kammerlichtspiele cinema in the multi-purpose entertainment complex ‘Haus Vaterland’ at Potsdamer Platz. Studios and cinemas thus provided architects with opportunities to innovate with both design and materials which in turn enhanced their professional profiles as well as the status of the film industry.

As in Germany the first film studios in Italy were designed by civil engineers and built by local construction companies, with their initial design expanded in a piecemeal fashion over the years. Engineers involved in early Italian studios include Giulio Barluzzi who in 1919–20 worked on the Appignani and Penotti/ Quirinus Film/Phoebus (later Caesar) studios in Rome; Mario Saccomanni in 1920–1 on the Nova and Bernini Film (later Titanus) studio in Rome, and Guglielmo Olivetti in 1919 on the Fert studios in Turin. These silent studios usually comprised one glass and iron stage but many also included a second stage and services such as administrative offices, dressing rooms, costume and set workshops and storage, carpentry and film processing laboratories. As in Britain, France and Germany, some Italian facilities stood out in the silent era for their size, design and organization. Founded by Alberini and Santoni in 1905, Cines was located in the Appio quarter, then a sparsely populated area in the southern outskirts of Rome. The engineering work was completed by Emilio Albertini and construction works by Francesco Garavellone. By 1907 Cines included two glass and iron stages, and several technical laboratories. Over the years the studio’s irregular trapezoidal walled surface area expanded considerably, overseen by engineers Gino Coari in 1906–7 and then by Vincenzo Jacobini in the 1910s. In early 1924 the third and largest stage (65 m x 30 m) at Cines was built as a ‘dark’ facility made of iron and fibre cement (Eternit). At the time it was the most modern film stage in Italy, equipped with the latest electrical lighting.11

The foreign-owned Photodrama film studios, located just outside Turin, also had a more composite layout if compared to other Italian silent film facilities built around the same time. Acquired in 1914 by American film distributor George Kleine in partnership with Italian producers Arturo Gandolfi and Mario Alberto Stevani, Photodrama’s studio property covered an unusually large area of 33,000 sq. m. These generous proportions permitted a significant exterior lot, as was the case later in Britain when studios built on former country estates often retained historic properties. In the case of Photodrama, a mid-eighteenth-century villa was surrounded by gardens, a pine grove, two glass and iron stages, an artificial lake used for outdoor filming, two wooden chalets and several workshops and laboratories including one for colour and special effects.12

Before the First World War, France was a pioneer in the construction of studios. The stand-alone glass house model erected by Georges Méliès on his family estate at Montreuil in 1897 provided the initial template for the emerging industry, with Léon Gaumont and the Pathé brothers erecting similar glasshouse structures. Although the design rationale for Méliès was quite prosaic and practical (to create a sheltered shooting space that maximized natural light), the Pathé and Gaumont studios displayed more elaborate architectural styles.

The first Pathé studios, inaugurated in 1902 and 1904 in Vincennes and Montreuil, were very similar to that of Méliès, but at the end of 1903 the architect Georges Malo was commissioned to design new facilities. Located on the residential rue du Bois in Vincennes, the new studio was impressive for its size and elegant, high façade, which combined cut stone and glass metal structures, and proudly displayed the company’s name.13 In 1906 Charles Pathé’s main competitor, Léon Gaumont, engaged the architect Auguste Bahrmann to design the Cité Elgé (at the Buttes-Chaumont), a structure more than six times the size of Méliès’ studio which until 1914 was the world’s largest studio. Bahrmann’s efficient workspace for film production involved designing internal pathways and direct passages between stages, workshops and storage, decisions which rationalized pre-production and shooting.14

While France already had a dozen studios in 1914, this figure had doubled by 1929, making the period 1919–29 one of the most intensive in terms of studio construction.15 Paradoxically, however, the 1920s also saw studio promoters abandon their architectural ambitions. In 1919, when they decided to build a new film city near Nice, producers Serge Sandberg and Louis Nalpas commissioned renowned Dutch-born architect Edouard-Jean Niermans.16 A leading exponent of the Art Nouveau style, Niermans specialized in large entertainment venues such as the Moulin Rouge, the Marigny Theatre and the Élysée-Montmartre Theatre; he also designed the iconic Hôtel Negresco in Nice. His designs for the studios were, however, underwhelming in terms of architectural artifice, resembling simple warehouses.

The other studios built or considerably developed during the 1920s were no more remarkable for their architectural innovation. Although the famous architect and set designer Robert Mallet-Stevens participated in the design of the Billancourt studios in 1923, there was no trace of the famous architect’s stylistic audacity in the rehabilitation of this former aircraft manufacturing factory.17

The development of the Joinville studios in 1926–9 was overseen by different architects or companies whose reputations did not extend beyond the eastern Paris area. Among them was the SACI, an industrial building construction company with which the architect Jean Walter was involved. His focus was on making money rather than using the studios to engage with the styles of the architectural avant-garde.18 More broadly, the development of the larger urban French studios, with their site boundaries, remodelling (rather than demolition) of existing buildings and piecemeal extensions, mitigated against a uniform national style of design, even if period-appropriate traces of Art Nouveau and Art Deco persisted here and there, as in Joinville’s electrical sub-station or the elegant glass canopy giving access to stage D.
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Figure 6.3 Aerial view of the Victorine studios in Nice, 1928. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

At the end of the 1920s there was clearly no precise model for the ideal studio configuration. As the above examples have shown, particularly in Germany there was, however, a progressive, integrative trend towards merging striking architectural styles (‘form’) with efficient studio organization (‘function’) as per the modern movement. In Britain, the move away from central urban locations was more conducive to new builds, but these typically took place in the 1930s when the film industry was stronger economically. Italy was also feeling its way in relation to studio design, and the silent era provided opportunities to test which layouts and locations might serve film production most efficiently. In France the centralization of studios in the Paris region influenced their architecture and size. But it was in the 1930s that studio design and organization really began to change, driven by technological change and political exigencies.

The impact of sound

The coming of sound caused a major rupture in Europe’s film studios while galvanizing them in a short period of time to reconfigure spaces and equipment. As detailed in Chapter 7, acoustic conditions needed to be carefully monitored, cameras had to be sound-proofed and ‘sizzling’ arc lamps replaced by large incandescent lamps. Studio walls and ceilings required lining, roofs made airtight, and floors and doors were insulated to reduce noise. Sets could no longer be built on the studio floor while shooting was taking place. As demonstrated by the following examples, which concentrate on the architectural consequences of sound, this caused significant physical disruption to studios but in the longer term equipped them to expand and prosper. In all four countries sound cinema had a clear impact on studio design, and the expertise of architects was essential to assist the transition. In Germany and Italy the architectural symbolism of flagship studios became integral to fascist power regimes.

The sound revolution was a major incentive for constructing new studios when ambitious designs became much more common. In Britain, for example, the new Gaumont-British sound-film studios built in 1930–1 at Lime Grove, Shepherd’s Bush, were designed specifically for the requirements of sound films.19 The new, steel-framed building was designed to use space vertically in a compact manner, an important consideration because the studios were closer to central London than most others. The ground floor was used for dressing-rooms, offices and workshops, and materials were transported using an electronic lift that serviced all floors. The three stages, one large and two smaller, were on the upper floors and the building’s flat roof could be used to shoot scenes in the open air.20

The Gaumont-British studios were designed by S. B. Pritlove, an architect known for Art Deco cinema designs and as co-designer in 1928 of the Art Deco-inspired Holland Park Synagogue in London. Located next to existing buildings, the contrasting streamlined appearance of the new studios’ outer façade with its geometric windows and white-bricked exterior with a base patterned with multicoloured bricks, strikingly resembles Bauhaus architecture and its principles of ‘form follows function’. This is a perfect example of the building’s outer appearance relating to its inner function in the ‘integrated’ conception of tectonic architecture discussed by Frampton as embodying ‘poetic’ construction.21 It is as if a new concept for studios has been announced with a suitably modern appearance, a British variant on the ‘fantastic functionality’ of Hollywood’s early studios.22 Reports of the Gaumont-British studios’ functionality in practice, however, revealed that its vertical organization created logistical difficulties, and deficient soundproofing made it far from the efficient operation its planners had envisaged.23 The studios nevertheless constitute an early example of sound inspiring modernist architectural symbolism in Britain. The building was designed to stand apart from, rather than blend into, its local environment. The generation of architects who worked with Bauhaus émigrés such as Walter Gropius indeed had a lasting influence on British architecture which extended into post-Second World War planning.24
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Figure 6.4 Gaumont-British studios, Shepherd’s Bush, London. Alamy.

At an extraordinarily fast pace of less than a year, German studios were equipped for sound by spring 1930.25 Despite the risks, the larger companies were prepared to take the plunge. During the winter of 1928–9 Ufa commissioned exploratory visits to Britain and the United States to examine the construction and design of their sound studios.26 These detailed the urgency for applying new materials and methods to effect soundproofing. On 10 April 1929 Ufa’s supervisory board was ready to take what Ufa’s owner Alfred Hugenberg judged to be a ‘leap in the dark’, acknowledging that conversion to sound was now an unavoidable requirement if the company was to continue with any future in filmmaking.27 Concerns about Ufa’s financial health in the face of this significant commitment were not unreasonable; the Board’s members were advised that construction of the new sound studio was estimated at 2.75 million Reichsmarks (RM), a significant sum to be added to the cost of converting cinemas.28

Ufa’s supervisory board took notice of the reports about sound film in America and Britain, with Ufa board member Hermann Grieving advising that the unusual cruciform design of the sound film studio at Babelsberg by architect Otto Kohtz (described in more detail in the following section) offered the shortest route between studio and sound recording.29 Fundamentally, this meant that the building’s cruciform shape was determined by the requirements of the Klangfilm sound technology.30 Dedicated listening rooms were ‘located at a height of five meters above the floor on the internal wall of each studio. They are equipped with soundproof, thick glass and enable the sound engineer to observe the recording and simultaneously determine the quality of the sound by means of playback devices, and quickly inform the director whether the recording is successful from the acoustic perspective’.31 This was described by contemporary commentators as ‘the command post for the technical processing of the recording, namely the control room, where, using the mixing board, the sound engineer can control the function of the individual microphones and check them on the loudspeaker’.32 Ernst Hugo Correll, Ufa’s director for production, reporting to the supervisory board in October 1929, suggested that the design was ‘based mainly on original ideas from Ufa: the arrangement of the apparatus, the architecture, the cross shape with the machine heart in the middle, are original ideas from Ufa’.33 In this context Kohtz had to assess the advantages and disadvantages of the various experiences and experiments. In addition, planning was further complicated by Ufa’s uncertainty about its precise requirements.34 But in the end the structure proved to be successful, constituting innovative studio design.

Having adapted Babelsberg for sound production, Kohtz more or less immediately continued to work on the conversion of the Tempelhof studios, Berlin. More so than suburban Babelsberg, the inner-city location of Tempelhof adjacent to the city’s main airport and the tracks of the central line of the urban railway, required careful attention to soundproofing. Prior to construction, measurements of existing aircraft and railway noise were recorded, and while the overall design followed largely the template of Kohtz’s work at Babelsberg, there were more sound insulation panels on the roofs at Tempelhof in comparison with Babelsberg.35 As in his design for the Tonkreuz, Kohtz placed the emphasis on functionality, effective planning, insulating walls and materials, and timely execution.36 This emphasis on integrated design encapsulated the aims of new studios to embrace the sonic future. Although not articulated the same way in all four countries, critical appreciation of new studios and adapted existing structures increased the perception of studio architecture as a national asset.
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Figure 6.5 Tempelhof, Studio 2, in 2021. Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

The introduction of sound in Italian cinema also engendered a significant transformation in the material fabric of film studios. Rome’s silent glass studios were the first to be converted at the beginning of the 1930s over a relatively short period of time. The conversion of ‘dark’ silent stages built at the beginning of the 1920s, usually made of iron and fibre cement, and the construction of new sound stages and related services took place gradually during the 1930s and early 1940s.

Both converted and purpose-built studios relied on similar acoustic treatment to carry out direct sound recording. Enclosed studio environments were soundproofed with novel phono-absorbent, anti-vibration, and fire-retardant materials, developed to protect direct recording of sounds, music and dialogue from noises and vibrations coming from the outside as well as from echoes and reverberations generating inside spacious stages. This physical transformation was concurrent with a gradual increase in the number of sound stages which accelerated when Cinecittà’s first nine stages were built (1936–7), and in the early war years (1939–42) when, despite growing material restrictions, several studios across the country, including Cinecittà, Fert, Pisorno, SAFA and Scalera, improved and expanded their production capacity.

Acoustic insulation aside, spatial configuration was one key difference between old and modern Italian studios. Existing facilities converted to sound usually had a predetermined design and limited room for radical infrastructural and logistical changes. The spatial design of newly built studios could, however, be determined a priori via planimetric choices to incorporate changes in working practices. Pisorno, the first studio in Italy to be purposely built for sound, is a significant example of a wave of studio modernization engendered by the coming of sound. A large 200,000 sq. m. complex, Pisorno was erected between 1933 and 1934 in the newly founded coastal town of Tirrenia in Tuscany. This modern studio included a covered stage area totalling 4,500 sq. m. divided between three stages, one rectangular (50 m. x 25 m.), one cubic and one semi-circular (35 m. x 28 m.), soundproofed and equipped with innovative lighting installations.37 Architect Antonio Valente had studied the use in Britain and France of new lighting rigs: weight-bearing structural frames attached to the reinforced ceiling of the stages and used to support the lighting equipment. These ensured a more rapid movement and positioning of light sources above the entire space of the stage, thus avoiding the risk of damaging the floor or fragile set installations in the process.38 In this case, the architect oversaw the effective integration of new technologies with architecture.

A devastating fire in 1935 led to the closure of Cines in 1937. The opening in 1937 of Cinecittà, a large, modernist studio complex in Rome, is a clear example of the spatial variables generated by the conversion to sound. The planimetric position of shared technical services within the studios was key to achieving the delicate balance between collaboration and self-sufficiency. Auxiliary services were distributed along the studio’s central axis to serve the stages efficiently. Noisy environments associated with set design and construction were located to the right of the central axis, far enough from the stages to avoid acoustic disturbance but not too far as sets and props migrated back and forth. Post-production laboratories, projection theatres and storage rooms were located furthest away from the stage area. Located in between were the key services required for viewing daily rushes and editing. The centralization of many stages and affiliated services allowed producers to efficiently complete an entire film.

Another notable architectural difference between Italian film studios built or converted to sound in the early to mid-1930s and those built later was their construction materials. The autarchic agenda pursued more consistently by the fascist regime after the League of Nations’ sanctions in 1935–36 (as a result of the Italian invasion of Ethiopia), and the subsequent escalation into a global war, redirected film studios’ national and international resource supply chains to Italian raw materials and new chemical products.39 In 1929, for example, Cines’ stages were acoustically isolated using layers of Masonite, a novel process and medium invented in 1924 by US engineer William H. Mason. Cinecittà, soundproofed less than ten years later than Cines, instead used Italian-made insulation materials such as Vetroflex, a type of fibreglass developed in Livorno, and Faesite, a wood compound produced in the Faè factory in the north-east of Italy.40 Caesar’s stages built in the early 1940s were soundproofed with Eraclit, another Italian-made compound of wood and magnesite developed at Porto Marghera, in the Venice mainland.41
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Figure 6.6 ‘Le applicazioni del Vetroflex nella nuova Città Cinematografica di Roma’, Cinema, no. 20, 25 April 1937: 339.

The process of transforming the studio infrastructure in France was similarly rapid and very disruptive; for three years ‘the French studios were just one huge construction site’.42 As sound trumped natural light in studio work, the redesign of sound stages under glass roofs was a key priority: at Saint-Maurice, the glass studio became the décor workshop, while at Tobis ceiling glass was replaced by fibre-cement panels.43 Initial soundproofing materials included straw, cork, and dried seaweed, and then felt, Rockwool, and Cellotex. To eliminate external noise the most efficient technique was to build double walls to create sound buffers. This technique, used in the largest studios Joinville, Billancourt and Saint-Maurice, reduced the usable surface area of the stages. In addition, to avoid too much reverberation of sounds inside the stages, the trend was to reduce their surface area. At Tobis, for example, the new stage created especially for the sound film measured only 210 sq. m., while the large one, initially covered in glass, measured 665 sq. m. Similarly, at Joinville, spaces were split up and rearranged to create an additional stage.44 Noisy technical departments and workshops were relocated further away from the stages. At Tobis, the decor workshop, which adjoined the stage, was turned into a second stage while the carpentry, mechanical and decoration workshops operated in new, purpose-built premises.45

The impact of sound on studio architecture was thus monumental from many perspectives. Sound added a new dimension to the challenges of studio design and use of materials, influencing in all four countries the strategic location of facilities in relation to stages, workshops and surrounding environments. The following section further details how major new structures evolved, particularly in Britain, Germany and Italy, showcasing innovative designs by architects whose skills applied to studios have not generally been recognized as immense, and in some cases lasting, creative achievements.

New studios and their architects

The 1930s saw new, ambitious complexes designed and constructed, most notably in Britain, Germany and Italy. The following examples detail the most striking buildings as studios became visible symbols of film industries’ national importance. As in Germany and Italy, the studio-building culture in Britain benefited from those interested in modernist design, and studios such as Denham were built as beacons of Art Deco to exemplify the ‘form follows function’ ethos of the modern movement. The winning of a commission to design a film studio from scratch was a considerable challenge. While several British studios reflected their architects’ interest in modernist design, there was no consistent signature style across the board (see Table 6.2).

The film industry’s expansion in the 1930s provided further opportunities for architects to design functional studio complexes that exuded modernity and a spirit of creative innovation and enterprise. As in Germany, some British architects also designed cinemas, which gave them the necessary contacts in the film world to secure a studio commission.46 A substantial increase took place so that by 1937 there were twenty-three studios in Britain with a total floor area of 781,202 sq. ft.47 This included extending existing spaces and the opening of three major new studios. Shepperton (also known in its first years as Sound City), located approximately 15 miles south-west of London, was opened in 1932 and designed by Robert Atkinson (1883–1952), who worked in the same architectural practice as A. F. B. Anderson (1888–1968) who a few years later co-designed Pinewood. The studios, with two stages (with five more added by 1936), were built on a 60-acre former country estate and the land included Littleton Park, a seventeenth-century house which remained on the site. Atkinson worked primarily in the Art Deco style used for the White House Lodge he designed in 1931 at Ealing Studios.48 Connell, Ward and Lucas, the architects of Sound City’s extension in 1936, were also associated with International Style/modernist architecture, designing houses and low-cost flats in Britain in the 1930s and known for experimenting with modern materials and forms, using concrete, glass and steel for pared-down modernist works.49 Denham and Pinewood were opened in 1936, and these studios in particular shaped British film production over the next decades; both Shepperton and Pinewood continue to operate as film studios today.

Table 6.2 Major British Studios and Architects



	Studio
	Dates operating as studios
	Architects and dates of work



	Islington/Gainsborough
	1920–1949
	A. Bloomfield Jackson (1920–1) Nicholas & Dixon-Spain (renovations, 1930–1)



	British Lion, Beaconsfield
	1930–1970
	C. W. Glover and partners (1930)



	Borehamwood, Elstree
	1925 to present
	Granger and Leathart (1928, studios on Station Road)



	British & Dominion, Elstree, extension
	1929–1936
	E. Howard and partners (1931)



	Amalgamated/MGM British (from 1948)
	1936–1970
	Architect E. A. Stone (1936), consulting engineer Major C. H. Bell



	Ealing
	1902–1955
	Messrs. Robert Atkinson (1931)



	Gaumont-British, Lime Grove, Shepherd’s Bush
	1932–1949
	S. B. Pritlove (1932)



	Denham
	1936–1952
	Messrs Joseph; labs Walter Gropius (1935–6)



	Pinewood
	1936 to present
	A. F. B. Anderson and H. S. Scroxton (1935–6)



	Sound City, Shepperton
	1932 to present
	Robert Atkinson; Connell, Ward and Lucas (1936 extension)



	Teddington
	1937 to 2016
	A. Stanley Roberts, Naylor and Roberts (1937)



	Manchester
	1947–1954 TV 1954–1975
	Adapted from a Methodist chapel




Denham, located west of London in Buckinghamshire, was designed by Messrs. Joseph, an architectural practice known for Art Deco properties. The studio complex was built on a 195-acre site on an estate called ‘The Fishery’, crossed by the River Colne, north of Denham Village. Denham’s location 15 miles out of London on the North Orbital Road, a new road built in the early 1930s that provided easy access to the capital, created a striking visual contrast with the rural, picturesque Denham Village. The site was purchased by Alexander Korda’s London Film Productions, a company that had attracted financial backing from the Prudential Assurance Company and had its films distributed by United Artists, the American company in which Korda was a partner.50 These credentials associated the new studio with expansion, glamour and international ambition, and that befitted its curvilinear Art Deco exterior around the building’s steel frame. Seen from the front it was a longitudinally designed building on the North Orbital Road called the ‘administrative block’, housing the reception area, dressing rooms, central offices and film review theatres. Korda’s main office was in an old red brick mansion that was close to the river. A covered gallery connected the main building with the stages, the largest of which when viewed from the front appeared as three structures jutting up on a higher level, each announcing one word of the company’s name: ‘London Film Productions’ using a plain, symmetrical monostroke font that reflected the studio’s modernism.
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Figure 6.7 Denham Studios exterior from A Day at Denham (1939). Fair use.

The Architects’ Journal noted how, compared with older studios, the ‘solid construction’ of modern complexes like Denham invited innovative design choices because they permitted ‘a better appearance to be obtained from the elevational point of view; the actual film-making buildings have to be lofty and windowless’.51 In 1932 Messrs Joseph had designed Shell Mex House, an imposing Art Deco building in London, so the style was in keeping with their interest in modernism. Denham similarly stood out as a streamlined example of horizontal proportions in contrast to the unusual vertical structures of Gaumont-British, Shepherd’s Bush and Gainsborough Studios. Jack Okey, American designer of First National and Paramount Studios, also advised on Denham’s plans. Surviving images of its interiors show that spaces such as the lobby, with its tiered upper floor space and curvilinear shaped ceiling, geometric-patterned stairway features at the entrance to the screening theatre, and restaurant with its Art Deco-inspired bar fixture were also marked by modernist, streamlined design principles; they displayed associated materials such as stainless steel and chrome which expressed the studio’s technological sensibility.52

The processing laboratories alongside the administrative block were designed by Walter Gropius (1883–1969), founder of the Bauhaus. Gropius had moved to Britain in 1934 as a refugee from Nazi Germany, following an invitation to work with architect Maxwell Fry in the architecture and town planning firm Adams, Thompson and Fry.53 Gropius joined the Modern Architecture Research Group and worked on designs including an unrealized private housing development in Windsor, and an elegant house in Chelsea for writer and film director Benn Levy and actress Constance Cummings.54 From a creative point of view Gropius’s experience with Denham was not, however, entirely successful. He felt constructing the laboratories had been rushed, complaining that he was not sufficiently consulted by the builders and did not like the result.55 Even though Denham’s Art Deco design is not typical of the exteriors of British studios in the 1930s, its much-publicized construction made it a symbol of the British film industry’s international ambitions.
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Figure 6.8 Denham Studios Art Deco interior, The Architects’ Journal, 3 December 1936: 774. Public domain.

The second major new studio built in Britain in 1936 was Pinewood, located west of London and designed by A. F. B. Anderson, with H. S. Scroxton responsible for architecture and construction. It looked very different from Denham since it was fronted by Heatherden Hall, a Victorian mansion on a landed estate which had been purchased to build the studios by contractor Charles Boot. Like Denham, the planning of Pinewood was informed by American studio specialist Jack Okey. An administrative block adjoined Heatherden Hall, behind which were modern, state-of-the-art facilities. Pinewood’s layout was spacious, with five main stages, its own powerhouse and exterior lot, although in terms of overall space it was more compact than Denham. ‘Covered ways’ facilitated the movement of personnel and materials between stages and workshops, protecting both against inclement British weather. Although Pinewood’s external architecture did not have the same modernist visual impact as Denham, both studios’ interiors nevertheless represented a step-change for such working spaces in Britain.

In Germany, prestigious architects continued to design studios. The most influential was Otto Kohtz (1880–1956), Ufa’s house architect from the late 1920s through to the early 1940s. Kohtz’ career and stylistic development charted a similar trajectory to that of Bachmann and Stahl-Urach, architects active in studio design in the 1920s, which evolved from historicist beginnings via Jugendstil leanings (the German version of Art Nouveau) towards a more functionalist approach. Although some of his pre-First World War designs had engaged with social housing, most of his work after the 1920s comprised luxury domestic residences, industrial complexes, and administrative buildings. His renovation and modernization of the façade of the Scherl Publishing House brought him into contact with press baron Alfred Hugenberg, majority owner of Ufa, which led to his employment at the company. Kohtz’ work for Ufa began relatively modestly with the construction of a prop store in 1928–9. However, his designs for the new sound complex at Babelsberg, the Tonkreuz (Sound Cross), a state-of-the-art accomplishment as noted in the previous section, was built in a record-breaking five months, and hailed in architectural journals as a national triumph: ‘This first German sound film studio design can be regarded as perfect. This assessment is especially valuable because the achievement did not need to follow American examples’.56

Notwithstanding Kohtz’ reputation not only as an architect, but also as an architectural theorist since his 1909 manifesto ‘Gedanken über Architektur’ (Thoughts about Architecture), one architecture critic considered the Tonkreuz to be Kohtz’ greatest professional achievement to date, not least in its innovative approach to the challenges of windowless and soundproof construction.57 The cruciform layout was seen as an ideal solution as it facilitated the seamless integration of soundstages, dressing rooms, offices and technical departments into an organic unit.58 Despite its strikingly unique and streamlined appearance, the Tonkreuz nevertheless integrated well with Babelsberg’s existing infrastructure, echoing the nearby Great Hall with its use of clinker bricks for the outer façade. Following the completion of the Tonkreuz, Kohtz coordinated the renovation and extension of the Great Hall which was completed in 1930.59
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Figure 6.9 Tonkreuz, designed by Otto Kohtz. Alamy.

After converting the Tempelhof studios for sound, Kohtz returned in 1933 to Babelsberg to oversee the construction of an editing and synchronization lab as well as a back projection studio. His design for the production archive to house a film academy for budding filmmakers (the Film-Lehrschau), however, diverged quite significantly from his previous designs for the Tonkreuz. Much more in keeping with the architectural tastes of the Nazi period, the building with its deconstructed columns exemplifies what Roger Griffin has referred to as ‘stripped classicism’, ‘a form of neo-classicism widely encountered in both democratic and authoritarian states throughout the inter-war period, and which can be understood as an alternative strand of architectural modernism co-existing with more overtly avant-garde experiments in reshaping the built environment’.60

Kohtz apart, another prominent studio architect and manager in the period before 1945 was Franz Schroedter (1897–1968). Primarily a production designer rather than an architect, Schroedter had worked at Carl Froelich’s Tempelhof studio since the 1920s, and refurbished and modernized the studio in 1938. Two years later he was promoted to technical director of the Tobis studios at Johannisthal. In the immediate post-war years Schroedter’s advice was often sought in plans for new studios.61

Similarly, in Italy the 1930s witnessed a decisive phase in studio development. Although the silent studios which were converted to sound often generated enthusiastic press publicity, the engineers who led their infrastructural conversion did not achieve much visibility in the media, and to this day remain unknown. This changed in the mid-1930s when all modern sound studio projects were designed by architects, a trend which reflects the studios’ increasing structural and logistical complexity (see Table 6.3).

Two architects are particularly significant for their work on Italian film studios. The Friulian architect Gino Peressutti (1883–1940) is probably the figure most readily associated with the field. Peressutti started his training and career in north-east Italy, and he spent the 1910s in Vienna where he was influenced by the late Art Nouveau style (known as Stile Liberty in Italy). In the 1920s he was entrusted with important religious and urban planning projects in Padua.62 Cinecittà is the only architectural project in Peressutti’s career associated with the cinema industry or the arts in general, but it was monumental, and designed as Europe’s largest filmmaking complex. The ideal of an uncluttered and orderly modernity which regulated human activities featured prominently in publicity surrounding Cinecittà’s construction.63 Branching along a central axis with six main groups of buildings, the regime’s ‘cinema-city’ had the ambition to be a rational studio model where multiple production crews could coexist organically without disturbing one another.64 This stylistic trend suggests a relation between Cinecittà’s practical, industrial nature and its symbolic, political dimension. In the interwar years, the state-run mass media industry played a key role in disseminating at home and abroad the image of a country being effectively (re)built and modernized by Fascism.65 Cinecittà was one of the many large-scale architectural projects initiated and sponsored by the fascist government in the interwar years.66 It became one of the most powerful symbols of Italy’s cultural modernity, placing Italy and its film industry on the global map well beyond the years of the regime. The institution of the ‘industrial cinematographic zone’ in the early 1940s in the area comprising Cinecittà, the CSC and LUCE is also testimony to the importance of planning for growth from the onset. Another key to Cinecittà’s longevity was the exceptionally large land estate which for many years was protected from residential speculation. This permitted the studio to expand by doubling the number of stages in use in the 1940s and 1950s. After the 1960s, unused portions of Cinecittà’s vast backlot were sold off to residential and commercial development to pay off the studio’s escalating debt, allowing the studio to survive periods of significant financial crisis.67

Another significant figure behind the structural and aesthetic modernization of Italian film studios was Antonio Valente (1894–1975), a prolific architect, stage and film set designer and costumier. Adhering to the Futurist movement and vanguard theatre in the 1920s, he spent some formative years in Paris and Berlin before completing his architectural studies in Rome. In 1932 Valente was asked to co-design with Adalberto Libera, a key figure in the Rationalist movement, the Chapel of Martyrs. This was one room in the Exhibition of the Fascist Revolution, a propaganda event celebrating the ten-year anniversary of Mussolini’s rise to power.68 After the official legitimation that came with this commission and his work as set designer in the fascist propaganda film Camicia nera (Black Shirt, 1933), Valente designed Pisorno.

Table 6.3 Major Italian Studios and Architects/Engineers



	Studio and place
	Dates operating as studios
	Architects and Engineers and dates of work



	Cines
	1905–1937
	(architects who converted the studios to sound unknown)



	Caesar (later Scalera and Titanus)
	1914–1950s
	(architects who converted the studios to sound unknown)



	Pisorno, Tirrenia
	1933–1969
	Antonio Valente (1933–4)



	Cinecittà, Rome
	1937 to present
	Gino Peressutti 1936



	Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia, Rome
	1941 to present
	Antonio Valente, Pietro Aschieri (Giuseppe Capponi) 1936–41; Antonio Valente (expansion 1947–8)



	LUCE institute, Rome
	1937 to 1960s
	Clemente, Andrea Busiri Vici, Rodolfo Rustichelli



	Elica Film – De Paolis, Rome
	1942 to present
	Antonio Valente



	Ponti-De Laurentiis (also known as Vasca Navale)
	1940s to 1950s
	Unknown



	Scalera (Giudecca), Venice
	1942–1957
	Mirko Artico



	Fert, Turin
	1919 to 1950s
	Engineers Guglielmo Olivetti; Ferdinando Cantore (expansion works 1942)



	SAFA, Rome
	1930s to present
	Antonio Valente (expansion works 1942–43)



	OFS (former Sicania), Palermo
	1940s
	Paolo Bonci (1945 reconstruction)



	Icet, Milan
	1940s to 1950s
	Unknown



	Videa
	1962 to present
	Unknown



	Dino De Laurentiis (Dinocittà), Rome
	1964–1972
	Engineer Ernesto Uva; first team replaced by architect Antonio Malavasi (administration buildings), engineer Luciano Del Bufalo (stages and ‘industrial’ buildings), engineer Cestelli Guidi (reinforced concrete projects), construction works led by engineer Cherubino Serafini (1962–4)




Pisorno’s elegant yet simple design was characterized by clean, geometrical lines and wide curvatures which gave dynamism to the buildings while avoiding ornamental detail. Its exterior and interior design followed the precepts of the Rationalist movement, an Italian avant-garde movement inspired by other international modernist movements such as the Bauhaus, Gropius and Le Corbusier. Rejecting the Novecento movement’s emphasis on ornamentation and appeal to classical tradition, Rationalism favoured a functionalist approach to architecture and its materials.69 The areas of activity were organized functionally and spatially to allow several films to be shot at the same time. Alongside the filming spaces, Pisorno included its own in-house costume shop, comprising a large wardrobe, hairdressing and make-up rooms; carpentry and property warehouses; sound and photographic laboratories; projection rooms; film development and printing areas; storage rooms; administrative offices; garages and a restaurant.

Pisorno’s bold, uniform look featured some modernist metalwork in the upper terrace and in the interior staircases and corridors. A Mediterranean identity is easily recognizable, for example, in the delicate colours chosen to paint the stages’ exterior walls and studio façades (a tonal palette that ranges from white to shades of terracotta), and in the palm and pine trees that lined the studios’ gardens and walking paths. Other film production venues such as the CSC (co-designed, expanded and renovated by Valente) and LUCE, built during the war years, featured ornamental detail using Italian ceramics and limestones (Roman bricks and travertine).70
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Figure 6.10 Pisorno’s main entrance. © Touring Club Italiano, Alinari Archives.
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Figure 6.11 Inauguration of the Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia, 1940. Alamy.

During his long career Valente converted and/or expanded four other film studios in Rome (see Table 6.3) and was chair of the scenography section of the CSC until 1968, when he resigned in the wave of student contestations raging across the country. He also designed many theatres and cinema venues in Rome and across the country between the late 1920s and late 1960s.71

In contrast to developments in other European countries, the 1930s was not a period of innovation in architecture and studio design in France. Although the Bauhaus had a definite influence in the field of architecture and the decorative arts, the most celebrated French modernist architects – Charles Delacroix (1877–1956), Auguste Perret (1874–1954), Le Corbusier (1887–1965), Robert Mallet-Stevens (1886–1945) – did not design any film studios.72 In a dossier published in 1938 on film studio architecture, the names of architects of various studios in London, Berlin and even Prague or Budapest are mentioned, but not even one of its ten pages is devoted to French studios.73 The ethos behind studio construction was that the space was a functional tool in the service of film production, not a showcase for a film company. This was the role of the cinemas, the real flagships of the big companies. While Gaumont and Pathé had their own architects (Henri Belloc for the former, Eugène Bruyneel for the latter), their efforts were entirely focused on building prestigious cinemas such as the Gaumont-Palace (1931), or the Marignan-Pathé (1933) on the Champs-Élysées.74 And when Bruyneel designed an elegant Art Deco façade in 1944 for the renovation of the Pathé studios in Joinville, which were destroyed by fire in 1940, it never saw the light of day.75 When distributor and exhibitor Jacques Haïk decided to build studios in Courbevoie in the spring of 1929, he was on the rise and looking to become one of the heavyweights of French cinema. Although he built iconic Art Deco cinemas such as the Rex in Paris, his studios resembled simple warehouses. Table 6.4 gives an overview.

During the 1930s French studios nevertheless underwent a new phase of expansion. Some were considerably enlarged, such as the Saint-Maurice studios which were radically transformed at the instigation of Paramount (architect unknown). New studios were established in premises originally intended for other uses. Sound stages were installed in a former car manufacturers’ premises (Studios de Neuilly, 1932; Studios Pagnol, 1938); in the outbuildings of a casino (Studios de Royan, 1937); in an antique dealer’s storage buildings (Studios François 1er, 1935), or in various warehouses (Studios Jacques Haik, 1930; Studios Photosonor Courbevoie, 1931).76

Built in successive phases, according to production needs and with no overall vision, French studios, even the most efficient, look rather chaotic, a haphazard accumulation of highly heterogeneous buildings. Symbolic of this architecture, which never seems to have fully embraced modernity, are the elegant nineteenth century villas that stood proud in a landscape of plain industrial hangars at the heart of most of the cinema complexes built on the outskirts of town. The properties – and park land – of wealthy citizens were attractive to studio developers because of the space, the light and the distance from the city. In many cases, the stylish villas were retained and became the administrative or technical centres of the complexes: the Villa Lewinsky (Joinville) and the Villa de la Victorine (Nice) housed studio management, while the Villa de la rue des Réservoirs (Saint-Maurice) and the Villa Saint Joseph (Épinay, Tobis) housed the sound department, and a range of other technical services in the case of the latter (editing, production offices and a projection room). Their elegant façades were sometimes used as sets for films shot in the studios.

Table 6.4 Major French Studios and Architects



	Name and place
	Dates operating as studios
	Architects and dates of work



	Gaumont (Buttes-Chaumont in Paris)
	1905–51 (for the cinema) 1952–74 (for television)
	Auguste Bahrmann (1905–29)Maurice Chatelan (for the 1953 TV studios)



	Pathé (Joinville-le-Pont)
	1910–91
	Auguste Denis – a masonry contractor (1923–6)SACI – an industrial construction compagny (1926–8)Eugène Bruyneel (1929–47)



	Paramount (Saint-Maurice)
	1913–1971
	Nachbaur frères (1913)



	Éclair
	1908 to present
	The Établissements cinématographiques Éclair had their own architecture department.



	Tobis / Filmsonor / Éclair (Épinay-sur-Seine)
	1913 to present
	Adapted from a retirement home (no information on the architects)



	Studios de Billancourt / Paris-Studio-Cinéma (Billancourt)
	1923–1995
	Les ateliers de Bondy, a steel construction company (1927)Georges Bouzou (1930)



	Studios de Boulogne (Boulogne-sur-Seine)
	1941–1990 (for film production)1999 to present (for television)
	Pierre Fauny (1949)



	Francœur (Paris)
	1926–1992 (as a studio)1999 to present (as a film school)
	Thomas, Pavot & Cie architects (1926)Yves Lion (1999)



	La Victorine (Nice)
	1919 to present
	Édouard-Jean Niermans (1919)



	Pagnol studios 
	1938–1962
	Adapted from a car workshop (no information on the architects)




Ideal studios and importance of planning

Many significant and diverse examples of studio architecture were built in Britain, France, Italy and Germany. As we have seen, several were considered flagship buildings which connoted narratives about their form, function and symbolic role in the nation. Studio architecture generated commentaries about the advantages and disadvantages of different structures and facilities. In some cases, studios that were designed, but never built, provide additional insights into the routes which may have been taken should a commission have resulted. Cases of unbuilt studios also indicate prevailing cultural attitudes; in one notable case in Esher, south-west of London, a proposed studio was never constructed – due to local prejudice against the film industry, rather than because it was architecturally deficient.77 As the examples below illustrate, studio architecture was a topic of interest to specialists keen to perfect the ideal design in theory, as well as in practice. Comparative research gave Europe’s studios international profiles which extended beyond national borders. At the same time, as each new studio was planned and, in notable cases, constructed, the enormous capital outlay involved was scrutinized, as well as options for altering aspects which in hindsight had not worked as well as planned.
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Figure 6.12 Aerial view of the Cinéromans studios in Joinville in the late 1920s. © Fondation Pathé.
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Figure 6.13 Alexander Korda and his technical crew filming Rive gauche in front of the Paramount Studios villa in the rue des Réservoirs, March 1931. © Paramount France.

Hollywood’s studios attracted some interest but were far from being a dominant influence. Jack Okey was employed as a specialist adviser in Britain for both Denham and Pinewood, and Italian journalist and politician Luigi Freddi spent two months in Hollywood in the early 1930s, before being made head of the Direzione Generale per la Cinematografia (the government’s film office) in September 1934.78 Vittorio Mussolini, one of Benito’s sons, also visited Hollywood studios in 1937.79 But many of the studios surveyed in this chapter were developed according to their own particular imperatives, be they architectural, nationally driven or led by the availability of locations, expertise, personnel and materials. In many respects Europe’s studios were very different from the Hollywood model which has generated far more commentary and scholarship.

Surveying studio building in Britain, many international commentators reported on Denham’s opening and first years of activity. Journalist and writer Otto Behrens described it as ‘a production facility that could not be more ideally imagined as a blueprint’.80 It was visited by Gino Peressutti when Cinecittà was being designed in the mid-1930s. Both Denham and Cinecittà were modern film complexes located in largely rural surroundings. Peressutti likened Denham to a well-organized, industrial plant with each production stage spread out and accessible via a perpendicular building (the Art Deco structure). Cinecittà, on the other hand, was like a ‘walled and gated miniature city’, with stages located closer together.81 Beyond the geometric façade one encountered a large square with geometric-shaped lawns, palm trees and Mediterranean pinewoods as a coordinating entrance point to the stages and studio facilities; it was an impressive gateway to modern film production facilities.82
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Figure 6.14 Cinecittà’s early model, Architettura, no. 4 (1943): 107. Biblioteca di Archaeologia e Storia dell’Arte, Ministry of Culture, Rome.

French set designer Lucien Aguettand also visited Denham and other British studios in December 1936, writing a long report discussing many of their specifications including floor plans, soundproofing, systems for closing doors and ventilating paint shops. He admired Denham’s ‘beautiful façade’ and how ‘everything was built according to a logical plan whose initial object has been to distribute the various services and premises in the most rational way and for the best use’.83 In anticipation of later criticisms, Aguettand was not so impressed with the organization of equipment, observing a ‘disordered’ accessory store, lack of water supply to the stages and the lack of a pool facility under their floors (necessary if the film required water scenes; an exterior pool was, however, available), while also noting that ‘everything is too new in these studios and everything seems unorganized and incomplete … making economies does not seem to worry the producers of Denham’. The report reflected on the ideal studio while suggesting more immediate solutions for improving existing studios. Referring to Hammersmith Studios, for example, Aguettand wrote: ‘These are silent studios that have been modernized. For this very reason, they interest us because they are similar to our own installations’.84

American cinematographer Ray Rennahan filmed Wings of the Morning (1937), Britain’s first Technicolor feature film, at Denham. He reported more favourably: ‘The newer British studios are quite on a par with any in Hollywood’, often having state-of-the-art equipment, covered walkways and number of large sound stages ‘at least as large as Stage 5 on the United Artists lot’.85 Expensive gamble or not, Denham attracted the world’s attention as no other British studio had done before. Its inner and outer construction was integrated into a studio complex that projected a self-conscious narrative of functionality, streamlined industry and progress. Despite this reputation Denham operated as a fully functioning film studio only until 1952; Pinewood, on the other hand, survived to become the world-leading studio it is today. Some of the reasons for this are explained by the 1940s context as detailed in Chapter 1, when studio filmmaking in Britain underwent key changes in response to the Second World War, successive economic crises, and concerns about the redundancy of studio space.

The immediate post-war years in Britain provided the backdrop for debates on what might be considered an ‘ideal’ studio configuration. In 1944 a report was written by Helmut Junge, son of émigré film set designer Alfred Junge, that was published as Plan for Film Studios: A Plea for Reform.86 Junge compared Britain’s largest studios, Denham and Pinewood, as well as the Amalgamated Studios, Elstree that were being redeveloped, alongside the Warner Studios in Burbank, Hollywood. The report involved reimagining how Britain’s studios might perform best as streamlined, efficient structures which were well situated in relation to their immediate surroundings.

Despite publicity as state-of-the-art, when Junge studied British studios in the early 1940s he concluded that Denham was not, however, ideal.87 In this sense a gap was perceived between its streamlined façade and the interior layout’s functionality. The main problem was that this was very spread out: the workshops, property store, carpenter’s shop, camera and loading rooms were too far from the stages, so that quick and easy transportation of property and equipment was impossible. In addition, the plasterer’s and pattern shops were not close enough to the main carpenter’s shop; while the number of stages was considered good, only two of them were sufficiently large to ensure the best dimensions (length approximately twice the width: 250 x 125 ft.) for acoustics/ sound recording. Although the stages had removable floors, in practice this facility was not used as a means of storing sets which were usually constructed on two levels on rostrums. There were no permanent, coverable storage ‘pits’ which could have stored sets when not in use. Although the powerhouse was considered an asset, its location close to the stages and art department meant these areas were affected by noise and dirt. The centralization of the dressing rooms and offices involved long walks along draughty corridors for those engaged on the stages. This caused difficulties if the stages were rented to different companies, necessitating the erection of temporary dressing or rest rooms on the stages which took up valuable floor space. As London Film Productions became financially unstable, the need to rent out the facilities became acute since this was the most lucrative aspect of studio business. The cutting rooms were also a long way from the screening theatre, adding to the time it took to review rushes. The canteen and restaurant were not central and at opposite ends of the studios, essentially separating technicians from the executives, actors and high-profile visitors who frequented the restaurant.

Junge’s recommendations for the ideal studio involved a redesign of Denham to correct the above weaknesses. A key factor was to improve communication between units and departments so as to reduce delays in production. In this respect Pinewood was considered more efficient, particularly its more compact layout and unit production principle whereby each unit had its own separate dressing rooms, offices and camera room. Junge’s plan involved a new studio grouping based on improvements to both Denham and Pinewood, and a co-located town for studio workers. Although the plan was never put into practice, it signalled a mid-century reflection on how studios had developed in Britain as well as their likely future. While studios continued to be developed and, in some cases such as Elstree and Teddington orientated towards television production, the main era of studio building and expansive thinking around design had passed.

In Germany, plans for ideal studios were also significant markers of the extent to which they had potential for architectural experiment, even if only in theory. Perhaps the most famous architect to have been associated with the design of a film studio in Germany was Hans Poelzig (1869–1936), an architect most prominently associated with expressionism and the New Sobriety movement. His designs included commercial buildings, office blocks, cinemas and university buildings, combining functionalism with dramatic angles, curves and edges. Poelzig had worked in the early 1920s as a production designer, and he was commissioned late in 1930 by the Hungarian filmmaker Arzén von Cserepy to design a studio complex in the south-west of Berlin on an empty terrain comprising 680,000 m2. The surviving plans indicate a twelve-studio complex in a doughnut configuration, which echoed similar circular approaches to contemporary residential housing schemes, as in Bruno Taut’s famous ‘Horseshoe Estate’ (Hufeisensiedlung, 1925–33) in the Berlin district of Britz.
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Figure 6.15 Hans Poelzig unbuilt ‘doughnut’ design. Architekturmuseum der TU Berlin. Public domain.

Poelzig’s plans envisaged encircling facilities for developing, editing and copying film prints and providing space for workshops, prop storage, dressing rooms and other activities related to film production. The plans featured twelve studios, four larger ones measuring 25 x 50 m. in length, and another eight studios measuring 20 x 40 m. However, Poelzig also submitted a second plan which presented a more rectangular design, with less studio space, a more conventional appearance, and presumably at a lower cost. It is not clear which of the two designs was eventually chosen, but in 1933 Cserépy founded the Normaton-Filmgesellschaft and building work began on the site. This was halted soon afterwards, however, when Cserépy was forced to cede the land to the German Air Force which was building an airport at nearby Gatow. Although never built, the designs evidence different approaches to studio design and spatiality which demonstrate a renowned architect’s ingenuity when faced with the challenge of designing a film studio.

By the mid-1930s, the Nazi authorities in Germany had begun to develop ambitious plans for Babelsberg. While Ufa itself had separately asked Kohtz early in 1938 to draw up plans for four additional soundstages, associated workshops and a new canteen, a competition was called to propose designs for a new ‘film city’ (not too dissimilar from the Italian Cinecittà) which, aside from film production related sites, would incorporate a film academy, a city hall, a train station, a post office, the headquarters of the German Red Cross, residential housing, retail facilities, hotels and restaurants.88 The competition attracted the attention of twelve architects from across Germany, including Kohtz, although none of his rivals had any prior experience of film studio design. The winning proposal was by Emil Fahrenkamp (1885–1966), a prolific and successful architect of numerous administrative and commercial buildings across Germany, and arguably best known for his striking Shell building in central Berlin (1930–1). The surviving plans envisaged a neo-classical and quasi-sacral monumentalism to showcase the cultural renaissance under the Nazi regime. On a personal level, the awarding of the Filmstadt contract to Fahrenkamp effectively demoted Kohtz’ role at Ufa, and although he remained associated with the company into the war years, the main decisions were now made by Fahrenkamp and, behind the latter, ultimately the General Building Inspector for Berlin, Albert Speer, and Reich Propaganda Minister Joseph Goebbels. In the end, very few of the grandiose plans for the new film city came to fruition. The German Red Cross Headquarters building was eventually finished in 1942 (and decades later integrated into the University of Potsdam), while the stripped classicism of the Lehrschau building remains to this day an anomaly in the landscape of Babelsberg’s film studio.

Having lost its role as world leader in the film industry, France was dreaming in the 1920s of reviving its glorious past with vast, modern studios. Hoping to create a ‘new Hollywood’ far from the greyness and chaos of Paris, several French industrialists aimed to set up infrastructures in the south of France. This was the declared ambition of the founders of the Victorine studios, which opened in 1919 in an outlying district of Nice prophetically called ‘La Californie’.89 In 1925 the director and producer Maurice de Canonge, who had just spent three years in Hollywood, held a series of conferences and published articles warning of the deplorable state of the French studios and the need to modernize.90 In October 1925 he announced the creation of a cinema city on the Basque coast south of Biarritz. Emphatically referred to as Ilbarritz-Hollywood-Studios, this 6-hectare complex was described as ‘the only cinema town in Europe’, an ‘industrial town with no chimneys, no smoke, no noise, with its belt of flowers, cottages and villas where all the great stars of the screen will come to pass’.91 Yet de Canonge’s Hollywood dream never got beyond the planning stage.

Following the bankruptcy of the major studios in the mid-1930s, the issue of modernizing infrastructure and the need to build new French studios resurfaced. Technicians working abroad discovered other architectures and forms of organization, and reports were published on new European studios: Denham, Pinewood, Pisorno and Cinecittà.92 From 1935 onwards, commissions of enquiry and parliamentary reports proliferated, all referring to the poor state of the studios.93 In the special issue of Architecture d’aujourd’hui previously referenced, Pierre Vago offered a very precise description with plans of the ideal studio which bore little resemblance to any existing French facility.94 Several projects were duly announced, such as the unrealized Cannes-Film-City which planned to cover 130 hectares in the Cannes hinterland.95 The ‘Mougins project’, designed by the Franco-Austrian architect Otto Bauer, particularly caught the attention of professionals.96

The plans for this ‘European Hollywood’ on the Côte d’Azur reveal an extremely ambitious, even utopian, project.97 While Bauer’s involvement, as well as Simon Feldman, the respected technical director of the Billancourt studios, lent a certain credibility to the venture, it was never built.

A few weeks after the beginning of the Vichy régime, several renowned French film directors, including Jean Renoir, Marcel L’Herbier, Jacques de Baroncelli and Marc Allégret, started planning a new ‘Cité du Cinéma’ project in the commune of Valbonne, in the hinterland between Cannes and Nice. It was intended to be an efficient production facility where the film community would be trained and housed, completed with social amenities.98 The developers, who wanted to ‘collaborate closely’ with the Germans, intended to place this new film city under the direct control of the Vichy regime and to conform to the new ideological orientations of the French State.99 These placatory gestures were not, however, enough, and the project was shelved in 1941 due to a lack of funds. At the same time, Marcel Pagnol acquired the Château de la Buzine, an estate on the outskirts of Marseille, on which he too intended to develop a film city.100 However, after shooting a few scenes from his film La Prière aux étoiles (Prayer to the Stars, 1941) he turned the estate into a farm which provided food for his crews at the Marseille studios.101
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Figure 6.16 Design by Otto Bauer for the Cité du cinéma in Mougins, L’Architecture d’aujourd’hui, no. 4, April 1938: 80. Public domain.

At the Liberation, with the new government announcing that cinema would be part of the Monnet plan to rebuild France, hopes were rekindled that an ambitious studio-building programme would finally come to life. The Mougins project, buried in the late 1930s, was resuscitated in March 1946 with backing from the French government.102 The Commission Supérieure Technique du Cinéma approved the plans, which included sixteen stages, laboratories and workshops needed to create a major production centre for cinema and television.103 Producers and some technicians, however, soon raised doubts, particularly that its location in the Cannes hinterland was incompatible with the highly centralized structure of French cinema in Paris.104 The following year’s announcement of a drastic reduction in financial support for cinema as part of the Monnet plan put the final nail in the coffin of the project, which joined the long list of ‘ghost cities’ of French cinema.105 Marcel Pagnol, who tried to relaunch his project for a cinema city at La Buzine in the 1950s, also ended up throwing in the towel and selling the estate shortly before his death.106

Attempts at planning and Cité du Cinéma projects were never as successful as expected in France. There are many explanations for this, including lack of financial resources, over-centralization of professionals in the Paris region, and the impact of adverse political and economic circumstances. Professional attitudes and habits also contributed, particularly French technicians’ attachment to the artisanal dimensions of their work in which the interrelationship of professional and social activities took precedence over the size of sets or workshops.

The various schemes referenced above attest to a European commitment to planning studios which, even if they were never built, indicate their symbolic and material value at any given point. Representing diverse architectural innovation, and, particularly in the case of France, involving designs for an entire film city, they indicate both aspiration and the realities of constraint. As the next section explores, studios’ physical adaptability tended to replace the quest for utopian designs in the post-war world.

Re-purposing and legacy architecture

As noted at the beginning of this chapter, many early studios were adapted from buildings constructed for other purposes. As large structures, studios are eminently suitable for repurposing, a fact which has ensured in some cases their longevity as buildings. Studios built in the sound era were used on occasion for non-filmmaking activities, particularly during the Second World War when many were requisitioned to serve the war effort and strategic industries.107 The advancing Allied forces in the last weeks of the war in 1945 witnessed some chaotic scenes in German studios, including lootings. Drawing on an eyewitness account, Jennifer Fay notes: ‘Emaciated victims recently released from POW and forced labor camps were scavenging for food around the rubble of the Bavaria Filmkunst studio’.108 This was an incongruous, tragic spectacle, whereby ‘in place of their tattered garment, they were adorned like the characters of Nazi cinema in the most lavish costumes from the wardrobe department’.109 In France during the Occupation, studios suffered serious material damage due to air raids, requisitioning and repurposing. Not every studio took on such work, but most were impacted and forced to diversify their activities. Allotments were planted to feed the workers, and many skilled craftsmen rented space in the workshops for their own commissions.110 Studios even served as shelters for their workers and local communities when their homes were destroyed by enemy bombardment. In April 1944, following a bombing raid on Porte de la Chapelle, local residents used sound stages and dressing rooms of the nearby Francœur Studios as dormitories.111

The post-war landscape was particularly volatile as studios adjusted to peacetime during seismic political events such as Germany’s division into East and West. As detailed in Chapters 1–4, after the war, studios reverted to film production while in the 1950s many were adapted for television or closed. As far as the latter is concerned, former studio premises were repurposed, such as in Britain where in the 1970s and 1980s Denham was the premises of the Rank Xerox company. In 2017 the site became a luxury accommodation development, and the only surviving part of the original studios is the building designed as a film laboratory by Gropius. This had been retained as Rank’s processing facility when Denham was closed to production in 1952, and the facility was used until 2014 by the processing firm Deluxe. Proud of its heritage, the developers Weston Homes included references to the studios’ illustrious history. Homage was paid to Denham’s Art Deco style, the main block named ‘Korda House’ with a streamlined appearance and similar internal features such as Deco handrails.112 Pinewood still operates as a major international studio hub; Shepperton and Teddington studios were incorporated into the Pinewood Group but in 2016 Teddington was demolished and the site used for new housing.

Of those German studios that were active in the period 1930–60, Babelsberg, Geiselgasteig, Studio Hamburg, CCC, Tempelhof and Havelstudios (formerly ARCA) remain studios to date, albeit more frequently used for television than for film productions. As the oldest and longest running film studio in Germany, Babelsberg has always occupied a special place among German film studios. Often seen as synonymous with the equally mythical status of Ufa, it has represented the continuities and ruptures of a national German film history. To this end, Babelsberg has often presented itself as a custodian of that history beyond its more prosaic function as a working film studio. The successive renaming of buildings, as in the case of the Great Hall that later became Marlene Dietrich Hall, or the naming of roads traversing the complex after film historical figures including Josef con Sternberg, Billy Wilder, G.W. Pabst and Friedrich Hollaender, indicates not simply a celebration of Babelsberg’s pre-Nazi past, but also an acknowledgement of the legacy of exiles. Since the 1990s, Babelsberg has been sub-divided into separate areas of a larger ‘media city’, which includes Studio Babelsberg, a separate movie theme park, the Film University Babelsberg Konrad Wolf, several independent production companies, dubbing outfits and other media service providers, and the regional broadcaster Rundfunk Berlin-Brandenburg. It is on the latter grounds that the oldest building of the original studio is now located.

Geiselgasteig, on the other hand, has cultivated its identity as a proudly Southern German and specifically Bavarian success story, which nonetheless is also a hub for international creative collaboration. Geiselgasteig has retained its leafy origins and has a more organic and spacious feel to it in comparison with Babelsberg’s more cluttered and convoluted layout. Johannisthal, during its heyday in the 1930s and early 1940s second only to Babelsberg in terms of capacity, declined in importance after suffering heavy damages during the Second World War. In the immediate post-war period, it was initially requisitioned by the Soviet authorities as a dubbing studio for the translation of Soviet films. After the foundation of the GDR, the site witnessed some isolated feature film productions, but it was mainly used by DEFA’s documentary film unit, and later by East German television. After the Wall came down, the site was acquired by a Bavarian investment company, which started to demolish the main studio buildings over the coming years.113 The administration block survived as an office complex, while other parts of the site were built over with residential housing. Nevertheless, over twenty-five years later some remnants of the old Johannisthal studio survive, including the fragments of a wall mosaic of the studio’s day care centre for working parents from the 1960s. The practice of offering day care facilities to employees’ children continues to this day at Geiselgasteig.114

Bendestorf continued its use as a studio until 2015, after which most of the complex was demolished to make space for apartments, although the administration building survives as a local film museum. Göttingen, which had been built in 1935 as an aeronautical research centre, and functioned as a film studio between 1948 and 1961, was later used as a telecommunication hub until 1995, and has since housed a biotech company. Wiesbaden’s studio, which came into being in 1949, had prior to the Second World War comprised an indoor horse-riding concourse, spa and café. During the last two years of the war the complex was repurposed to house political prisoners. The site functioned as a film studio from the late 1940s until the late 1950s. In 1964, national TV broadcaster ZDF took over the facilities as a secondary base for its main facilities in nearby Mainz. Since then, the complex has been used by various companies and institutions; however, most of the original studio buildings were demolished in 1998.

After the end of the fascist regime and throughout the 1950s new studio projects continued to be commissioned in Italy. Their design and construction did not, however, generate much media attention, with the significant exception being Dino De Laurentiis’ ambitious and much-publicized project Dinocittà studios in Rome, opened in 1964 and closed in the 1970s. After changing ownership and being abandoned for years, in 2014 the estate was turned into a large theme park called ‘Cinecittà World’.115

In the late 1950s Pisorno was acquired by producer Carlo Ponti and changed its name to Cosmopolitan Film. After closing the facilities in the 1970s Ponti was accused of nurturing plans to turn the studios and large backlot into a large residential complex. In the early 1990s production designer Mario Garbuglia was commissioned to lead a ‘recovery area plan’.116 The Cosmopolitan Film facilities have not operated for many years despite local attempts to support filmmaking activities in Tuscany; part of the studio backlot and adjacent land currently host a golf and country club.117

After the war, many studios in France struggled to regain production momentum, and some turned to television or radio. The Buttes-Chaumont became the home of RTF (Radiodiffusion-Télévison-Française), but by that time there was nothing left of the Cité Elgé which had been destroyed in a fire. The new building designed by Maurice Chatelan in 1953 was specifically for television. Most studios, having little perceived architectural or historical value, have since been targeted by property developers and destroyed for housing.118 A few remain active today (the former Épinay Tobis studios, and Victorine which marked its centenary in 2019). The Francœur studios is perhaps the greatest legacy of this complex history: created in 1926 in the heart of Montmartre, it has been, since 1999, the home to France’s prestigious national film school, the FEMIS.119

Conclusion

Comparing studios in the four countries has highlighted key similarities and differences in terms of their significance as architectural structures. Film studio commissions varied in status, from the prestige they clearly brought to renowned German and Italian professionals, to the relative paucity of well-known figures designing French studios. That does not however imply that studios in France and Britain were necessarily less effective, since a studio’s outer appearance was only one element in a complex brief which involved designing interior spaces, fixtures and public-facing facilities. Although all studios were concerned with the same function, they could be constrained by different factors, such as the relative lack of space for urban-located Parisian studios or early studios in central London. On the other hand, the French studios’ location and compactness may have had advantages for workers in terms of their access to local amenities and closer proximity between colleagues and their workspaces. While Hollywood was often invoked as a symbol of film studio success, there was considerable variation in Europe.

The significance of studios was expressed through modernist architecture in Germany, Italy and, to a lesser extent, Britain. This connoted modernity and functionalism in interior spaces and external façades. In France the external appearance of a studio appeared to have mattered less, perhaps because the status of the film industry was well established as of high cultural importance early on in its history. External advertising, as it were, was therefore less of a priority. The impact of economic and political issues affected all studios physically at one time or another. In Germany and Italy, the studios were clearly bolstered by fascist regimes that promoted their development, but as we have seen, in the 1920s distinctive structures already existed in both countries. The Tonkreuz studio provided an innovative way of configuring a studio’s layout for sound when compared to those in Britain, France and Italy. Studios emerge as having their own characters, or narratives as buildings, whether expressed through the German clinker-brick façades, the imposing Art Deco frontage of Denham, streamlined modernism of Cinecittà or the elegant villas on the lots of some French studios. As the survey of ideal, unbuilt studios has shown, there were diverse, interesting new ways of approaching studio design including Poelzig’s doughnut configuration, the large complex imagined by Junge in Britain and the various ‘Cité du cinéma’ projects in France. While the rise of fascism and the Second World War reduced the likelihood of international collaboration in studio design, there was interest in monitoring developments, particularly for new studios located in spacious areas with room to expand. Several of the architects were also connected through their interest in modernism and functionalism. Studios are therefore of prime significance in understanding how architectural innovations and practices served key film industries in Europe.
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Negotiating new technologies

Carla Mereu Keating, Eleanor Halsall, Morgan Lefeuvre and Sarah Street

Introduction

The period 1930–60 brought far-reaching interventions in moving image technologies, with the diffusion of sound, colour, special effects and television significantly impacting film studio operations. While Chapter 6 reflected on how architectural trends informed studios’ spatial designs and infrastructures, this chapter investigates studios as sites of technological change. The international dimensions of the film trade are crucial for understanding how technologies travelled and the external factors behind their application. In comparison with the Hollywood studio system, the European countries under investigation presented a more fragmented film technology landscape. Studios were furnished with a mixture of national and foreign equipment, the emphasis generally being on quality, functionality and cost rather than country of production. Technologies devised in one country were often adopted by another and there was a significant degree of transnationalism in their practical application.

How studios positioned themselves as engines of product development and experimentation was constantly subject to prevailing social, political and economic climates. A major challenge was how to take advantage of, but not be completely reliant on, foreign equipment. Despite legislation enacted in Britain, France, Germany and Italy to protect domestic film industries, this chapter demonstrates that the hegemonic influence of Hollywood was hard to resist, especially in markets where US companies had long-established connections. Although French Pathé and Debrie camera models were widely used across Europe, US manufacturers had dominated worldwide supply of cameras and projectors since the silent era, particularly following the launch of Bell and Howell’s 2709 standard 35mm camera first produced in 1912.1 The US Mitchell NC cameras, also very successful in the years following the First World War, continued to be in use following the introduction of sound, even though their relatively high cost meant that initially they could only be used by larger companies. Germany was a strong competitor, particularly in the interwar years, for sound, colour technology and related apparatus. After the end of the Second World War, however, US influence in Western European studio developments grew significantly and, if we exclude the long-standing popularity of Pathé and Debrie cameras in France and elsewhere, inventories of studio equipment show that US-manufactured kit dominated.2

New approaches to recurrent problems involved ingenuity across the international field. Technological developments sometimes solved one problem, only to trigger another, with each new adaptation requiring an adjustment to regain equilibrium. For example, the insensitivity of orthochromatic film stock to accurately reproduce reds in black and white films ruled out incandescent lighting because this product operated at the red end of the spectrum.3 Panchromatic film resolved that particular problem, only for the newly favoured incandescent lights (quieter than their carbon arc forerunners and therefore more suitable for sound film recording) to produce excessive amounts of heat, consequently turning film studios into sweltering environments which impacted negatively on the workforce.

The following sections highlight the emergence of studio conventions across Britain, France, Germany and Italy as their respective film industries were confronted with the introduction of sound, colour, special effects and television. Each section identifies what made each country unique in their negotiation of a particular film technology and its transnational diffusion and application. They also consider the agencies and experiences behind the introduction of various innovations to assess how studio professionals negotiated them in a constant, non-linear process of industrial, socio-economic and cultural–artistic transformation.

Sound in the studios

The introduction of synchronized sound at the end of the 1920s brought challenges and opportunities to European film studios. The rapid conversion of the exhibition sector made production companies struggle to adapt to the demand for talkies. Industrial costs escalated as studios were progressively refitted and equipped with the newly available technology. For large production companies which owned both studios and cinema chains, the investment was enormous as much as it was necessary. The small independent studios that were unable to convert their ‘noisy’ facilities lagged further behind in the race for sound while others disappeared.4 As discussed in Chapter 6, the major rupture caused by the advent of sound meant that acoustic conditions needed to be carefully monitored. Controlling sound was a major concern since sets could no longer be built on the studio floor while shooting was taking place. Studios had to be sound-proofed, involving strategies which included insulating walls, floors and ceilings, and generally reducing noise levels in all departments. At the same time, studios were fitted with the latest sound recording equipment. These material changes rapidly impacted studio environs, profoundly marking their day-to-day operations and affecting performers and technicians alike. Sound technology engendered important changes to equipment supply, use and performance. It also favoured the emergence of new professional figures, challenging established hierarchies and working practices and routines.

If Germany played a leading role in Europe’s transition to sound, other large markets perceived the transition as ‘traumatic’.5 It was not until the end of the 1920s that most European producers and exhibitors were fully persuaded of the benefits of sound. In Britain for example, ambitious attempts by Associated Sound Film Industries, the British division of the Küchenmeister-Tobis-Klangfilm conglomerate, to pool sound patents and expertise in the production of sound films and equipment, failed to offset Hollywood’s ultimate cornering of the talkies market.6 In April 1929 a temporary sound stage at Elstree studios was equipped with RCA which facilitated Alfred Hitchcock’s successful transition to sound with Blackmail.

It has often been discussed how the fragmentation of the European market left the field open for US companies to strengthen their control across the Atlantic.7 In Italy, for example, local producers were unable to counteract US competition until existing studio facilities were transformed and equipped for the purpose. ‘Silenced’ inter-titled versions of foreign (chiefly US) talkies circulated in Italian cinemas for some years until dubbing was fully established.8 In Britain, Hollywood competition was intensified by the common language which ensured US exports to Britain faced no linguistic obstacles. Failing to forge successful alliances with other European companies, the British industry also had to cope with a backlog of more-orless obsolete silent films.

Adoption of sound processes

At the dawn of the conversion, European film studios experimented with a range of competitive sound processes. In the fierce war of patents that ensued, a number of US (RCA-Photophone, Western Electric) and European (e.g. Tobis-Klangfilm, Gaumont-Petersen-Poulsen, British Acoustic, British Talking Pictures) patents were used across the four countries. In Britain, brief collaborations between Klangfilm’s British subsidiary and British Phototone, and then with British Talking Pictures, were not sustainable, and US sound companies thereafter dominated, particularly RCA’s sound-on-film system. British and Dominion installed Western Electric; Gaumont British developed British Acoustic and British Instructional initially installed Klangfilm equipment.9

Lengthy discussions had been held in Germany with Western Electric and Ufa under the promise of exclusivity; however, the disadvantageous contractual terms proposed by the US company were a factor in Ufa choosing Klangfilm.10 Conversion to the German system soon followed at the Tobis studio at Johannisthal, at the Ufa studios at Tempelhof and at Emelka’s studios at Geiselgasteig.

Faced with intense competition from abroad, French distributors, producers and studio heads were hesitant about patent adoption and trialled a plethora of systems.11 The launch of Gaumont’s double-strip audio recording system (Gaumont-Petersen-Poulsen) at the end of 1928 was followed, in January 1929, by a new sound projection system, the Idéal Sonore.12 In spite of the high-profile campaign that publicized domestic systems, it was clear that these options lacked the economic and commercial weight of their US and German counterparts.13 In February 1929, the German company Tobis took over the former Menchen studios at Épinay-sur-Seine, and was the first to stake a claim to sound production using Klangfilm equipment on its two sound stages.14

Things were more complicated at Gaumont and Pathé. As leaders in the field, Gaumont had been trialling short sound films at Buttes-Chaumont since the mid-1920s, only to equip its facilities with RCA in the early 1930s.15 By the end of 1929, the dominance of the German and US systems in the French market led to greater caution on the part of Gaumont’s new president Edgar Costil, who ultimately sided with Klangfilm.16 Pathé was also conflicted about the best direction to take. In early 1929, Bernard Natan sent a delegation of studio engineers and technicians to the United States for a three-month visit to the main Hollywood studios and associated technology providers. This fact-finding trip seems to have resulted in the decision to abandon the Vitaphone disk system, on the grounds that it had no viable future, but no other preference had yet emerged.17 Between the summer of 1929 and March 1930, a range of processes were tested but it was not until March 1930 that Joinville and Francœur were fully operational, equipped entirely with RCA equipment.18
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Figure 7.1 The Pathé delegation received by Robert Florey at Paramount’s Astoria studios on 8 June 1929. © Fondation Pathé.

If the large French studios came down on the side of either German or US technology, the situation was more complex for the smaller studios, which could not afford risky investments nor guarantee profitable returns. An alternative route was followed by producer Jacques Haïk who applied for his own patent, Cinévox Haïk, and installed the necessary equipment in the Courbevoie studios.19 This attempt, however, does not seem to have been successful and, following the partial destruction of the studio in a fire in February 1930, Courbevoie was equipped with RCA when it reopened the year after.20 The Klangfilm system installed by Éclair at the end of 1930 was supplemented from 1932 with the newly developed equipment Caméréclair Radio, also in use at Épinay.21 Several recording systems of varying reliability proliferated, part of the attraction being that they could be used without the payment of licensing fees.22 Unable to afford the quality promised by Western Electric or Klangfilm, France’s smaller studios leveraged on the low rental charges to attract small-budget and independent ventures.23

Several sound recording systems were patented in Italy throughout the 1920s but independent inventors lacked the necessary funding to test their devices for large-scale application.24 The widespread disinterest of national groups in financing local developments opened the door to foreign imports.25 In the spring of 1929 the state-funded Ente nazionale per la cinematografia (ENAC) set up a stage at the Farnesina studio for the production of short sound films adopting British Talking Pictures (the British system based on Lee De Forest’s Phonofilm).26 In autumn 1929 the Cines studio led by Stefano Pittaluga secured agreements with RCA and soon started feature-length production.27 Various systems were adopted in the following years. In the summer of 1931 Caesar was equipped with Klangfilm.28 SAFA also installed the German system, whereas the state-owned LUCE opted for Western Electric.29 The large Cinecittà, built several years after the first conversion wave, installed RCA. Fert in Turin was the only studio to be equipped with a recording system commercialized by the Italian technology company Microtecnica, but in 1942 the studio switched to using Klangfilm.30 In the post-war years several Italian studios re-equipped with US sound equipment: Pisorno installed Western Electric, Scalera’s facilities in Rome worked with both Western Electric and RCA.31

The hardware travelled together with the human expertise. At the end of 1929 sound engineer Daniel J. Bloomberg was invited to Rome to train Cines’ technicians Piero Cavazzutti, Vittorio Trentino, Giovanni Paris and Leopoldo Rosi in using RCA.32 In 1931 German engineer Hans Christoph Wohlrab was in Rome to upskill Caesar’s operators to record with Klangfilm.33 Foreign engineers and technicians also found their way into the French studios as instructors and mentors. At Tobis, the sound department was led by German engineers William Most and Hermann Storr; at Pathé, where RCA was chosen, two US technicians, Reginald Campbell and Carl S. Livermann, supervised the company’s sound department and trained their French colleagues, some of whom came from radio.34

Sound changes studio conventions

The arrival of sound in the studios not only entailed rapid modernization thorough acoustic insulation and re-equipping, but it also forced studio teams to rethink their ways of making films and upset many of the working practices and routines that had long been in place. Many filmmakers and studio workers welcomed the use of sound with ill-concealed disorientation, betraying a loss of confidence towards cinema’s new material environment and the systemic upskilling necessary to make films ‘sing and talk’. For example, in 1929 a producer lamented to the young Marcel Pagnol, trying to dissuade him from launching into sound films: ‘cinema is talking, but it won’t last! It’s too complicated, too technical! Can you imagine, if talking films prevail, we’ll all have to learn new skills!’.35 In the same year, Ufa’s director Hermann Grieving observed: ‘sound film requires new, often complicated equipment, which has the effect of almost turning the studio into a physics laboratory’.36

Paradoxically, direct sound recording also turned film studios into ‘temples of silence’.37 Set designers had to learn about the absorption and reflection characteristics of different materials to ensure that the sets they designed were compatible for optimum sound effects, avoiding echoes and reverberations. All the stagehands, painters, electricians and extras, long used to working in noisy commotion, were suddenly forced to be silent. In 1930 the German actor Alfred Abel commented: ‘The familiar boisterous tone of the film studio has changed … bringing with it new forms of work, new faces, new people and new language.’38 Restricted by the need for absolute silence, and controlled by the red lights and locked doors of the new signalling system, studio crews were no longer free to chat or move around once filming was under way. In attempts to limit noise interference from camera motors, operators were initially constrained in soundproof boxes alongside their noisy equipment. Cameras motorized for sound became less mobile for fear of causing noise. Although they had a relatively short life in the studios, these mobile boxes had a huge impact on how progress was perceived. For directors and camera operators, it felt regressive, with the fluidity of the camera sacrificed on the altar of sound. Blimps on cameras were progressively introduced to enable the apparatus to move more freely and multi-camera set-ups to some extent alleviated mobility problems although this necessitated complex lighting. Static action caused by the ‘terrible mikes’ gradually improved with the introduction of microphone booms. Conversely, cinematographers faced an additional challenge in having to avoid shadows caused by overhead booms.

Sound technology also changed lighting conventions. Since ‘sizzling’ arc lamps were too noisy they were initially replaced with silent tungsten incandescent lamps (known as ‘inkies’) manufactured mainly by the US company Mole-Richardson and in Germany by the Weinert company of Berlin. This change accelerated the replacement of orthochromatic to panchromatic stock supplied mostly by Eastman Kodak, which worked better with incandescent lights. Their lower levels of illumination, however, meant that a larger number had to be used on set, producing an intense, suffocating heat. As the director of photography at Paramount Saint-Maurice, Michel Kelber, noted in 1930:

My first memories of the sound studio are of the heat and the smell. A completely enclosed space, the walls soundproofed by fiberglass, and huge incandescent lights emitting a tropical heat. Every kind of noise had to be minimized, so we were only allowed to have tiny fans. After a day, the atmosphere was oppressive!39
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Figure 7.2 Lilian Harvey requests silence. Alamy.

The speed with which sound was introduced took its toll on studio workers who had to adapt to new systems, protocols and challenging working conditions involving over-heating of lamps as well as accidents and fires due to electrical faults – all consequences of the generally more ‘sealed’ sound stage environment. Reports by sound recordists on the early years of sound production in British studios showed that there could be problems, especially when over-used equipment was seldom checked out for operationality, as sound recordist David Cunynghame reported of conditions at Elstree.40

In the early years, the general insufficiency and poor quality of the technical equipment indeed made for chaotic filming. Dealing with poor soundproofing in certain stages, a limited number of sound cameras and a shortage of parts to fix broken equipment, the first sound shoots were constantly interrupted. The shooting of Mon gosse de père (The Parisian, 1930), the first sound feature to be filmed in Joinville, is an illustrative example. Between 18 December 1929 and 14 February 1930, 14 out of 44 days of filming were impacted by issues related to equipment failure; delays extended from a quarter of an hour to cancellation of an entire day’s work.41

Film artists and technicians were faced with new boundaries and pressures. In the early conversion years, the ‘dictatorship’ of the sound engineers was often noted by commentators as much as by stars and directors.42 The way of communicating over a system of loudspeakers placed above the sets did little to endear this ‘solitary rider’ to the lower positioned directors, operators and actors. A faulty microphone, a raised voice or any other kind of stray noise would force the ‘magician of the acoustics’ to stop the filming; all the while film directors and actors were accused by the critics of ‘flat’ and ‘monotonous’ dramaturgy.43 In France there was widespread mistrust of the foreigners who had mastered, or at least claimed to have mastered, a technology that many still did not understand or found overwhelming. The fact that foreign sound engineers spoke little French and spent their days holed up in sound cabins meant that their cooperation with French professionals was not without tensions.44
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Figure 7.3 Sound engineer in his cabin at the Tobis studios in Épinay, in the early 1930s. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

Sound also impacted casting decisions which were now determined by how performers looked, moved and talked on set: their photogenia and pantomimic skills, and their phonogenia and speech intelligibility. As new profiles emerged and gained prestige, existing profiles evolved, becoming progressively gendered and hierarchical in their constituent tasks. This is a factor reflected, for example, in the German film terminology with neologisms such as Tonmeister and Tontechniker (nouns indicating respectively male sound specialists and technicians) introduced to designate the new roles. A few years later, DEFA director Fritz Wysbar described the effect of sound technology on a role typically occupied by women, the Ateliersekretärin, literally studio secretary.45Wysbar explained how this role had first been introduced as an administrative function in the silent era when the increasing refinement of technology added to the director’s workload. Now, both director and editor needed image and sound tracks to be documented frame by frame, a task which added to the role’s existing complexity of ensuring precise continuity. The urgency to avoid costly errors shifted the nature of this role into a task bearing significant responsibility, equated by Wysbar as commensurate with the assistant director.

Re-recording sound

Stages were not the only enclosed studio environments to necessitate acoustic treatment. Other buildings, such as in-house laboratories for processing sound, music and dialogue, and ‘listening’ rooms, existed appositively to amplify studios’ capacity for sound filmmaking. A remarkable example of this kind is the Cinefonico, a state-of-the-art sound facility built at Cinecittà in 1937 which comprised three interconnected rooms fitted and equipped for musical scoring, dialogue recording and multitrack mixing. If these highly specialized buildings played an important part in the activities of a modern sound studio, smaller facilities often outsourced these services to achieve particular soundtrack effects (such as, for example, orchestral music recording or language localization).

Dubbing systems were widely tested across the Atlantic in the early years of sound.46 As detailed in Chapter 8, for a brief period plans for multilingual productions gave grounds for optimism about pan-European collaborations centralized in London, but ultimately these attempts were not successful.47 A number of independent dubbing studios operated in Britain in the post-war years when Continental films reached British screens in greater numbers, such as William De Lane Lea’s facilities in Hammersmith and Central London.48
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Figure 7.4 Cinefonico’s planimetry and music scoring room, Architettura, no. 4 (1943): 110. Biblioteca di Archeologia e Storia dell’Arte, Ministry of Culture, Rome.

Some studios capitalized on sound post-synchronization services, setting up dedicated stages, laboratories and equipment. In January 1932 the Courbevoie studios underwent some refurbishment to allow the use of a dubbing process patented by the inventor Charles Delacommune.49 New sound re-recording and post-synchronization facilities were built at Tobis in the summer of 1932, using the Topoly process.50 In the German context, post-synchronization became the dominant form for adaptation of foreign language films by the end of the 1930s, as detailed in Chapter 3.51 Both intralingual and foreign-language dubbing were commonly practised in Italy. Large Italian film studios such as Cinecittà and Scalera had their own dubbing departments, but US-owned or independent dubbing studios proliferated in Rome from the mid-1930s onwards to deal with the growing demand for these services.

Editing sound at the Moviola was considered a ‘most delicate operation’ and post-synchronization and mixing were tasks that required ‘artful patience and intelligence’.52 The practice of post-synchronization also created new job profiles: among them, script translators, dialogue adaptors and voice actors who worked closely with sound engineers and other specialist technicians. Foley artists, professional figures already active in theatre and radio, were soon to apply their sonic creativity to cinematic uses; even after the establishment of sound libraries, these ‘sound illusionists’ were particularly sought after for film projects that required a uniquely crafted soundscape.53

From the late 1950s, new stereophonic systems (e.g. Perspecta Sound, Warnerphonic) significantly enhanced sound depth and directionality, reaching European theatres in combination with a range of widescreen formats.54 In the decades that followed, these multichannel systems, alongside the introduction of magnetic media, further diversified the work of sound departments.

Colour in the studios

European studios underwent a much slower transition to colour filmmaking than that documented for sound. While most silent films were coloured by various applied methods including tinting, toning and stencilling, developing photographic colour for sound films proved technically challenging. Consequently, studios’ output continued to be dominated by black-and-white production for several years, regardless of some notable commercial and critical successes with films that showcased colour. British and German studios were among the first in Europe to introduce colour to sound films. Experimentation was also fervent in France and Italy, yet, as seen with sound, local inventors often lacked the necessary financial backing to invest in the large-scale application of their systems. While expensive and requiring expertise, colour was a key factor which impacted on studios, equipment, personnel and filmmaking practices. As with other technological developments, transnational exchanges were evident in the evolution and diffusion of colour processes.

Adoption of colour processes

In the 1930s and 1940s, all four countries experimented with their own colour processes in the shadow of Technicolor, the US company which aimed, with only partial success, to dominate colour production internationally. Several new processes were developed in Britain, including Dufaycolor which was based on a still photography process invented by Louis Dufay in France and Raycol, invented by an Austrian chemist.55 Denham was the British studio most associated with colour films, particularly in the 1930s and 1940s. The studio’s chief financiers, the Prudential Assurance Company, backed the project of building Denham in 1935–6 because they were keen for colour experiments to take place at the studios. When initial trials were not successful, Alexander Korda of London Film Productions and based at Denham persuaded the Prudential and other financiers to invest in the US Technicolor Corporation, the emerging market-leader in sound colour films, and in 1935 a subsidiary was established in Britain. A programme of films shot in Technicolor soon commenced, most notably Wings of the Morning (1937), a British registered film made at Denham with location shooting in Ireland, but with plenty of American collaboration, not least the input of the eminent Technicolor cinematographer Ray Rennahan. From the time that Denham opened in 1936 until its closure in 1952 the studio was responsible for producing twenty British colour films – a record high for a single studio at a time when colour films were few and far between. Films made at Denham include those now regarded as classics, particularly for their aesthetic expression of a ‘British School of Technicolor’ (generally regarded as more ‘restrained’ in its use of colour than seen in American films) such as The Thief of Bagdad (1940), The Life and Death of Colonel Blimp (1943), Henry V (1944), This Happy Breed (1944), Blithe Spirit (1945) and A Matter of Life and Death (1946).56

Germany also drove Europe’s negotiation of colour film. Discussions were held in December 1929 between Ufa and Technicolor concerning the US company’s proposal to establish a copying and developing facility in England for colour film across Europe.57 Barely five weeks later, however, Ufa signalled its intention to get ahead of Hollywood by promoting the development of German colour film.58 Although Ufa considered colour processes from other countries, the push for national prestige prevailed, intensifying under the National Socialists with German technicians and chemists striving to produce the perfect colour emulsion to satisfy political exigence.59 Thus the medium became entangled in a partly clandestine cult of nationalism, with extensive and increasingly scarce resources diverted into a handful of colour film projects, escalating as the war dragged on. A variety of colour emulsions were tried and discontinued, including Ufacolor, Gasparcolor and Berthon-Siemens Opticolor, until a more satisfactory process with Agfacolor was developed. Bunte Tierwelt (The Colourful World of Animals, 1931), a documentary filmed at Hagenbeck’s zoo, was the first colour film produced using Ufacolor; the feature film Das Schönheitsfleckchen (The Beauty Spot, 1936) used Berthon-Siemens Opticolor, a lenticular process which did not require new cameras in the studio, but this experiment was a failure.60 Films shot on Agfacolor during the Second World War, such as Die goldene Stadt (The Golden City, 1942), Münchhausen (1942) and Kolberg (1944), all showed improvements in technique. Later projects, such as Shiva und die Galgenblume (Shiva and the Gallows Flower, 1945) and Wiener Mädeln (Viennese Girls, 1949), were interrupted by the war and occupation, some completed and released only years later.

Colour research was also undertaken in France throughout the 1930s and 1940s, but it did not profoundly affect the way the studios operated until after the war. The director of the Pathé group, Bernard Natan, travelled to the United States in 1934 accompanied by Charles David, director of the studio, to discuss a partnership with Technicolor. An exclusivity contract was about to be signed, giving Pathé exclusive rights to Technicolor in Europe. Pathé’s technical teams seemed enthusiastic, and plans were drawn up for a Technicolor-Pathé factory in Paris. However, with Pathé in financial difficulties, Technicolor’s contract offer expired without the group being able to honour its commitments, and at the end of 1934 the contract was taken over by Alexander Korda in Britain.61 Several colour films were subsequently shot in French studios, notably in Billancourt, Neuilly and Nice, but none of the processes tested at the time, including Francita, Ondiacolor, Tétracolor and Prodax, gave any real satisfaction, and research was put on hold.62 In 1938, producer Roger Richebé embarked on a Technicolor film project, Madame sans Gêne. The high cost of the film stock and the lack of technical equipment in the French studios forced him to find Italian and British partners and to consider shooting the film in Cinecittà with a specialist British team. The war interrupted the project, which was eventually shot in black-and-white at the Saint-Maurice studios in 1941.63

Italy lagged behind Europe’s ‘long journey to colour consciousness’64 and especially in the application of either domestic or foreign colour processes to studio-based practice, though a more complex picture emerges when considering the role of small-gauge amateur filmmaking and advances in animation.65 As documented by Federico Pierotti, in the 1930s national advancements in colour were slowed down by institutional and critical scepticism, prejudice and caution towards colour’s corporate place in the industry and its cultural significance more generally.66 The practical application of locally developed systems, such as those devised and patented in the 1930s and 1940s by independent engineers Luigi Cristiani, Giovanni Mascarini, Gualtiero Gualtierotti, Carlo Bocca, Domenico Rudatis among others, was hindered by the lack of studio sponsorship and by the prohibitive financial costs associated with colour film.67 Similarly to Germany, Italy’s transition to colour was also subjected to political influence. In the 1930s, the state film office headed by Luigi Freddi had initially favoured the introduction of Technicolor; nonetheless, aside from some tests carried out in Rome in 1937‒8 with British assistance, the creation of a Technicolor laboratory in Italy and other international collaborations with non-Axis countries (including Giovacchino Forzano’s experiments with the French colour system Francita in Pisorno) were interrupted by the enactment of the autarchic laws and the outbreak of the Second World War.68

Post-war expansion

Studios’ experimentation with colour resumed gradually after the end of the Second World War. Because of the limited number of Technicolor cameras available in Europe, for a few years only a small number of films were made in Britain using the process. Colour became a more practical option for many producers with the introduction of monopack processes that did not require special cameras, which drastically cut Technicolor’s monopoly.

Interviewed in January 1945, German cameraman Bruno Mondi commented:

At present, we are still in a stage of constantly progressing development, both technically and artistically. German colour film is still in its youth, the time of maturity and fulfilment is still ahead of it.69

Three months later, this development was halted when the German film industry ground to a halt in April 1945.70 Agfa’s facility at Wolfen became an object of intense rivalry between the four Allied Forces, during which patents and equipment were requisitioned and technical specialists were abducted.71 Located in the Soviet zone, production at Wolfen was resumed in July 1945, only for its products to be exported to the USSR as war reparations.

Post-war occupation divided Germany’s studios as well as other auxiliary services, including the copying facilities of Geyer-Werke in Berlin which moved its enterprise to Hamburg. The first three colour films produced after the war, all with Agfacolor, were illustrative of these revised geopolitical realities: Das Kind der Donau (The Child of the Donau, 1950) was shot in Vienna at the Rosenhügel studios, which were part of the Soviet zone; Das kalte Herz (The Cold Heart, 1950) was a DEFA production made at Babelsberg; Schwarzwaldmädel (Black Forest Girl, 1950) was produced at Berlin’s Tempelhof studios in the US zone. In the German Federal Republic, a new production facility for Agfa was created at Bayer’s Leverkusen site; in the German Democratic Republic, Agfacolor was later renamed Orwocolor, acknowledging its origins at Wolfen.72 In 1951 the facility at Leverkusen was producing a new version of Agfacolor and four films were shot with this film stock, among them Sensation in San Remo (1951), filmed at Bendestorf.73 By the end of 1960, at least 365 colour films had been made across the two Germanys.

In Britain, the supply of colour film considerably expanded after the first English-built three-strip Technicolor camera was made in 1948. In the post-war period, making more colour films was an aim of both the national industry and government.74 The number of films made in colour was, however, still small: in 1949, of the 693 films released in British cinemas fifty-four were colour but of these only seven were British.75 Real expansion only came later in the 1950s when cheaper ‘monopack’ processes, most notably Eastman Color, were introduced.

In both France and Italy, the material and economic difficulties of the occupation considerably slowed down research on, and application of, colour processes, which only resumed activity at the end of the 1940s. Heralded as Italy’s first colour feature, Totò a colori (Totò in Colour, 1952) was the embodiment of over twenty years of painstaking experiments and small-scale investments with colour. It was filmed in the Ponti-De Laurentiis studios (known at the time as Vasca Navale) using Ferraniacolor, a process developed by the national film stock manufacturer Ferrania. Ferrania had been able to renew experimentation with colour film stock in the immediate post-war years, benefitting from the appropriation of Agfacolor’s patents and from state incentives granted to short colour films.76 Ferraniacolor was initially favoured in Italy for economic reasons, rather than for its specific aesthetic appeal. The benefits of local development and printing were particularly emphasized as a sustainable and practical solution that would also help to keep the costs down.77 These aspects were stressed in contrast to the Technicolor process, used instead in the French–Italian film La carrozza d’oro/Le Carosse d’or (The Golden Coach, 1952), directed by Jean Renoir, whose production at Cinecittà and on location in Sicily is estimated to have costed 480 million lire (against the 190 budgeted for Totò a colori, filmed in the same year).78 In the 1950s and 1960s colour filmmaking in Italy became associated with popular genre formulas, such as sword and sandal epics, Italian-style comedies and westerns, while many Italian ‘auteurs’ continued filming in black-and-white until the 1960s.79
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Figure 7.5 The former Geyer printing laboratories in Berlin, 2023. Photo: Tim Bergfelder.

In post-war France, the press was concerned about the future of colour film, noting that French studios were lagging behind in this area. In April 1946, journalist and critic Denis Marion reported on his visit to the Barrandov studios in Prague, where Agfacolor films were being shot, concluding that:

If France does not want to be irreparably left behind on the world market, the construction of a studio capable of shooting in colour and the encouragement of laboratory research in this field are urgent tasks.80

France’s first colour films, however, were not shot by the major companies in the big Parisian studios, but by independent producers, some of whom saw colour films as a profitable commercial opportunity. The first French colour film, Le Mariage de Ramuntcho (The Marriage of Ramuntcho, 1946) by Max de Vaucorbeil, was shot at the Victorine studios using the Agfacolor process in autumn 1946, but this was an isolated case. In 1947, while Françoise Rosay appeared in her first colour film Saraband for Dead Lovers, shot at Ealing in the UK, and Michael Powell and Emeric Pressburger filmed some scenes of their Technicolor film The Red Shoes on location in the Côte d’Azur, the French studios had still not really taken the plunge into colour filmmaking. Processes such as Rouxcolor, Gevacolor and Dugromacolor were presented, but many of the projects announced with great fanfare were abandoned.81 From 1949 onwards, more and more films were shot in colour, mostly using Gevacolor or Eastman Color. Yet, despite this activity, the impact of colour on French studios remained limited: only six of the 102 French films produced in 1952 were in colour. It was not until 1953 that colour films really took off in France when twenty-eight films, including twelve shot in Gevacolor, made up twenty-five per cent of the total 111 produced. More than half of these were co-productions, including seven filmed in Italian or Spanish studios. Although colour was gradually making inroads into French studios, it had no direct impact on its studio infrastructure. Far from giving rise to new buildings or the modernization of existing studios, as professionals had hoped, the development of colour film relied on a network of dilapidated facilities or unambitiously planned new studios.

Colour equipment

Making colour films in the studio required specific equipment and conditions. The new technical demands influenced decisions about lighting, makeup, costume and set design, presenting new challenges for camera operators, lighting engineers, art designers and laboratory technicians.

Technicolor, in its full three-strip incarnation, was still a relatively new process that was expensive and required using a special camera that could only be leased from Technicolor. Its bespoke three-strip camera was notoriously large, heavy and cumbersome, so that scenes needed to be planned to allow for restricted freedom of movement of people and equipment on the stage. The blimp required for the camera was very large. By 1955 John Littlejohn who worked in Technicolor’s British lab, recalled that ‘nobody wanted a Technicolor camera’.82 Sets, costumes and make-up had to be carefully planned for filming to ensure the desired colour scheme was delivered when the film was finally processed. Technicolor could render very saturated colours such as red, so, as noted above, using certain colours and shades was avoided and care needed to be taken when choosing fabrics so they would not look too bright or garish. For the British film Black Narcissus (1947), the actors playing the nuns had to wear flesh-coloured lipstick to off-set the reddening effect of Technicolor which would otherwise make their lips look inappropriately lurid.83

Lighting was another critical component in the diffusion of colour filmmaking. US manufactured Mole-Richardson high-intensity arc lights were used extensively, becoming the market leaders in studio lighting.84 Frensellensed spot lights were also widely employed.85 Arc lights were required for colour shooting, and several electricians had to be present to ‘trim them’ for carbon replacement. When British cinematographer Chris Challis was shooting The Tales of Hoffmann (1951) in Technicolor, for example, many ‘theatrical’ effects were created in the camera rather than in the laboratory. Light levels were ‘enormous’, and the arc lights had to be mechanized to fade easily. They could, however, get stuck and jam so ‘it was an absolute nightmare’.86
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Figure 7.6 Jack Cardiff and Geoffrey Unsworth with Technicolor camera, 1945. Alamy.

The levels of lighting required for Technicolor were generally four times more than for black-and-white films, which could make shooting environments very hot and uncomfortable for the actors and crew. When Technicolor developed stock which was colour balanced to incandescent light, fewer filters were needed and as the process became faster, less light was required.87 The low light sensitivity of the initial colour film stock Agfacolor also demanded extremely high levels of lighting (25–30,000 Lux), turning the studio into a sweltering space and causing make-up and hair dyes to run.88

The studio application of Ferraniacolor points to similar conditions. The Ferraniacolor stock type 51 (8 ASA speed) used in Totò a colori required particularly powerful lights that limited freedom of movement so as to ensure and maintain constant levels of exposure for better photographic results.89 If the Tungsten lamps used projected a brighter flux of light (and were considered safer than their mercury or carbon ancestors), the heat radiation given off by ‘monstrous’ lighting set-ups was, by definition, incandescent. Even if sensitivity to artificial light was largely improved from 1953 onwards, when Ferrania introduced a new negative emulsion (type 82, 20 ASA), Ferraniacolor stock’s sensitivity was still significantly lower than its Pancro C.7, used for black-and-white filming (100 ASA). It was also lower than that of the film stock distributed by its growing competitor, Eastman Color, which Italian laboratories such as SPES and Tecnostampa were handling from the mid-1950s.90 Within less than ten years since Totò’s ‘colour frittata’, Ferraniacolor negative stock was discontinued, surpassed by US competition.91

Specialist colour services

Large European studios sometimes boasted in-house colour research and laboratory facilities. Babelsberg, for example, included a colour laboratory, approved by Ufa’s board in 1936, and most available technicians and scientists were deployed into colour film research.92 In the late 1930s, Forzano equipped his Pisorno studios with the laboratory equipment necessary to process film using Francita.93 With a few exceptions, however, specialized colour processing and printing services were usually located outside of the borders of the studios, sometimes but not necessarily found in their geographical proximity.94

Laboratories had to take particular care when processing colour films. Technicolor, for example, employed a unique ‘imbibition’ method that necessitated very expert handling of the complex operation of matrix dye-transfer printing. Technicolor opened a laboratory in Britain in 1937 which former employee Syd Wilson described as ‘like a hospital, totally clean’, with temperatures strictly controlled for all rooms, and an air-conditioning system on the roof.95 The lab processed films from the Eastern Hemisphere (Hollywood serviced the Western Hemisphere), ‘so every film that they made that was going to be released over here [Britain], they would send matrices over here and vice-versa’.96 Since the Technicolor licence enabled the labs to ‘print virtually for anywhere’, processing operations expanded.97 Bernard Happé, who also worked at Technicolor Labs in Britain, explained that ‘the interchange between America and England gave a way of maintaining the equivalent quality, and great stress has always been placed on the inter-changeability between the Hollywood and London plants’.98 In the early to mid-1950s, when Eastman Color was increasingly used, Technicolor transferred its operations primarily to printing and the British lab continued for the next decades on that basis, primarily handling Eastman Color prints.

Using Technicolor’s colour consultancy service was also part of the leasing arrangement, which meant that during production the company’s colour control experts had to be consulted regarding the aesthetic and technical application of the process. Their experience working on previous films was usefully deployed to advise art directors, set and costume designers to avoid using ‘problem’ colours such as deep purple which came out a ‘dirty brown’ in processing; cobalt which could not be successfully reproduced; very black clothing which came out as a ‘solid black lump’, and brilliant whites which had to be diluted to ‘Technicolor whites’ (whites dyed in coffee).99 Joan Bridge, Britain’s premier colour consultant, worked in British studios for several decades. Although Natalie Kalmus of the Technicolor Corporation also advised on British films, she was less present in British studios in the 1940s, and in practice British cinematographers and art directors were able to chart relatively independent approaches to using Technicolor.

In Germany, Alexander von Lagorio, a cameraman who had produced the special effects for Der Kampf der Tertia (The Battle of the Tertia, 1928) and worked on three Leni Riefenstahl films, was recruited by Ufa as a colour specialist. An inventor–practitioner, Lagorio was cited on nine patents, one of which was a technique for assessing the suitability of different brands of make-up for colour film.100 Lagorio also worked on Frauen sind doch bessere Diplomaten (Women are Better Diplomats, 1941) with cameraman Konstantin Irmen-Tschet. In Italy, chemical engineer Giulio Monteleoni, Ferrania’s main colour consultant, was closely involved in the filming of the first Ferraniacolor studio features.101 In 1960, Monteleoni became the general manager of the Italian Technicolor and later its Director General.102

French studios tried to attract specialist engineers, but the results were limited. In February 1942, Pathé began talks with Thomson-Houston to allow the latter to set up a colour research department at the Joinville studios. The project came to nothing and was abandoned the following year.103 To compensate for this lack of in-house expertise, the Commission Supérieure Technique (CST) offered advice and ad hoc recommendations to film producers and studios. For example, a CST delegation visited Billancourt during the shooting of Jacques Becker’s Ali Baba et les quarante voleurs (Ali Baba and the Forty Thieves, 1954) to offer advice on improving lighting and set chromatism.104 The CST was also involved in guiding studio directors in reinforcing walkways to support the increased weight of projectors, improving lighting in paint shops, and ventilation of sets to compensate for the increased heat of projectors. In 1955, the CST envisaged the creation of an ‘experimental studio’ that would enable large-scale trials of paint, lighting and sets; a dedicated space would improve colour filmmaking techniques across all studios and reduce the costs associated with processes of trial and error. Due to a lack of funding, and despite several attempts made between 1955 and 1960, the project never saw the light of day.105

Special effects

Special effects played a central role in studio operations throughout the 1930– 1960 period. Whereas filmmakers looked at ways of experimenting with aural and aesthetic possibilities not (easily) afforded by the natural world, film producers were keen to favour studio-based shooting for the economic advantages that the latter granted over costly location work. As will be discussed, studios invested in dedicated services and experimented with specialized processes and equipment (e.g. various photographic and mechanical devices) to enable producers to contain production costs (a matter of necessity during the Second World War) while at the same allowing filmmakers to assert significant control over the representation of fictional worlds.

The development of special effects in the studios took place within a context of knowledge transfer and collaboration extending both locally and internationally. Here again, Europe’s reliance on US techniques was to some extent unavoidable, considering Hollywood’s investments in technical innovation and widespread marketing. Nonetheless, European filmmakers and technicians also engaged with locally devised techniques to enhance or alter the moving image to produce effects that mimicked, surpassed or distorted reality in imaginative ways. Studio practices were central to these developments.

‘Trick’ photography

European motion picture engineers and technicians had always been keen to pioneer innovative methods and equipment. In Germany, for example, Oskar Messter took the camera into the air to produce some of the earliest aerial shots.106 Guido Seeber experimented with multiple exposure and montage, recognizing the potential of the Babelsberg site when Berlin’s density began to squeeze filmmakers towards the periphery.107 Eugen Schüfftan developed and patented his renowned process of mirrors and models. This technique was used to great effect in Fritz Lang’s Metropolis (1927) but fell out of favour in Germany and was subsequently adopted by the British film industry.108 Eugen Schüfftan also worked in French studios between 1933 and 1940, where he applied the technique developed in Germany. He worked with exiled directors such as G. W. Pabst, Max Ophüls and Robert Siodmak, as well as many French directors such as Marcel L’Herbier and Marcel Carné. Schüfftan’s work on lighting had a major influence on French operators and set designers, and in the 1930s he was considered one of the best studio technicians in France.109

Back projection was a ‘trick’ effect commonly used across Europe since the early 1930s. Put simply, the technique involved projecting in the studio a previously filmed background scene onto a large translucent screen from behind. Actors performed in front of the screen and when filmed, the illusion was created that the entire scene had been shot on location. Typically providing moving landscape scenery behind a car or train, back projection was often used to avoid costly location shooting and meteorological unpredictability, as well as the utilization of discarded film offcuts. A promotional cigarette card produced in 1934 in Britain showed how the effect was achieved.

In France, a type of ‘transparent’ back-projection technique carried out on frosted glass (fragile, heavy and therefore difficult to handle) was devised in 1928 by Yves Le Prieur and firstly applied in February 1929 in the film La Tentation (Temptation, 1929).110 After the war, a newly improved back-projection process was installed in the new Plateau D of the Joinville studios. According to this system, the image was projected onto a flexible resin screen manufactured following a 1939 Kodak patent.111 German studios also made ample use of back projection (Rückprojektion) and in 1935 a studio was built at Babelsberg specifically to produce large-scale images for background use.112

While Hollywood’s equipment and methods were held in high regard, considerable expertise was developed in Britain to address technical back-projection problems commonly experienced in the rest of Europe and the United States, such as more effectively synchronizing cameras and projectors, and an improved mobile and adjustable screen holder together with a platform or gantry elevated above the back-projection screen to support lighting equipment. The latter was devised in 1947 by David Rawnsley, the British set designer known for experimenting with a variety of ways to cut studio costs, known as ‘the Independent Frame’, and Edward Green of Production Facilities (Films) based at Denham.113 Back projection was a key element of the Independent Frame’s methods which also included detailed pre-planning, use of mobile rostrums, projection towers, models and rotating stages that were introduced to Pinewood Studios in the late 1940s and which impacted the studios’ infrastructural capacity for subsequent technical innovations.114
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Figure 7.7 How back projection worked, illustrative diagram, 1934. Alamy.

During the Second World War, the increasing need to introduce economy accelerated the development of photographic techniques in many studios. In Britain, Ealing achieved notable effects with the use of matte paintings, miniature work, glass shots and models.115 In Germany, shortages and restrictions on the use of raw materials, such as wood, iron, jute, energy resources and personnel, led to orders to make extensive use of photographic techniques in lieu of set construction.116 Price lists for studio hire reveal the increase in studio equipment that facilitated the creation of special effects, such as machines for producing fog, snow and wind, simulators to replicate different types of motion, as well as assorted mirror devices.117 Other devices included a portable ‘sunlight switchboard’ which was used for controlling lighting at Elstree in the 1940s.

In France too, wartime shortages and the high costs of construction materials prompted professionals to further research in the field of visual effects to limit the importance of physical sets. Abel Gance’s Pictographe and Henri Mahé’s Simplifilm are illustrative examples of this tendency. Presented to the French press in 1943, both methods claimed to significantly reduce the cost of building sets thanks to an optical illusion that allowed for a very large depth of field.118The French press commented extensively on the quarrel that inevitably broke out between the two inventors, while also pointing out that these technical shortcuts posed major risks of unemployment for the employees of studios’ decoration departments.119 In December 1943, at Saint-Maurice, Mahé began work on Blondine (1945), a feature film shot entirely with his cost-cutting process: according to reports, a bailiff checked every day that no sets had been built!120 Although the application of Gance or Mahé’s processes remained limited, Simplifilm continued to be used in fantasy films after the war.


[image: ]
Figure 7.8 Sunlight Switchboard, Elstree, 1940s. Alamy.

In the 1950s, international knowledge transfer was key in training technicians and cinematographers to achieve a rich variety of spectacular effects. A notable example in Italy is Vittorio De Sica’s Miracolo a Milano (Miracle in Milan, 1951), which saw the collaboration of cinematographer G. R. Aldo with Ned Mann, the special effect artist called from Hollywood to advise on the phantasmagorical elements of the film.121 Another remarkable case is Paramount/Ponti-De Laurentiis’s film adaptation of Leo Tolstoy’s Guerra e pace (War and Peace, 1956), whose near-surreal, evocative visual effects (e.g. the duel in the snow, the moonlit sky) were the result of a painstaking collaboration between a large number of artistic and technical staff, including British cinematographer Jack Cardiff and costume designer Maria de Matteis (both nominated for an Oscar for their work on the film).122

Mechanical and artisanal approaches

Many technical innovations were born in response to the specific needs of studio production. Set construction and mechanical teams were responsible for devising and assembling all the filming equipment, trolleys, dollies, cranes and lifts to enhance camera mobility and to enable every conceivable staging effect. As set designer Alexandre Trauner put it, ‘the wonderful thing about this profession was that each film had its own rules […] the technique was developed as the film progressed, to save time, and to give spectacle or “greater visual harmony”‘.123For example, in Joinville in 1934, the engineer Fédorov developed an overhead travelling crane, suspended from the ceiling. To this crane was attached a 360-degree pivoting platform that allowed all kinds of camera movements to capture the immense set designed by Lazare Meerson for Marc Allégret’s Zouzou (1934), starring the charismatic Joséphine Baker in the title role.124 Designed for the specific needs of Zouzou, this suspended platform became part of Joinville’s studio equipment for use on other films. A few years later, Marcel Carné had the mechanical crews of the Billancourt studio build a mobile platform on the set of Le jour se lève (Daybreak, 1939), for a camera operator to film, through a vertical tracking shot, that was staged inside the four-floor building created by set designer Alexandre Trauner.
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Figure 7.9 The duel in the snow, War and Peace (1956). Fair use.

Italian studios were equipped with more advanced special effect equipment only in the post-war years, often imported from Britain or the United States.125 Before the 1950s, wind, fog, fire and smoke effects relied on the availability of machinery, which was modest in scope, and atmospheric effects often prepared in co-operation with external contractors.126 On the other hand, artisanal approaches to the crafting of evocative film settings are well documented before and after the war, with many fascinating examples of the Italian industry’s reliance on skilled, visionary craftmanship in the fabrication of special effects. One such case is Le notti bianche (White Nights, 1957), a film with a setting inspired by the ‘Venetian quarter’ of the Tuscan city of Leghorn which was completely reimagined and built inside Cinecittà’s largest stage, Teatro 5, by set designer Mario Garbuglia. Garbuglia recounted how director Luchino Visconti and the production team achieved the film’s dreamlike aesthetics thanks to the use of tulle, which was ‘layered around the scene’ and lightened from different perspectives to obtain the desired atmospheric ‘thickness’.127
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Figure 7.10 Otto Baecker and Konstantin Irmen-Tschet suspended on a crane in the studio at Babelsberg, 1930. Alamy.

Model making was a standard practice across European studios before, during and after the war. Models could serve as part of special effects since when filmed they would look as if they were a lifelike size. They were often used to provide economical parts of sets, using synthetic substitutes that could be mistaken for ‘real’ materials such as bricks, columns, parts of a building etc. Clay models of parts of elaborate sets were a time and money-saving practice.

Before the rise of neorealism, Italian producers often commissioned fine miniature models of iconic architectural sites to avoid, or to supplement, location shooting. A dedicated stage for miniature and special effects, known as ‘the magic house’, was built at Cinecittà in 1936–7. This edifice was divided into two separate stages, the larger one measuring 55 x 30 m. and containing a pool of 12 x 24 m. utilized for water sequences.128 The second room hosted the laboratory of Giovanni Piccolis, renowned model maker who had run the effects department at Cines since the early 1930s.129 An outstanding example of Piccoli’s work is found in the opera biopic Giuseppe Verdi (1938) for which he reproduced the Duomo of Milan with intricate detail.130
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Figure 7.11 Mobile platform for vertical dollies built at the Billancourt studios for Le jour se lève (1939). Photo: Raymond Voinquel © GP-RMN

In British studios, models for mini sets were a useful resource to help with planning shooting. A remarkable example is found in Edward Carrick’s production design work for Captain Boycott (1947). Carrick went with the film’s director Frank Launder to inspect the Irish locations, after which he decided to build some of the locations, such as a hill over which a cavalry rode, on the studio lot.131 In addition, a model of the set was made with the purpose of being able to assess how much or little needed to be built to obtain a particular shot by looking at the model through a miniature frame which replicated what a camera would shoot.132 This saved time in planning lighting set-ups and the positioning of microphones by the sound crew. This technique was welcomed by Carrick who thought set sketches would eventually be replaced by ‘properly lighted models around which the miniature viewfinder can move’ so that the designer could concentrate on creating mood by illustrating the script.133 The drawings were to be read in conjunction with a construction sheet which described the materials used for the walls and ceiling, and also the treatment of wood surfaces, the floor and backings. Sam Eastlake, a plasterer at Pinewood, followed Carrick’s instructions for the floor around the fireplace ‘to be carried out in cement and sand modelled on the job to represent old slabs’.134 The large set allowed for freedom of movement for the actors and was constructed to evoke maximum verisimilitude concerning the spaces, materials and ‘lived in’ appearance.
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Figure 7.12 Plaster figurines used to represent the audience in a theatre model in the Neuilly studios. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

Models were also used in publicity, such as when the Ideal Home Exhibition exhibited some as part of studios’ outreach to the public in 1947, and as a source of commentary, such as the notable work of British special effects expert Percy Ralphs, whose V-1 (flying bomb) model was flown over a foreground model hospital for Green for Danger (1946).135 A report on the model noted that a one-inch scale model was made of wood and metal and ‘flown’ on the lot at Pinewood from overhead cables. It approached the camera at almost roof-top height with the exhaust flaming at its tail. The exhaust flame was the most difficult effect to achieve, but this was finally accomplished by placing a roman candle firework in the tail, which had draught holes drilled in it to keep the flame going while in motion.136 A model for The Queen of Spades (1949) for sets designed by Oliver Messel still survives at the British Film Institute National Archive. There is also documentation on Hein Heckroth working with set models on The Red Shoes (1948).
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Figure 7.13 Interior of miniature building at Cinecittà, 1956. Bettmann/Getty.
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Figure 7.14 The Duomo of Milan reproduced with detail at Cinecittà. Archivi Alinari.
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Figure 7.15 Hein Heckroth and design for The Red Shoes, 1947. Alamy.

Television production in film studios

The diffusion of television broadcasting in post-war Europe influenced the activities of existing film studios, with several facilities diversifying their film output to integrate television production and some others switching completely to the new medium. This final section briefly assesses the transmedial influence that the advent of television had on the activities of British, French, German and Italian film studios.

The development of moving image transmission in 1930s Germany was marked by a series of successes and setbacks as engineers and advocates steered its progress through political caprice and organizational obstruction.137 Although public impatience with a technology that was not fulfilling its promises might have been a small factor, war and the subsequent occupation and division of Germany into four militarized zones created the bigger challenges to broader acceptance and development of the medium.138

After the war, the first television studio in West Germany was located in a small space at the top of the Hochbunker, one of Hamburg’s anti-aircraft defences on Heiligengeistfeld which functioned as a test site from 1950 to 1953.139 Elsewhere in West Germany, discussion focused on whether to adapt existing film studio space or to construct dedicated television studios.140 From 1952, the film studios at Geiselgasteig, located in the US zone, were used to shoot a series of television films for the North American market; by 1959 Geiselgasteig studios were turned to television production by the Bavaria Atelier Gesellschaft.141 By the late 1950s nearly all film studios in the West were making films for television.142 In 1953 a dedicated centre for television production and broadcasting was built at Berlin Adlershof in East Germany.143

French and Italian media industries lagged behind in the diffusion of television technology and in both countries the development of a nationwide network was significantly hampered by the outbreak of the Second World War. In France, after an experimental phase in the 1930s, the first television studios were set up by the Nazis in 1943 in the rue de l’Université in Paris. It was from these studios that the first television transmissions were made to military hospitals and the homes of Wehrmacht soldiers in France.144 In Fascist Italy, nationalized radio programming and newsreels were the preferred means of mass communication and propaganda. Nonetheless, the state supported tests with ‘radiovision’ (as television was initially referred to) which took place in small, ad hoc stages in Rome and in Turin.145 During this early phase, experimentation with moving image transmission does not appear to have crossed over to film studio environments.
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Figure 7.16 Cramped conditions of the studio at Heiligengeistfeld, c. 1952. Alamy.

National television programming took off in both Italy and France in the aftermath of the Second World War. Italians saw the establishment of the public television broadcaster Radio Audizioni Italiane (RAI, later Radiotelevisione italiana) in the late 1940s.146 Dedicated RAI facilities, auditoria and transmitters were gradually set up in Rome, Turin, Milan and in other regional capitals across the country.147 In the early 1950s, a specialized office for cinema services was established to liaise with film producers.148 In France, the Mougins project, envisioned to bring together filmmaking and broadcasting in a single centre, was quickly abandoned (see Chapters 2 and 6). Television transmissions were then carried out independently in the Cognac-Jay studios, the former German Fernsehsender studios in Paris.149 In December 1951, the production department of the Radiodiffusion-Télévision Française (RTF), cramped for space on rue Cognac-Jay, bought the Gaumont film studios in Buttes-Chaumont, which were completely destroyed in a fire in early 1953, before they had even begun operating.150

The significant transformations experienced in the European media landscape in the post-war years engendered structural and professional crossovers between cinema and television. The conversion of film studios to television production, or the mutual application to both fields of practice, made sense since many of the facilities, including editing, set and costume workshops as well as electrical and lighting equipment, were relatively transferable, and early television programmes used film (telerecording). As referenced in Chapter 1, in the 1950s many British film studios accommodated television productions, and some, such as at Lime Grove, Shepherd’s Bush, Teddington, Elstree (Rock), Wembley and Hammersmith went completely over to the medium.151 The BBC took over studios in Manchester and at Ealing, and new television studios were opened in the mid-1950s at Elstree. At the time the Rank Organization was also interested in television but conceived it as a public rather than a private medium for cinema exhibition rather than in the home.152

As television schedules expanded and diversified, so did the amount of film shooting required to fill more articulate palimpsests. The new Incom facilities in Rome (later acquired by RAI) and Cinelandia in Cologno Monzese (on the outskirts of Milan) produced a variety of popular commercials, music shows and short sketch comedies exclusively for televisual consumption. It was calculated that over the course of 1959 Italian television programming utilized circa 1,800 km of film stock, five times higher than the quantity needed to produce the feature-length films distributed yearly across the national cinema circuits.153

Reports from international film trade conferences held in the 1950s and 1960s detail attempts at establishing mutual cooperation between film and television professionals. An early example is the International Congress of Motion Picture Technique held in Turin in October 1950, which also involved participants from Britain, France, and Germany. Following this event, the Italian Association of Cinema Technicians (ATIC) welcomed technical representatives of the Italian television industry under its ranks.154 In France, RTF’s new television station sometimes called on technicians from the film industry, especially camera operators, for news coverage.155 On the other hand, technical exchanges between the two media seem to have been relatively limited and French film studios did not host any television programmes until the early 1960s, when an agreement between RTF and the Franstudio group led to Francœur and Joinville being rented for television purposes. However, according to the film technicians’ union, RTF considerably limited the use of film technicians because of the costs involved in hiring this skilled workforce. As a result, most of the French technicians working for television had no previous experience in filmmaking.156

The two media had different practical applications and professional demands.157 In 1958, for example, videorecording marked a key technological shift away from using film to record live television.158 There were considerable differences to which film technicians would have had to adapt, including continuity, set building, use of multi-camera, restricted use of long takes and no possibility of re-takes. Conversely, some specialists sought to borrow techniques from television to assist film directors. A notable example in Britain is David Rawnsley who introduced electronic viewfinders to film direction. Its advantages were that it permitted instant examination of what was being transmitted, allowing the director to see at the moment when a scene was being shot, exactly what would appear on the screen instead of waiting for rushes to be developed and then deciding on expensive retakes.159 Rawnsley was keen to learn from television and in 1947 one of Pinewood’s stages was modified to test techniques he thought would be beneficial for film production.160

Conclusion

There has been little by way of coherent record to document how the introduction of new technologies innovated studio practices within the film industries under investigation. This chapter has drawn upon nationally focused literature, trade documentation, press coverage and personal memoirs to observe similarities and differences in the circulation of film technologies and the discourses around their application. Scattered across British, French, German and Italian archives, these historical materials bring to light a fragmented, yet dynamically intersecting, technological scenario. They reveal how filmmakers and studio workers, regardless of their nationality, appropriated the new tools at their disposal and how, in turn, technology shaped mechanical, technical and artistic activities locally and transnationally.

Situational, relational and subjective factors interplayed in the widespread diffusion and application of technology. The historical data suggests a back-and-forth process that yielded creative and meaningful experiences. It was in the many studio environments that artistic and technical staff pushed the existing apparatus to its limits and furthered experimentation with new devices to respond to the needs of a specific production. A dynamic tension between human creativity (in the form of resourcefulness and craftmanship) and the materials and mechanical tools at the disposal of artists and technicians emerged in the creation of visual effects, such as those observed, for example, in the case of Zouzou (1934) and Captain Boycott (1947).

Studios used a mix of national and foreign film hardware which was often expensive and complex to run but allowed filmmakers many affordances, helping them to achieve visionary projects in ways that could not be accomplished before. In the post-war years, international knowledge transfer and collaboration produced, among others, the remarkable aesthetics of War and Peace (1956). The emergence of new tools, however, also took away established tasks: habits and routines changed, sometimes dramatically. Those who learned on the job frequently recalled unsafe work environments associated, for example, with the use of powerful lighting. As discussed in Chapter 9, electrical malfunctioning often led to devastating fires and to other accidents, which highlighted the need to implement health and safety regulations in the studios (including the introduction of safety film).

Studios’ technical advancements would not have been possible without the wider interconnected ecology of the international film industry. As technological demands expanded and diversified, so did studios’ dependence on a vast network of raw material suppliers, energy providers and laboratory services. Artistic activities now relied on constant electric provision and highly specialized chemical services, including stock manufacture, sound processing and colour printing. In a shifting and mutual process of industrial and artistic transformation, studios gradually became a highly resource-extracting business with a rising carbon footprint. From the late 1950s onwards, studios were also able to benefit from television’s industrial expansion by responding to the growing need for televised film content. For some time, this commission counteracted the slow decline in cinema attendance which gradually led to cinema (and studio) closures in the 1960s, followed by widespread protests in the production, exhibition and rental sector.

Political and economic factors were key to the introduction and negotiation of technology in European film studios, influencing the ways in which they were able to take advantage of state-of-the-art technologies. The countries which backed systematic scientific research into sound and colour represented the only serious competition to US patents and manufactured equipment (e.g. Germany’s Klangfilm and Agfacolor). The rise of national socialism and the outbreak of the Second World War undermined any efforts to scale down reliance on US film technology firms, who took further advantage from post-war fragmentation to tighten their grip over the Western European studio business.

Read against the grain, the comparative evidence ultimately prompts us to reexamine the influence that film technology, as a capitalist commodity, had (and continues to have) on human creativity, and the responsibility of political, cultural and commercial institutions in promoting and safeguarding best practices. If the development of film technology was not a neutral process, driven as it was by nationalist agendas and profit-driven motives, the same applies to its application within studio grounds. Film technology was not only a set of modern tools that allowed filmmakers to bring their vision onto the screen. Technological change often contributed towards the consolidation of production hierarchies which privileged businesses and people who had access to the best facilities, tools and training to the exclusion of others. As will be discussed in Chapter 9, studios’ ability to innovate also had profound repercussions on the employment, organization and mobility of their workforce.
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Transnational collaborations between film studios

Tim Bergfelder, Richard Farmer, Morgan Lefeuvre and Catherine O’Rawe

Introduction

In this chapter we trace the relations between different national film studios. The advent of sound in the late 1920s facilitated a boom in transnational production initiatives in European studios, initially focusing on the practice of multiple-language versions (or MLVs). Alongside pan-European developments, bilateral synergies, such as between Italy and France, or between Germany and Austria, were also common. Hitler’s rise to power in 1933 and the exodus of Jewish film personnel accelerated the movement of filmmakers across European borders, and it forged new or strengthened collaborations. Meanwhile, the crisis and bankruptcy of production companies forced many French professionals to work in British or Italian studios. The multilateral intensification of migration due to political or economic reasons created workplace tensions in European studios, including resentment towards foreign workers. The outbreak of the Second World War created not only voluntary but also coerced mobility of film personnel between different countries. Despite some dramatic ruptures and changes, there were remarkable continuities in transnational collaborations across Europe that extended from the early 1930s through to the Cold War, which reflects on how transnational circulation was integrated with industrial networks. This suggests a reframing of the geography of the studios to account more fully and document transnational flows of exchange and connection.

The coming of sound and the MLV boom

The preceding two chapters have demonstrated how the advent of sound radically affected the architecture and technology within European film studios. At the same time, the differing capabilities and resources in the four countries accelerated a transnational traffic of personnel, know-how and intellectual properties that was to become a defining feature of European film production in the 1930s. These developments originate in the 1920s when Hollywood for the first time in film history established a dominant position within many European markets, and when inter-European collaboration was seen as a strategy to counter US hegemony; a strategy that came to be known as the ‘Film Europe’ project, with producers such as Ufa’s Erich Pommer as one of its leading architects.1 Furthermore, the 1920s had already witnessed an active exchange of filmmakers across different countries. Watching the production of Der letzte Mann (The Last Laugh, 1924) at Babelsberg left ‘an enduring impression’ on Alfred Hitchcock, who immediately incorporated some of the lessons he learned into The Blackguard (1925), the film he had travelled to Berlin to make.2 During the crisis of Italian production from the beginning of the 1920s, many Italian directors, actors and technicians also went to Germany.3 Most returned when the arrival of sound made their presence more problematic, but it can be argued that the expertise they picked up in studios such as Babelsberg, where Carmine Gallone directed the first German feature-length sound film Das Land ohne Frauen (The Land Without Women, 1929), helped to close the gap between Italy and her international competitors, and to relaunch Italian cinema in the 1930s.4 As the adaptation of studios to sound in some countries was slower than in others, the delay in equipping French studios with sound technology prompted the most ambitious French producers to shoot their first sound films in London or Berlin. Britain hoped to exploit its early adoption of synchronized-sound film technology by positioning itself as a place where filmmakers might come to make talkies. Early conversion was felt to offer an exciting opportunity: just as Herbert Wilcox had gone to America to make Black Waters (1929), the first British-produced talking picture, so it was hoped that European producers whose domestic studios had not yet made the changeover might be attracted to London’s soundstages.5

French Producers Bernard Natan, Pierre Braunberger, Jacques Haïk, Marcel Vandal and Charles Delac made their first feature-length talkies, Les trois masques (The Three Masks, 1929) and La route est belle (The Road is fine, 1929), in Elstree or Twickenham respectively.6 Many French professionals visited British studios. As an article in the 26 October 1929 issue of L’intransigeant put it: ‘London is becoming a kind of film capital.’7 However, ambitions to establish London as an international production centre were short-lived. J. D. Williams and Sir Edward Gordon Craig’s 1929–30 proposal for a twenty-stage studio at Elstree was scuppered by a lack of investment, the British government’s unwillingness to back the scheme, and the speed with which studios in continental Europe converted to sound.8 Meanwhile, the French De Venloo film company teamed up with German producer Carl Froelich to shoot La Nuit est à nous in Berlin in late 1929. The film was co-directed by Froelich and Henry Roussel at the Ufa studios at Tempelhof, starring Roussel and Marie Bell, with a German sound engineer and a German production designer (Franz Schroedter), which did not prevent the French press from stating: ‘French capital, French artists, French work, collaboration with a French director, La Nuit est à nous is therefore the first French talking film to be made’,9 without specifying that it relied entirely on German infrastructure and technology. What the French press also failed to mention was that simultaneously with La nuit est à nous a German version was made, Die Nacht gehört uns, with German stars Hans Albers and Charlotte Ander in the leads. This camouflaging of a film’s national origin became a key element in the marketing of what became known as the practice of MLVs (multi-language versions).
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Figure 8.1 Erich Pommer. Alamy.
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Figure 8.2 Die Nacht gehört uns (1929). Alamy.

Although the logistics of filming the same film simultaneously in the same studio with the same crews but different language casts and scripts seems prohibitively resource-intensive from a contemporary perspective in comparison with alternative practices such as subtitling and dubbing, according to Joseph Garncarz,

For several years following the introduction of sound, the multiple-language version was the optimal strategy for enabling a film made in one country to become both understandable and popular in countries with other linguistic and cultural traditions.10

The MLV practice was initiated in Britain when English and German versions of Atlantic/Atlantik (1929) were shot simultaneously at BIP (a French version, Atlantis (1930), was made slightly later). Visiting Elstree in 1930, when several MLVs were shot at the studios, including E. A. Dupont’s Two Worlds/ Zwei Welten (1930), Richard Eichberg’s The Copper/Der Greifer (1930), and Mary, the German-language version of Hitchcock’s Murder (1930), German producer Karl Ritter noted that ‘in Elstree all Englishmen speak broken German and all Germans speak broken English’.11 He also observed how the German visitors tended to cluster together, all staying at the cosy Brentbridge Hotel.12 BIP became the British studio most associated with MLVs – Atlantic was followed by eleven other films. Other studios including Wembley, Walton-on-Thames, British and Dominion (Elstree), Ealing and Hammersmith also made MLVs. At Twickenham, Julius Hagen maximized output by getting Louis Mercanton to direct Le Mystère de la Villa Rose (1930) in French during the day while Leslie Hiscott and his crew used the same sets to make At the Villa Rose (1930) at night.13 The MLV phenomenon was relatively short-lived in Britain, concentrated in the early years of synchronized sound: five MLVs went into production in 1929, twelve in 1930 and four in 1931. There was a brief, limited revival of Anglo-French MLVs in 1936 (three films) and 1937 (one), explicable by the decline of large French production companies from 1935.14 Later attempts to revive the Anglo-French MLV tradition were for the most part unsuccessful.15 British-produced MLVs were made in a range of languages. The variety revue Elstree Calling (1930) was produced in at least three versions (English, Dutch and Spanish), and possibly as many as eleven.16 French and German versions were by far the most common, although films made in the latter dried up after the Nazis came to power.

In France, the Paramount Studios in Saint-Maurice in the south-eastern suburbs of Paris best symbolize the golden age of MLVs. Nicknamed ‘the Babel of the Cinema’, the studios on rue des Réservoirs, operated by the American firm since March 1930, witnessed intense activity during this period. In just three years, the studio produced 300 films. In the screenplay department, dozens of writers and secretaries were busy translating and adapting the scripts of contracted French authors. Swedish, Romanian, German, French or Italian teams worked at a frenetic pace on the five sets, where up to ten versions of the same film were shot day and night.17 Despite this cosmopolitan nature, most of the directors and department heads were French or American. Most of the French directors under contract had worked in Hollywood studios in the past, were fluent in English and were familiar with the professional practices of Hollywood cinema. On the other hand, Robert T. Kane, the director of French Paramount, was unable to say three words in the language of Molière.18
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Figure 8.3 Marlene Dietrich in the Paramount studios courtyard in 1931. © Paramount France.

While Paramount’s studios were the most productive in the field of MLVs, most French studios hosted international teams from time to time in the early years of the decade. In 1930–1, no fewer than fifteen films were made in multiple versions (mainly English, German and Spanish) at the Pathé studios in Joinville, where multiple versions continued to be shot until 1936. But there were also many foreign directors, technicians and actors, particularly German, at the Victorine studios in Nice, at Éclair and of course at the Tobis studios in Épinay-sur-Seine. English director Robert Stevenson reported on his experience at Billancourt on the production of La Bataille (1933) and its English-language version, The Battle (1934). Having been told by a smoking worker that French technicians were ‘not afraid of fire’, Stevenson returned the next morning to find Billancourt ‘burned to the ground’. Stevenson stated that the French studios lacked ‘a system’, but praised the provision Billancourt made for trucking shots.19 Although the press tended to praise the bilingualism or even trilingualism of the new stars of European sound cinema such as Lilian Harvey or Jean Murat, the reality of filming in multiple versions was often more difficult. In an article published in Pour Vous in 1935, the director Serge Veber, who was responsible for many of the French versions filmed in Berlin for Ufa, recalls the endless discussions he had with the tenor and actor Jan Kiepura, of Russian–Polish origin, about the pronunciation of his text for the French version.20 Although artistic cooperation remained relatively limited within the strict framework of the MLVs (two or three groups of actors and technicians of different nationalities working in rapid succession on the same set), they nevertheless enabled close links to be developed or strengthened between individuals.

Alongside France, German film companies and studios embraced MLVs most enthusiastically in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Ufa produced its first MLV in 1929 with the Hungarian-themed operetta Melodie des Herzens (Melody of the Heart, 1929) in five versions: silent, German, French, English and Hungarian.21 Notably this production preceded the completion of Babelsberg’s Tonkreuz, requiring that older buildings such as the ‘Südhalle and the little Glashaus were set up for sound in a makeshift way’.22 Not much later, Ufa rushed two further MLVs into production: Liebeswalzer (Love Waltz, 1930) and Der blaue Engel/The Blue Angel (1930). By the beginning of the 1930s, MLVs became the dominant form of film production in Germany for several years, and although Ufa was arguably the most prolific company investing in MLVs, nearly all the major German studios hosted these kinds of productions. Of the 251 sound films produced in Germany between 1929 and 1931, sixty-six were MLVs, while 80 per cent of all foreign films released in German cinemas during this period were also MLVs.23 This included German versions of Hollywood films as well as MLVs aimed for the German market that were produced in Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Denmark, Sweden and Poland.

However, unlike the Paramount studios in France, which made versions in a wide range of different languages, German studios focused their activities increasingly on just French ones. Since the mid-1920s, France was a lucrative market for German film exports, and for most of the period between 1930 and 1960, France was by far the most frequent partner in bilateral and multilateral German co-productions, ahead of Austria and Italy. However, a secondary reason for investing in French language versions in the early 1930s was that the latter often proved more successful in central and Eastern Europe where explicitly German cultural imports were regarded more resentfully.24 Moreover, the French versions were easier to sell in other territories as well, including Spain.25 A common practice for MLVs in Germany was to assign a German director as the supervising director for all versions, with an English or French co-director in charge for the respective version. Apart from his work in France, Robert Stevenson also worked in Berlin as a version co-director as part of a short-lived alliance between Gaumont-British and Ufa in 1932 and was impressed by the ‘military’ efficiency of German studios, by the quality and maintenance of Ufa’s equipment, and by set construction being simplified by flats being built to standardized sizes.26
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Figure 8.4 Willy Fritsch and Dita Parlo in Melodie des Herzens (1929). Alamy.

Some French co-directors almost became fixtures in German studios for years, including figures such as the above-mentioned Serge Veber, Jean Boyer, Pierre Billon, Henri Chomette, Roger Le Bon, Albert Valentin and perhaps most prominently and before his career in France took off, Henri-Georges Clouzot. Similarly, French stars including Henri Garat and Marie Glory frequently worked at Babelsberg and in other German studios on French versions of German productions, while only a few performers, such as Lilian Harvey and Käthe von Nagy (Kate de Nagy) had enough transnational star appeal and linguistic ability to star in more than one language version of the same film, and to travel regularly between German and French studios. Among all the four countries, Germany persisted with making MLVs the longest. Despite Hitler’s rise to power in spring 1933, that year even saw an increase of MLVs over the preceding year. From 1934 onwards their number gradually but steadily declined, but they continued to be made practically until the outbreak of the Second World War (and indeed beyond – some examples crop up as late as the late 1950s).
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Figure 8.5 Letter from Paul Azaïs to Marcel Pagnol sent from the Pension Imperial in Berlin. Fonds de dotation Marcel Pagnol.

Additionally, from the mid-1930s onwards, German studios began to produce French-language-only films without a corresponding German version, coordinated by producer Raoul Ploquin and starring French actors including Danielle Darrieux, Jean Gabin, Michèle Morgan, Annabella, Edwige Feuillère and Fernandel. During the production of these films, French professionals had their regular haunts at the chic Hotel Adlon, but above all at the Pension Impérial, the real headquarters for French artists filming in Berlin.27

The Italian film industry fell behind others in the race to equip for sound, to build soundstages and to have the spatial capacity to accommodate the requirements of multilingual production.28 As in the other countries, the success of Italian cinema in the 1930s was its internationalization: the first Italian sound film, La canzone dell’amore/La Dernière berceuse (Song of Love, 1930) was produced at the Cines studio in Rome in Italian, German and French versions simultaneously, with a partially different cast and direction. The film also demonstrated the powerful appeal of musical films, or films highlighting music, in bridging the cultural gap between nations.29 Thus co-production, the musical film and MLVs are at the root of Italian sound film. However, at the beginning of the 1930s, Italy did not commit to a large production of MLVs: if we look at the filmographic data collected for the 1930s, among the MLVs released in Italy between 1930 and 1934 only twelve were produced in Italian studios, mostly at Cines.30 With the exception of La canzone dell’amore, all were dual-language only (usually French or German with Italian).

Following the signing of the Rome Protocols between Italy and Austria in 1934, encouraging closer economic relations, one Italian-shot MLV is a good example of this synergy.31 Casta Diva/The Divine Spark (1935), a romantic drama inspired by the life of Italian composer Vincenzo Bellini, is probably the most renowned example of an English-language film produced in Italy in the mid-1930s. Exploiting the opera theme in time for Bellini’s centenary commemorations, the English and the Italian-language versions, both directed by Carmine Gallone, were shot at Cines between the end of 1934 and spring 1935.32 Produced by the film company Alleanza Cinematografica Italiana (ACI), with the English version co-produced by Gaumont-British, both versions cast Hungarian operetta star Marta Eggerth who sang and acted with her own voice, accompanied in the Italian version by the unknown Sandro Palmieri and in the English version by the American Philipps Holmes (as Bellini).33 Not only does Casta Diva hold the distinction of being one of the few Italian films produced during these years to have an English-language counterpart, but it is also of particular interest because of the ‘Austro-German connection’. As argued by Bono, the idea for Casta Diva ‘filiated’ from the Austro-German opera film Leise flehen meine Lieder (Gently My Songs Entreat, Forst, 1933) based on the life of Franz Schubert and produced by Cine-Allianz (later in Italy as ACI) at the Sievering film studios in Vienna.34 Leise flehen meine Lieder was also adapted into English in Vienna as Unfinished Symphony (1934). Polyglot Eggerth starred again in both versions. As Bono notes: ‘The project was strongly supported at political level. According to a document from the German embassy in Rome, the film fell under the auspices of the Sottosegretario di Stato per la Stampa e la Propaganda [Undersecretary of State for Press and Propaganda].’35 The diplomatic value of cinema was assured, and the commercial appeal of opera films abroad was clear. However,German-influenced comedies were also important in the period: La segretaria privata (The Private Secretary, 1931), La telefonista (The Telephonist, 1932) and Due cuori felici (Two Happy Hearts, Negroni, 1932), all made at Cines, were all remakes of very recent German films. In fact, Bono argues that these films were made, at least in part, as teaching exercises, allowing Italian directors to familiarize themselves with the new sound equipment and minimizing shooting time, as they were heavily based on the pre-existing films.36 A number of French co-productions were also made by Scalera, with an emphasis on literary adaptations with an old-fashioned feel, as evidenced by the use of French-speaking directors from the silent period like Marcel L’Herbier and Jean Choux.37 In Italy, MLVs declined by the mid-1930s due to the rise of dubbing of foreign films: the first dubbing studio functioning in Rome was the Cines-Pittaluga, which started dubbing foreign-language films from mid-1932. Other Rome-based dubbing studios such as Fotovox, Fono Roma, Itala Acustica, MGM and Titanus opened between 1932 and 1934.38

As this section has demonstrated, MLVs were a significant production strategy from the late 1920s until the mid-1930s, which fostered a prolific exchange and traffic between European film studios during this period. While British studios had initially started this trend, they were quickly sidelined by French and German studios producing MLVs in great volumes. Italian studios, meanwhile had a delayed start in making sound film productions, but on the other hand were early adopters of dubbing technology, which would, alongside subtitling, ultimately displace MLVs as a viable mode of operation.
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Figure 8.6 Marta Eggerth in Casta Diva (1935). Bridgeman images.

Studios as exile destinations

Hitler’s rise to power in 1933 had an immediate effect on the German studios’ Jewish personnel and on other staff that become politically inopportune for the new regime. Their exclusion from being able to continue their careers in Germany led to an unprecedented exodus of studio employees, and also had a significant impact on film industries elsewhere which accommodated the refugees. The most obvious initial escape route for many exiles from Germany was Austria (indeed many of those expelled had originally come from Austria to work in Berlin and Munich), where a familiar culture and the same language provided the optimal career environment. Although German authorities tried to discourage Austrian producers to employ Jewish talent by blocking the import of films that featured Jewish performers, Austria provided a safe haven until the Anschluss (annexation) of Austria by Germany in 1938 closed down this opportunity.39 Among the film industries that hosted the greatest numbers of exiles were Hollywood,40 Britain,41 France42 and Italy, alongside the Netherlands43 but people also ventured elsewhere, including Spain, Mexico, Latin America, India and China. Coming so soon after the accelerated and heavily promoted transnationalism of the early sound period, these new migrants often faced a more ambivalent welcome from their respective host countries and their domestic work colleagues at the studios.

Foreign labour became a more prominent factor in Britain after the introduction of quota legislation brought new investment into British films and the arrival of synchronous sound threatened the profitability of other European film industries. In Britain, it was believed that foreign technicians could improve the quality of domestic production and train British personnel, both of which would strengthen the position of British films in the home and international markets.44 It was hoped that the employment of imported, especially American, actors would make British films more appealing to domestic and foreign audiences. In 1935, the ACT union advocated for an exchange of technicians between countries ‘to avoid the danger of sterility’.45 More common were British labour organizations’ complaints of a ‘tendency to regard “foreign” and “ace” as synonymous terms’. This, they claimed, resulted in the arrival of mediocre technicians and undermined British workers’ ability to find employment or gain advancement.46

The number of European actors and technicians coming to Britain increased after 1933. While most of the émigrés would undoubtedly have encountered dangers to their life in Germany, not all of them were technically refugees. Daria Santini notes that the arrival of figures including actor Conrad Veidt, art director Alfred Junge and cinematographer Günther Krampf predates 1933: they were ‘economic rather than … political’ migrants and came to London because the money was good.47 Junge was representative of a German tradition that encouraged studio art departments to work closely with directors, costume designers and cinematographers and contribute to the look of a film as an integrated production. More mobile cameras and more expressive lighting setups were also imported and deployed more frequently as émigrés become ‘the dominant creative forces’ in British studios.48

One of the reasons European émigrés were attracted to work in Britain had to do with one person. Alexander Korda arrived in Britain in November 1931, having worked in the film industries of Hungary – the country of his birth – Austria, Germany, the United States and most recently France, where he worked for the Paramount studios and subsequently set up his own production company in 1932. Korda played a number of roles. As a practitioner, he was a writer, director and producer; as a businessman he established London Film Productions in 1932, agreed an American distribution deal with United Artists in 1933, and opened Denham studios in 1936. But he was also a connector at the centre of an international network of film practitioners. Given Korda’s peripatetic career, it is not surprising that he imported talent to work with him in the UK; indeed, attaching the names of established international technicians and actors to a project might have made it easier to get finance for the kind of ambitious pictures, oriented towards foreign markets, that he regarded as ‘the bulwark of London Films’.49 It is striking that many of Korda’s collaborators in Britain (such as René Clair, Jacques Feyder, Lazare Meerson, Alexander Trauner and Georges Périnal) had worked with him in other countries; these were not simply ‘aliens’, to use contemporary Home Office parlance, but aliens known to him personally. In many cases, the émigrés to whom he offered employment and income shared his Hungarian Jewish background and had been forced from their homeland by antisemitism; Korda also spent his own money to help those threatened by the rise of the Nazis leave Germany.50
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Figure 8.7 Alexander Korda with Marlene Dietrich and Jacques Feyder at Denham, 1937. Alamy.

The employment of émigré labour created tensions, especially in the wake of the 1937 production crisis which increased competition for jobs. In Britain, the engagement of exiled Jews exacerbated pre-existing antisemitism towards Jewish power within the British film industry. Such hostility was exemplified by Graham Greene, who claimed that Alexander Korda’s British productions exemplified a ‘tasteless Semitic opulence’ he was loath to recognize as ‘English’.51 It became harder to export British films to certain markets. Germany objected to films featuring Jewish actors or with Jewish names in the credits. The Nazi authorities refused to allow distribution of Catherine the Great (1934), made at Elstree, on the grounds that it was produced by Alexander Korda and starred Elisabeth Bergner and was directed by Paul Czinner, both of whom had fled Germany.52
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Figure 8.8 Xenophobic humour in We’ll Smile Again (1942), with Denham rebranded as New World Films Studios. Fair use.

France also welcomed many technicians who had been driven out of Germany by the National Socialist regime. From the spring of 1933, the French press enthusiastically relayed the projects of Erich Pommer, who had just moved to Paris and was then described as ‘Europe’s greatest producer’.53 In an interview with the journalist and critic Nino Frank, Pommer stated his desire to bring out a new generation of French technicians trained according to German working methods:

I have new studios and new staff. They all need to be trained. I’m now going to work with directors and artists who, having already worked with me, know what I want. But my intention is to encourage the emergence of new talent. I want young French people to work and train alongside directors like Fritz Lang or Max Ophüls, and I want new actors to emerge.54

Nedjma Moussaoui has referred to the spread of German professional practices in French studios in the middle of the decade, in particular the practice of director’s meetings (Regiesitzung) during which the director brings together his main creative collaborators to discuss the mise-en-scène collectively.55 This is how the young French cameraman Henri Alekan, then assistant to Eugen Schüfftan, describes the preparatory meetings for Ophüls’ film La Tendre Ennemie (Tender Enemy, 1935), shot in the French studios in 1935:

Ophüls brought a method of a very intimate collaboration between all the technicians on a film. Ophüls would explain his shooting intentions (Schüfftan himself often intervened) and he would talk to each technician to find out what comments had been made about a particular sequence. I found this surprising because I had never seen this kind of collaboration in French films.56

It is difficult to measure the actual spread of these working methods in French studios. However, a series of photographs taken during the preparation of the film L’Aventure est au coin de la rue (Adventure is Just Around the Corner, 1944) directed by Jean Daniel-Norman during the Occupation, suggests that the practice of Regiesitzung was emulated in French studios.

While the presence in French studios of many technicians from Germany was seen by some as an opportunity for French cinema, it also created tensions. At a time when production levels were plummeting and unemployment was becoming a recurring problem for film workers and technicians, the arrival in such a short space of time of a large number of foreign producers, directors and technicians provoked a reaction of mistrust and even outright hostility in the film press and some trade unions. The far-right press (L’Action française, Je suis partout, L’Homme libre) raged against ‘all these foreigners with their hoarse accents and deceitful souls’ who were trying to ‘oust French filmmakers from France’.57 The same xenophobic and antisemitic clichés appeared in the film press, albeit in a less explicit form.58 In addition, the new, openly xenophobic Fédération Nationale des Syndicats d’Artisans Français du Film (Federation of French Film Craftsmen’s Unions) was gaining more and more members.
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Figure 8.9 Preparatory meeting of the cast and crew of the film L’Aventure est au coin de la rue (1943). © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

In retrospect, it is difficult to quantify the spread of xenophobia among professionals in French studios accurately. However, a few eyewitness accounts suggest the oppressive atmosphere on the sets during these years. In his memoirs, Henri Alekan recounts the shooting of Max Ophüls’ film La Tendre Ennemie in autumn 1935 when antisemitic remarks attributed to the lead actress Simone Berriau had made their way around a crew composed of many foreign technicians of Jewish origin. Relations deteriorated during filming, and Alekan notes: ‘I hadn’t foreseen that the end of the film would take place in an appalling climate of suspicion and hidden hatred.’59

In Italy, the presence of foreign actors, directors and technicians in the 1930s was much commented on at the time, both for the atmosphere of cosmopolitanism it lent to the national industry, but also in negative terms, given the rise of Italian nationalism, and the fascist regime’s increasingly anti-foreign stance.60 For example, an Italian secret police report on Tirrenia studios owner Giovacchino Forzano in December 1934, based on information provided by informers, commented disapprovingly that he was making the dual-language Italian–German film Campo di Maggio/Hundert Tage (100 Days of Napoleon, 1935) using a German cameraman and assistant director, ‘while we have the best cameramen in Europe’.61 Forzano was known for his welcoming of foreign directors as a feature that added prestige to his studio.62 Similarly, a 1932 police report on director Mario Soldati’s work at Cines criticized the atmosphere of ‘anarchy’ that reigned at the studio, with an informer saying that ‘employees don’t even speak Italian, they prefer English and French!’63

The arrival in Italy of film professionals from Germany in the 1930s was often motivated by its status as a safe refuge after the rise of Nazism. From 1933 onwards, directors like Max Ophüls, Gustav Machatý, Max Neufeld and Fedor Ozep, and producers such as Arnold Pressburger and Gregor Rabinovitch were able to work in Italy due to the Italian government’s policy of tolerance towards the presence of foreign Jews.64 Luigi Freddi, head of the government’s cinema overseeing body, saw German anti-Jewish policy as an opportunity for the Italian industry: ‘In this moment, we should not hesitate in hiring the best elements now forced to leave Ufa or Tobis, or who will be forced to do so in the very next future.’65

In this section, we have focused on the way exiles from Nazi Germany (and later occupied territories) enriched the film culture and working practices in British, French and Italian studios, extending and building on the international traffic that had become common in the preceding years. However, in a climate of increased nationalism as well as job insecurity caused by severe crises in the industry, the presence of exiles was not uncontroversial and fostered hostility and competition.

Transnational developments in the second half of the 1930s

Although exiles from Germany (and later other occupied countries) formed a significant contingent of the transnational traffic that European studios experienced in the 1930s, this was not the only reason for accelerated international exchange between studios. British quota legislations, designed as a protectionist policy, ironically also fostered international traffic. To count as British for quota purposes, films needed to be shot in a studio in Britain and most labour costs, with the exception of a few high-earning exclusions, needed to be paid to British workers. In some iterations of the legislation, however, films made in studios that were located in countries of the British Empire also counted as British. In Canada, the Willow Park studios near Vancouver were inaugurated specifically to take advantage of quota legislation; most production finance came from Columbia Pictures.66 Gaumont-British personnel travelled to Sydney to work on films such as The Flying Doctor (1936) at Pagewood studios. Instances like this reaffirm that Britain sat at the centre of a global imperial project, and that this had significant cultural implications, such as when actors including Davika Rani arrived at the Stoll studio (Cricklewood) with her husband, actor and producer Himansu Rai, and German cameraman Emil Schünemann, to shoot interiors for Karma (Naagan Ki Raagini, 1933), an early Indian sound film made in both Hindi and English versions.

The other substantial international factor in the case of Britain was the influence of American companies. While Hollywood had expanded its market dominance in terms of distributing its films in most of Europe since the 1920s, direct production initiatives by American companies in France, Germany and Italy remained limited prior to the Second World War, and include examples such as the previously mentioned Paramount MLV studio in France, the EFA studios in Berlin which outlived their brief association with their American co-founders, and subsidiary production companies without their own studio facilities, such as the Deutsche Universal.67 In contrast, American companies were an important element in the British production sector, from 1920, when Famous Players–Lasky opened Islington studios, to 1958, when Columbia purchased a stake in Hammer Films and its Bray studio. The quota encouraged American companies to make films in Britain: Teddington and Wembley came under the control of Warner Bros.– First National and Fox-British, respectively. Other American companies contracted British producers, such as Julius Hagen at Twickenham, to produce ‘quota quickies’ for them. Occasionally, more ambitious pictures emerged: A Yank at Oxford (1938) and Goodbye Mr Chips (1939) were made at Denham by MGM.
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Figure 8.10 Pagewood Studios, Sydney, 1937. Royal Australian Historical Society.

One noteworthy collaborative initiative between Britain and Italy was the Two Cities production company, founded in 1937 by Italian émigrés Mario Zampi and Filippo Del Giudice, with financing from Ludovico Toeplitz.68 Toeplitz had left Cines–Pittaluga in 1933 and partnered with Alexander Korda before founding his own production company. He had also been involved in various rumoured Anglo-Italian agreements, including a seemingly abortive partnership with ICI (Industrie Cinematografiche Italiane) to co-produce dual-language English–Italian films.69 In June 1937 it was reported that Two Cities would be making six films in Italy at the newly opened Cinecittà.70 By December this was reported as seven films, to be made at the Tirrenia studios in Tuscany.71 Zampi had arrived in London in the early 1920s after working as an actor in Italian films, and he became head of Warner Bros. production at Teddington, a position to which he brought ‘Mediterranean imagination’.72 Under his aegis at Teddington, Toeplitz’s 1932 war film L’armata azzurra (The Blue Fleet, 1932) was remade in an English-language version as The Blue Squadron (1934), co-produced with Cines–Pittaluga.73 While The Blue Squadron only used Italian locations with the assistance of the Italian air force, it was a forerunner of the co-productions Zampi aimed to make with Forzano, which were a mixture of literary adaptations and comedies.

Zampi’s first collaboration with Forzano, Thirteen Men and a Gun, began filming in January 1938 at Tirrenia. A Great-War Russian espionage thriller starring English actor Arthur Wontner (best known for playing Sherlock Holmes in a popular series of 1930s films), it was an English-language remake of the Forzano-directed Tredici uomini e un cannone and was completed at Tirrenia in 1936. According to the Motion Picture Herald, ‘more than 40 British actors, cameramen and technicians’ travelled to Italy to collaborate on this production.74 However, despite Zampi’s enthusiasm, the planned co-productions were not to take place. Zampi was about to start production on his next film in Italy, to star Elsa Lanchester and Romney Brent, when politics intervened. In late 1938 Italy’s Racial Laws, inspired by Nazi Germany’s antisemitism, were ratified, preceded in July by the Manifesto of Race, which made professional life extremely difficult for Italian Jews. In September 1938 there was widespread reporting that Zampi had been expelled from Italy ‘because of the fact that his company is Jewish-controlled’.75 Although Two Cities denied that Zampi had been expelled and emphasized that he had previously been given permission to work in Italy, it was clear this production arrangement was no longer tenable.
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Figure 8.11 Mario Zampi on set, unknown location, 1930s. Giuliano Zampi.

Zampi and Two Cities were not the only international producers to be affected by the Racial Laws: the German–Italian Tosca slated for production at Scalera in 1938, to be directed by Hungarian Géza von Bolváry, and starring Marta Eggerth and Jan Kiepura, was barred by Germany as the leads were Jewish.76 It eventually went ahead in 1940 directed by Jean Renoir, who was replaced by Carl Koch after Renoir left Italy at the outbreak of war. Just as Zampi left Italy, Italian–American film industry attorney Roger Marchetti announced deals to finance films made in Italy, at Scalera and Cinecittà, with stars such as Bing Crosby.77 Marchetti insisted that he expected to receive ‘formal assurances from official sources that non-Aryans who may elect to work on the proposed productions would in no wise be embarrassed or inconvenienced while in Italy’.78 However, the failure to secure these assurances meant that these foreign productions, and others, fell foul of the growing nationalism and antisemitism that filtered into the Italian film industry.79 Vittorio Mussolini, son of the Italian leader, saw his own co-production ambitions with Hollywood scuppered by American opposition to Italy’s alliance with Germany, and his deal with Hal Roach to produce in Italy fell apart in late 1937.80 Mussolini then took the opportunity, once the Racial Laws were passed, to lambast his putative business partners, writing in November 1938 that ‘it is our duty, even at the cost of heavy sacrifice, not to give ground to the Jewish-Americans’.81 As these comments indicate, the cosmopolitanism of the Italian industry was threatened by growing nationalism and protectionism, the biggest consequence of which was the withdrawal of Hollywood majors in 1938, following the law that limited the import of foreign films; there were protests against the presence of foreign film workers on the grounds that they drove up pay, put Italian nationals out of a job, and could not speak the language.82 However, co-productions with France and Germany continued to take place.83

In 1934–5, the French film industry was faced with a succession of spectacular bankruptcies (see Chapter 2), marking the end of long-term contracts for directors, writers, actors and technicians, who were forced to multiply their commitments as opportunities arose and to move from studio to studio. The production companies that dominated the market from then on were often small and short-lived, lacking solid financial backing, who multiplied their cooperative ventures, including with foreign producers, in order to make ends meet. Against this backdrop, French professionals were encouraged to become more mobile and to gain experience in foreign studios, giving a clear advantage to technicians with a command of several languages.

From 1935 onwards, as noted previously, the Italian Tirrenia studios hosted many French directors. The crisis in French cinema even led some technicians to accept long-term contracts in foreign studios. In 1937, Charlie Bauer and Marius Raichi, who had only obtained contracts as second assistant operators in France, were offered annual contracts as chief operators at Suomi-Filmi’s Finnish studios. Through this recruitment, the Finnish company aimed to import technical know-how from the French studios and improve the photography of their national production.84 During these experiences in foreign studios, French actors and technicians tended to group together with their compatriots to form what Michelangelo Antonioni called, in an article published in 1940, small ‘French colonies, whether in Rome, London or Berlin’.85 During this period of crisis, the links forged in the early years of talking films shot abroad and the MLV films played a fundamental role.

Despite its racist policies towards Jewish film personnel, and an increasingly nationalist ideology in terms of film content, the Nazified German film industry in the second half of the 1930s was eager to uphold at least the illusion of cosmopolitanism, not least in order to be able to compete internationally. As noted previously, collaborations such as MLVs and French co-productions continued to be made, and German companies were keen to contract international talent, provided they met the country’s exclusionary racial requirements. In the early 1930s, German cinema had produced stars that were popular beyond national borders, including Marlene Dietrich, Lilian Harvey, Brigitte Helm, Renate Müller, Conrad Veidt and Adolf Wohlbrück. But as these stars had either left the country or exited the limelight for other reasons, there were far fewer transnational box-office attractions left. Erica Carter has documented the extensive efforts made by Nazi officials and the German press to court Dietrich and persuade her to return from Hollywood home to the Reich, to no avail.86 German producers were more successful in luring silent screen diva Pola Negri back to Berlin, but after appearing in a handful of films, including an adaptation of Madame Bovary (1937), she returned to the United States. Scandinavian actresses were particularly welcome, as they conformed to Nazi racial ideals of female beauty: newcomers Ingrid Bergman and Signe Hasso passed briefly through German studios on their onward journey to Hollywood, while Zarah Leander and Kristina Söderbaum became two of the regime’s highest paid stars, alongside Hungarian Marika Rökk, Dutch Johannes Heesters and Czech Lida Baarova.87

Collaborations with other fascist countries became more important for the German film industry, especially with Italy. Alberto Giacalone’s Berlin-based Itala-Film had promoted co-productions since the early 1930s, and although he relocated his company to Rome in 1937, he remained an important intermediary between the two film industries until the mid-1950s. However, apart from the prestige costume drama Condottieri (1936), starring and directed by the South Tyrolean Luis Trenker, which was filmed in two language versions at Cines in Rome and at the Tobis studios in Berlin,88 the majority of co-produced films (often with Giacalone’s involvement) were shot solely in Italian studios, and then dubbed for the German market. Often these films were vehicles for famous singing stars such as Benjamino Gigli, who was popular with both German and Italian audiences. Nevertheless, there was some reciprocal traffic with German stars such as Carola Höhn and Camilla Horn and other professionals such as costume designer Ilse Neumann working in Italian studios, and Italian directors, technicians and actors including Nunzio Malasomma, Edoardo Lamberti and Rossano Brazzi working in German studios.

Co-productions with other Axis allies were more perfunctory. In 1936, a film team led by director Arnold Fanck travelled to Japan to film at the Nikkatsu studios in Tokyo the first ever Japanese–German co-production, released eventually in Germany under the title Die Tochter des Samurai (The Daughter of the Samurai, 1937). Although the film proved a box-office success, and was used propagandistically to celebrate the Japanese–German alliance, it remained the only collaborative venture. For Fanck, it was not the last overseas expedition. In late 1938 he shot footage in remote locations of Southern Chile to be used in his film Ein Robinson (Robinson, 1940). Meanwhile in 1938 Babelsberg hosted the Spanish–Argentinian star Imperio Argentina and her director husband Florián Rey for a film based on Bizet’s opera Carmen, which was shot in a German version, Andalusische Nächte/Carmen la de Triana (Andalusian Nights, 1938), and a Spanish one, Carmen, la de Triana. Argentina starred in both versions with different casts, and learned her German dialogue phonetically.89 While the Spanish version was a hit in Spain and in parts of Latin America, where Argentina had a huge fanbase, it did not achieve the expected success in Germany. A second film collaboration, La canción de Aixa/Hinter Haremsgittern (Song of Aixa, 1939), partly made in Babelsberg and on location in Morocco, was only shot in a Spanish version, and dubbed for its German release.
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Figure 8.12 Imperio Argentina in Andalusische Nächte (1938). Alamy.

In this section we outlined how the shifting political and economic alliances between European countries in the latter half of the 1930s affected the scope and range of international collaboration that studios in Europe undertook. While in Britain, connections to the American film industry became more important, the precarious situation of the French film industry forced film workers into searching for employment abroad, which led to a greater exchange with studios in Britain and Italy. Meanwhile, political allies, fascist Italy and Nazi Germany, sought closer collaboration with each other, and extended their exchanges further afield to countries such as Spain and Japan.

War-time international traffic

After the German army entered Paris in June 1940, a German production company, Continental Films, was set up. In order to secure the cooperation of the best French film professionals, Alfred Greven (Continental’s director) declared that no French studio or producer would be allowed to resume business in the occupied zone until his company had succeeded in recruiting enough artists and technicians to start production. In order to reassure the reluctant professionals, Greven made it known that they would all be paid very good salaries.90 Despite these attractive conditions, Greven also used threats to obtain the cooperation of many French artists and technicians, putting pressure on their relatives or threatening to send them to Germany if they failed to cooperate. Eventually, Continental Films decided to set up its production in western Paris at the Billancourt and the Neuilly studios, the closest to its offices located at 104 avenue des Champs-Élysées. Considered to be one of the most efficient studios in the Capital, equipped with a Western Electric sound system ensuring high-quality recordings, the Billancourt studios were requisitioned by the Germans on 18 July 1940.91

Although Continental’s capital and main executives were German, all the workers, technicians, directors and actors under contract were French. The overall atmosphere of the Continental studios was therefore not very different from that of the Joinville or Saint-Maurice studios rented to French producers. Working for Continental Films offered several advantages. The decoration departments had less difficulty obtaining the materials needed to build the sets, as the company received direct assistance from the Todt organization.92 In addition, the German company had a more intense and regular activity than any other producer; working in Billancourt or Neuilly therefore ensured a relative continuity of income. Finally, unlike other studios, the staff at the Billancourt and Neuilly studios were not subject to labour requisitions.

In unoccupied France, Franco-Italian cooperation developed within the framework of negotiations undertaken between the Vichy regime and the Italian authorities, with a common objective: to counterbalance the hegemony of German cinema on French territory. This Franco-Italian rapprochement resulted in greater penetration of the French market by Italian films, the development of co-productions, the creation of a Franco-Italian production company: CIMEP, and the operation of the Victorine studios by a mixed company controlled by Cinecittà: CIMEX.93 Despite this proactive policy and the production of around ten films resulting from this Franco-Italian cooperation between the beginning of 1942 and September 1943, the Italian presence in the French studios remained limited. Although the Italians had taken over the running of the Nice studios from the summer of 1942 through the CIMEX company, the staff was still made up of French workers, technicians and department heads. The difficulties encountered by Italian nationals in obtaining visas to cross the French border limited their presence in the Victorine studios, a situation deplored by Luigi Freddi (who sat on the CIMEX board of directors) in a note dated 11 December 1942, in which he stated that this made it impossible to manage the Nice studios properly and to set up genuine Franco-Italian artistic cooperation.94 Of the five Franco-Italian co-productions made during the 1942–3 season, four were shot in Paris studios and only one (Marcel L’Herbier’s La Vie de Bohème) in Nice.

Following Italy’s entry into the Second World War in 1940, transnational activity was curtailed, but due to political alliances, German influence became ever more significant. Following the armistice with the Allies, and the establishment of the Republic of Salò in northern Italy in late 1943, what production there was moved to Venice. However, the attempt to restart the national film industry was hamstrung by the German confiscation of equipment from Cinecittà which was to be transported to Venice. Dubbing of German and French films continued to happen in Venice: in April 1944 the journal Film reported on the activity of German distributor Film-Union which was busily dubbing its films into Italian, using the few minor Italian stars who had come to Venice, in the Cines facilities in Venice, even while the city was suffering Allied bombing.95

The most significant interactions occurred, unsurprisingly, at the regime’s showpiece studio, Cinecittà. While it was known that the studio had been used as a prisoner of war camp since 1943, and then, that after the liberation of Rome in June 1944, the Allies took possession of the studio and it was repurposed as a Displaced Persons camp, evidence has more recently emerged that prisoners were already being housed there in March 1942 and were being used as extras.96 In June 1942, a journalist recounted a visit to Cinecittà where the German propaganda film Germanin – Die Geschichte einer kolonialen Tat (The Story of a Colonial Deed, 1942) was being shot. The film, directed by Joseph Goebbels’ brother-inlaw Max Kimmich and produced by Ufa, was partly shot at Babelsberg and partly at Cinecittà. The journalist noted a ‘black swarm of natives’ on the set.97 This ‘foul-smelling’ mass was actually comprised of black South African prisoners from the Cinecittà POW camp no. 122, who were employed as extras for the film. POWs from New Zealand were also used, and in addition, seventy-two black French women were brought from Paris to be used in the film, and put up in a convent in Frascati, near Rome, and shuttled to set every day.98

Prisoners were also used in the Italian production Harlem, directed by Carmine Gallone at Cinecittà between December 1942 and January 1943. Alongside Black South Africans who played African–Americans, and white English prisoners, the film also recruited several hundred Africans who were stuck in Naples, having been brought over for the short-lived Exposition of the Italian Overseas Territories, a celebration of Italian colonialism, inaugurated in 1940. The proximity of prisoners and studio workers on set also created anxieties: the secret police reported ‘dangerous’ conversations between the New Zealand POWs and film crew during which the prisoners allegedly undermined the Axis war effort and derided the Italian way of life. They were also receiving better rations than the crews themselves, which was felt to undercut studio morale.99

A minor, but still interesting co-production arrangement occurred in the war years between Italy and Spain: the collaboration between the two fascist countries was seen both as a profitable way of increasing production with a like-minded ally, and as a possible way into the lucrative Spanish-speaking global market.100 Vittorio Mussolini said of the co-production arrangement that it would form a bulwark against the ‘Jewish American speculators’ of Hollywood.101 Between 1939 and 1943, twenty-four films were made between the two countries, of which nineteen were shot in Italy (thirteen at Cinecittà).102 Only six, however, were made as dual versions using two sets of actors, with the majority simply being dubbed in the other language. The films involved some of the foreign directors we have already seen, such as Max Neufeld, Jean Choux and Carl Koch (the Spanish studio CIFESA was involved in the production of Koch’s previously mentioned Tosca, which starred Imperio Argentina, fresh from her sojourn in Berlin, in the title role) highlighting the polyglot nature of the industry.

After the outbreak of the Second World War, and as discussed further in Chapters 3 and 9, German studios were progressively isolated (except for continued cooperation with Italy until the fall of Mussolini), as well as being subjected to material restrictions and forced conscriptions of its workforce and becoming targets of Allied bombing campaigns. During the war, international engagement was less about mutually beneficial collaboration and took on a coercive and exploitative form. As outlined in Chapter 9 in more detail, this included the sometimes directly, often indirectly forced recruitment of labour in countries such as France, Belgium, Czechoslovakia and the Netherlands, as well as the use of POWs and refugees similar to the cases described above for Italy. Even where foreign workers were courted, their engagement in German studios could prove dangerous. In 1942, the veteran French actor Harry Baur was invited to play the lead in the Tobis production Symphonie eines Lebens (Symphony of a Life, 1943). Although his performance attracted even the praise of Joseph Goebbels, the publicity drew attention to Baur’s Jewish ancestry. On return to Paris, Baur was arrested by the Gestapo, incarcerated, and tortured; he died soon after the film’s release.

Secondly, existing studios in several occupied countries were incorporated into, and indeed became vital to, Germany’s production infrastructure. As the war progressed, these studios, alongside the entire German studio system, were run as a monolithic state-run enterprise under the umbrella term UFI. This process of homogenization had already begun in 1938 when all major film studios and production facilities in Austria, including Rosenhügel, Studio Schönbrunn and Sievering, had been amalgamated into a semi-state-run company called Wien-Film, which was directly answerable to Berlin. The comparatively autonomous way in which Continental operated under Alfred Greven in Paris was an unusual model for running studios in occupied countries. After Germany invaded the Netherlands, the country’s two major studios, Cinetone in Duivendrecht near Amsterdam and L. C. B. Filmstad Den Haag in Wassenaar, part of The Hague, were renamed Ufa-Filmstadt Amsterdam and Ufa-Filmstadt Den Haag respectively, and managed as part of a newly created subsidiary, Ufa Filmstad NV.103 Between 1941 and 1944, eighteen German films were shot here, but with the exception of Hans Steinhoff’s biopic Rembrandt (1942),104 few of the films had any narrative, cultural, or visual connection to the Netherlands. Although the principal casts and technical teams of these films were German, there were ‘job and learning opportunities for Dutch film personnel too’.105 Shortly before the end of the war the Wassenaar studio, which by then was used to house V1 and V2 rockets, was destroyed in an Allied bombing raid.

In occupied Czechoslovakia, a subsidiary called Prag-Film AG was set up by the Germans, which encompassed the established studios Barrandov, Hostivař and Radlice, and which operated between 1941 until the liberation of Czechoslovakia in 1945. Despite the repressive context, Czech studios gained significantly from investment in technical modernization and expansion of facilities, which set them up well after national production resumed in the late 1940s.106 While Prag-Film produced its own films, Czech studios were also rented by other German companies, including Bavaria and Terra, and parts of films like Veit Harlan’s Die goldene Stadt (The Golden City, 1942), and Leni Riefenstahl’s Tiefland (Lowlands, 1933–53) were filmed in Prague.107 As for Prag-Film’s own films, the majority were romantic comedies, often with few direct connections to Czech stories and themes, but often with significant creative input from Czech actors and creative personnel. This was, however, camouflaged when the films were shown in Germany, and the names of Czech contributors were Germanized: thus, director Vladimír Slavínský was credited as Otto Pittermann, while director Martin Frič became Martin Fritsch.

British studios were cut off from some key European suppliers during the Second World War. Debrie cameras and Henrion carbons from France and Philips equipment from the Netherlands were just two of the established relationships disrupted by conflict. Actors and technicians arrived from Hollywood throughout the war. One high-profile figure, Doc Salomon, was killed in July 1944 by a V-1 flying bomb while working as studio manager at Teddington. No contact was possible between the British and German film industries during the Second World War, even if the increase in the number of films featuring Nazi antagonists meant more work for German and central European émigré actors. Mussolini’s entry into the war cut British ties with Italy, although Silvano Bilboni and Dr Franco Riganti of the ACI visited London as late as March 1940 in the hope of strengthening ties between the UK and Italian film industries and making English-language films in Italy.108 The loss of German and Italian markets, and those in other parts of Axis-controlled Europe, also made Britain even more important to Hollywood.

German and Italian professionals in the British film industry were dubbed ‘enemy aliens’ and interned. Many demonstrated their anti-fascist bona fides and were quickly released; others remained imprisoned for longer. Filippo Del Giudice and Mario Zampi were interned following Italy’s entry into the war in June 1940. At that time, they were making Freedom Radio (1941) at Shepperton, an anti-Nazi film prevented from going into production before the war for fear of antagonizing Germany.109 Zampi was not permitted to complete the film before he was interned and his name did not appear in its credits.110 Del Giudice was released on account of his health after just a few months111 but remained under close observation, with MI5 briefly installing one of its agents as his secretary.112 Under his guidance, Two Cities would produce many of the most important British films of the war, including In Which We Serve (1942) and Henry V (1944). Zampi, whose brother was in the Italian army,113 was interned until late 1944.

Suspicion towards foreigners remained rife in wartime Britain. Vincent Korda, naturalized as of November 1937, attracted police attention for being ‘obviously of alien origin’ while taking photographs in central London.114 Because cinema was regarded as ‘a vital and sensitive’ propaganda medium, many émigrés ‘found it difficult to be granted work permits’.115 Aliens were subject to curfews and had to obtain permission from the Ministry of Labour to work and from the police to operate a car, travel to certain locations or stay away from home.116 Emeric Pressburger only agreed to travel to Canada for location shooting on 49th Parallel (1941) after receiving a commitment that he would be allowed to return afterwards.117 Some studios were located in restricted areas. Denham was less than ten miles from Windsor Castle and foreign staff including Del Giudice needed approval from the police to work there.118 Such conditions could made international technicians’ lives harder. Those who did not obtain the relevant authorization faced prosecution, financial penalties and even, in a few isolated cases, imprisonment.119

The examples cited in this section have shown that, despite war-enforced isolation, division and scarcity, international traffic continued to shape the working mode of studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy. Germany expanded its influence into studios in occupied territories and exploited facilities in the Netherlands, France and Czechoslovakia to mitigate the shortages of material and labour in German studios. While in the occupied part of France, the German authorities installed a new German company, Continental, the unoccupied part sought closer alliances with Italy to counter German hegemony. Mobile, transnational labour took on a more sinister dimension as German and Italian film companies relied on forced labour and POWs.

The post-war period

The end of the war found Germany divided into East and West, which pursued quite different and for the most part entirely separate paths in terms of international cooperation. In the German Democratic Republic, the focus was generally oriented towards Allied countries in the Warsaw Pact. This included co-productions with Czechoslovakia, such as Ročník 21/Jahrgang 21 (Generation of 21, 1958), a transnational Second World War romance filmed at Barrandov studios and on location in Dresden; the East German–Bulgarian Holocaust drama Sterne/Звезди (Stars, 1959), shot partly at Babelsberg, and partly on location around Sofia; and the Polish–East German science fiction fantasy Der schweigende Stern/Milcząca Gwiazda (Silent Star, 1960), which was shot at Babelsberg and Johannisthal with location footage from Zakopane in Poland. At the same time, DEFA also attempted to cultivate relations with Western countries. Wolfgang Staudte’s Leuchtfeuer (The Beacon, 1954) and Eugen York’s Das Fräulein von Scuderi (Mademoiselle de Scuderi, 1955) were filmed at Babelsberg and on Swedish locations in co-production with the Swedish company Pandora. A more ambitious partnership developed between DEFA and France in the second half of the 1950s, which drew on long-standing bilateral relations, but also favoured collaborators with established left-leaning and anti-fascist credentials. As Mariana Ivanova has argued,

DEFA renewed contact with French film companies, notably Ufa’s largest former ally, Pathé Cinéma’, as well as Films Borderie (closely associated with Max Ophüls productions of the 1930s), and the left-leaning Ariane Films, which since 1945 had specialized mostly in Franco-Italian productions.120

The resulting agreements led to French creative personnel filming at Babelsberg once again, with some, such as star Jean Gabin, revisiting the studios after twenty years. The four co-productions were prominently cast: Gérard Philipe starred in Die Abenteuer des Till Eulenspiegel/Les Aventures de Till l’Espiègle (The Legend of Thyl Ulenspiegel, 1957); Les Sorcières de Salem/Die Hexen von Salem (The Crucible, 1957), based on the Arthur Miller play, starred Yves Montand and Simone Signoret; Les Misérables/Die Elenden (The Miserables, 1958), based on Victor Hugo, starred Jean Gabin and Serge Reggiani; while La Rabouilleuse/ Trübe Wasser (The Opportunists, 1960), starred Ekkehard Schall, one of the most fêted stage stars in East Germany alongside veteran French actress Madeleine Robinson. The teams behind the camera were equally impressive and included director Joris Ivens and Jean-Paul Le Chanois (who had previously worked as an assistant to Max Ophüls and had been employed at Continental during he Second World War), Jean-Paul Sartre as scriptwriter, production designer Léon Barsacq and cinematographer Claude Renoir.

In the West, existing and newly founded studios managed to establish links with Austria without many delays. Among the first Franco-West German co-productions was Au revoir Monsieur Grock (Farewell Mister Grock, 1949), filmed at the Francœur studios, and 1950 saw the release of A Tale of Five Cities, a portmanteau film set in five European cities, and co-produced by Italy, France, Britain, Austria and West Germany. As the trend in 1950s West German cinema was towards folkloric Heimat films, most of the capacity in German studios were centred on making them. Co-productions with France and Italy were plentiful, but they were shot primarily in those respective countries, and were often lower budget romantic comedies or exploitation films. Roberto Rosselini’s La paura/Angst (Fear, 1954) and Max Ophüls’ Lola Montès (1955), both filmed at Geiselgasteig, were among the more ambitious and more genuinely bilateral co-productions. Other co-productions with countries including Brazil and Mexico were also made, but remained insignificant. One of the first post-war collaborative ventures between West Germany and Poland was Aleksander Ford’s 1957 Ósmy dzień tygodnia/Der achte Wochentag) (The Eighth Day of the Week, 1957), co-produced by the Jewish producer Artur Brauner, the owner of the CCC studios and one of the West German producers most keenly pursuing international partnerships. Some Hollywood films had already been shot on location in Germany during the years of occupation, including A Foreign Affair (1948), Berlin Express (1948) and The Big Lift (1950). In the 1950s it was especially Geiselgasteig that attracted American productions for films with Cold War themes, including Man on a Tightrope (1953) and Night People (1954), or historical dramas such as the Richard Wagner biopic Magic Fire (1955), and Stanley Kubrick’s war film Paths of Glory (1957). Orson Welles’ thriller Mr Arkadin (Confidential Report, 1955) was also partly filmed in Geiselgasteig.

After the Second World War, many European studios functioned as a site of economic benefit for Hollywood. However, Italy was particularly affected. In the post-war period Italy operated as a profitable location for runaway productions, saving costs and allowing for studios’ blocked international profits to be spent overseas.121 Cheaper labour costs also made Italy, still reeling from occupation, bombing and war, an appealing shooting destination. Allied to this was the attraction of Italy’s natural and built landscape: the clichés of Italy as a land of romance and its classical surroundings and ‘living sense of historical tradition’ made it attractive to Americans, especially.122 In the immediate post-war period, the appeal of neo-realism to some directors/writers was also strong.

British filmmakers were using Italy as early as 1946, although almost exclusively for location and second-unit shooting, and expressed worries about the technical capacities of Italian studios, especially with Cinecittà out of action, complaining particularly about sound recording facilities.123 The urgent need for Italy’s studios to return to full operation after the war was clear, and the runaway productions would make a massive contribution to the Italian economy, to the film industry and to the image of Italy internationally. The MGM survey of production facilities carried out in 1947–8 as part of preparation for Quo Vadis gives an important overview from the US perspective.124 Quo Vadis was eventually directed at Cinecittà by Mervyn LeRoy, and took over the studio between March and November 1950.

The MGM reports identified issues with Italian studio facilities that continued to crop up during the first half of the 1950s: these related to inadequate soundproofing of many stages, the general difficulties of good sound recording – particularly the problems that other producers would later run into, whereby Italian films were habitually made with a guide track and then post-synchronized, so good direct sound was not a priority. Labs and post-production facilities were also poor, with Quo Vadis’ music recording happening in London.

Power issues plagued Italy, due to bomb damage to power stations and lack of coal, with voltage changes affecting electrical supplies, and frequent power cuts. Doubts were raised about the generation of enough power for a Technicolor film (for example, during the filming of Teheran in 1946, produced by John Stafford at Scalera studios, power was available only from 12.00 am to 8.00 pm).125 Stafford also expressed concerns at the sound equipment and bemoaned the unavailability of Cinecittà.126 Orson Welles’ long and difficult shoot on Othello, principally at the Scalera studios in Venice, was worsened by the freezing temperatures of Venice in winter, and lack of heating.127

With regard to the differences in the quality of technology between Hollywood and Italian studios, due to the difficulty of getting import licences there were problems with updating the equipment available. David O. Selznick, working on Stazione Termini/Indiscretion of an American Wife (1953) in Rome in 1952 using Cinecittà equipment, complained about its quality and imported his own Eastman diffusors.128 Selznick also complained extensively about the sound recording equipment available, due to the Italians’ habit of dubbing everything, which led, he believed, to their acceptance of poor sound quality. Labs and post-production facilities were also deemed poor, leading to Selznick flying a sound engineer in from Los Angeles to supervise the re-recording of sound on his film.


[image: ]
Figure 8.13 Orson Welles shooting Othello at Scalera studios. Bridgeman images.

Quo Vadis in 1950 was the film that introduced Hollywood studio methods to Italy. Part of the studio efficiency that was imported by Hollywood had to do with working patterns, working from 9 until 6 with an hour lunch break. Wildcat strikes were common, to protest any working conditions deemed inappropriate. The approach taken to address these cultural differences and contrasting working practices was rooted in assumptions of American superiority. MGM famously set up a school for the ‘willing but untutored’ Italian electricians on the film, as, unused to working with arc lights, they would allow them to go out or gave themselves electric shocks.129 It is also interesting that the studios themselves and their production teams learned from past experiences: for example, on Ben-Hur, ‘familiar with a practicable mass employment system from Quo Vadis, eight years earlier, MGM built a labyrinth of fences on the Cinecittà lot to funnel the thousands of extras in and out efficiently.130
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Figure 8.14 Extras for Ben Hur at Cinecittà (1958). Bridgeman images.

Language was a significant barrier: while MGM in 1948 noted the need for interpreters, they said their use also slowed down production, and recommended bilingual American staff be employed rather than Italians who spoke English.131 Translators and interpreters were obviously important – including women like Mary Alcaide, Orson Welles’ secretary, who worked on set as ‘dialogue director’. In addition to translators, there were other intermediaries – a trade press article singles out Nella Garozzo, the press office head on the Cinecittà-shot Cartagine in fiamme (Carthage in Flames, 1960). Garozzo was able to speak multiple languages and control ‘the linguistic Babel that is the encounter between the Italian and foreign press and international filmmakers’ in press conferences.132 Working with polyglot casts – whether American, French or other nationalities – could be frustrating. Joseph Losey, making Imbarco a Mezzanotte/Stranger on the Prowl (1952) at Tirrenia in 1951, expressed his annoyance at the French and Italian actors in the cast who were learning their English lines phonetically (while in addition the French DP had to use one of the cameramen to translate for him).133 These films were dubbed for the Italian market, and there was a general acceptance that the script was of less importance when everything was going to be post-synchronized anyway.

Alongside the ‘Hollywood on the Tiber’ phenomenon, the post-war period witnessed Italy and France in particular engaging in co-productions as a means to strengthen their national cinemas against the threat posed by US hegemony. An attempt to develop a pan-European or ‘Mediterranean’ cinema centred mainly on the French–Italian co-production axis.134 Co-production agreements were signed with France in 1949, with Spain in 1952 and with West Germany in 1953. By 1952, co-productions represented 10 per cent of the Italian box-office, rising to 40 per cent in 1957, and representing 52 per cent of Italian production.135 Between 1949 and 1967 almost 1,500 co-produced films were made in association with France, Spain and West Germany.136 Of these, the vast majority (72 per cent) were made with France, as opposed to 16 per cent with Spain and 3 per cent with West Germany.137 Part of the greater openness of the Italian film industry in the late 1940s and early 1950s was due to the incentives offered by the Marshall Plan. As part of the European Recovery Program which was launched in Italy in 1948, in order to encourage modernization and fight Communism, studios could apply for funding to update their equipment and technology. Many took advantage of this, with records showing that they were applying for American cameras, sound recording, printing and developing equipment. In the case of an application by Cinecittà in October 1948, the studio management argued that ‘a modern technical set-up will increase the export of Italian films and encourage foreign productions to come to Italy’.138

Franco-Italian cooperation benefited from networks that had been solidly established since the early 1930s. Not surprisingly, the first post-war co-productions were made by producers already heavily involved in Franco-Italian dialogue before and during the war, such as André Paulvé on the French side and the Scalera brothers on the Italian one. Although cooperation resumed at the end of 1945 with the production of Nous ne sommes pas mariés/Nous ne sommes pas mariés (We Are not Married, 1945), and became official in autumn 1946 with the signing of a first provisional film agreement between the two countries, these co-productions initially benefited the Italian studios exclusively.139 To take advantage of the lower cost of Italian labour and the easier supply of Ferrania film, the fifteen co-productions made between 1945 and 1949 were shot in Italy, in studios in Turin (Fert), Milan (ICET), Venice (Scalera) and Rome (Scalera, Minerva, Centro Sperimentale). This imbalance caused some concern on the French side, especially as a new Italian producer, Salvo D’Angelo (head of Universalia), had an extremely ambitious co-production programme and made no secret of his desire to bring the best French artists and technicians to the Roman studios.140

At a time when the Paris studios were laying off staff, this exodus of French talent to the Italian studios drew fierce criticism, particularly from the production technicians’ union.141 To remedy this imbalance, an official co-production agreement was signed between the two countries in October 1949, introducing the principle of ‘twinning’ (jumelage). In other words, for each co-produced film made in Italian studios, the co-producers were required to make a second film in French studios, so that all professionals in both countries could benefit equally from the revival of production.142 This principle of twinning was sometimes circumvented by introducing numerous possible exceptions as the agreement was renewed,143 but it nevertheless enabled a real rebalancing to take place between the studios of the two countries, if the number of films shot is anything to go by. However, when we look in detail at the composition of the teams, we see that an asymmetry persists in terms of the numbers and reputation of the professionals on the sets. Between 1949 and 1959, only six films were directed by Italian directors in French studios, compared with twenty-nine films directed or co-directed by French directors in Italian studios.
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Figure 8.15 French director René Clair and Italian producer Salvo D’Angelo in Rome in 1951. © Sam Levin/RMN-GP.

There are several reasons why the French were so keen on Italian studios and why Rome was undeniably the nerve centre of Franco-Italian cooperation in the 1950s. The union rules governing access to studios and professional promotion in France did not encourage foreign professionals. French producers were therefore envious of the more informal way in which Italian studios operated. The attractiveness of Italian studios can also be explained by the systematic use of post-synchronization for scenes shot both in the studio and on location. This practice made it easier to accommodate foreign actors. Live sound, on the other hand, imposed silence on everyone on the set, and gave French film shoots a solemnity that contrasted with the noisy atmosphere of transalpine sets.

As the post-war ‘Britalian’ films discussed above demonstrate,144 in the post-war period British producers were more willing to work overseas when domestic production space was at a premium, for example at the end of the war when British studios were awaiting renovation or derequisition. In 1945, Filippo Del Giudice discussed making British films in Poland and Czechoslovakia,145 while the following year reports emerged that British producers were considering relocating to Switzerland and southern France.146 The possibility of temporarily designating as British studios in the British-controlled zone of Germany was also mooted, although never seriously explored.147 American production initiatives in Britain resumed after the war: MGM established a production base at Elstree, in the unused Amalgamated studio, and it was here that a number of ‘runaway’ productions were made in the 1950s as Hollywood producers utilized ‘blocked’ currency and accessed the Eady Levy and other funding schemes available to ‘British’ films.148 Approximately one in seven films produced in Britain in the 1950s was made by an American company.149

By the mid-1950s, London was home to a sizeable colony of blacklisted filmmakers, including the writer Carl Foreman and the director Joseph Losey who had left America in response to rising levels of anti-communist sentiment.150 Exiles often worked ‘deep under cover’, knowing that attaching their names to a project could undermine the possibility of US distribution.151 Because they found it hard to join British unions, blacklistees were ripe for exploitation by unscrupulous producers.152 Many American exiles found employment in the burgeoning British television industry, especially after the advent of the commercial ITV network in 1955 increased demand for content. While statutory labour-cost requirements limited the employment of foreign personnel in British studios, they did not prohibit them. French directors such as Marc Allégret and René Clément, and costume designers such as Georges K. Benda, worked in British studios after the war, continuing a decades-long exchange of expertise across the Channel.153 Tentative steps towards more formalized co-production agreements were visible by 1960, when The Hands of Orlac/Les Mains d’Orlac (1960) was shot by a joint Franco-British crew. There were teething problems. At the Victorine studio (Nice), the French producer was fined for employing British workers without a permit, while French workers were frustrated at their underemployment at Shepperton.154 It would be 1965 before the UK signed its first formal co-production treaty, with France, with similar treaties with Italy and West Germany following in 1967 and 1974, respectively.
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Figure 8.16 Greer Garson during the production of The Miniver Story (1950) at MGM-British. Alamy.

As we have seen in this section, the end of the Second World War and the commencement of the Cold War significantly changed the geopolitical infrastructure and international orientation of European studios, with German facilities in the East looking to the Warsaw Bloc partners in the main for collaboration, while producers in the West tried desperately to revitalize the pan-European connections that had existed before the war.

Conclusion

As this chapter has argued, although film studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy operated according to their own national traditions, rules and conventions, international exchange and influence was a vital and consistent factor throughout the whole period under discussion in this volume. Some relations, such as between France and Italy, remained almost continuous, while other collaborative endeavours, as between Britain and Germany, or between Germany and France, or Germany and Italy, were more temporary, or underwent significant changes. Key to all these international interactions were often networks of people, or just single individuals, including figures such as Alexander Korda and Erich Pommer, who operated on an international scale for successive periods of time, and who were able to revitalize links after periods of interruption.
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Labour in the film studios

Eleanor Halsall, Morgan Lefeuvre, Carla Mereu Keating and Sarah Street

Work in film production suggested excitement and glamour, but reality for the majority was precarious labour in economically volatile circumstances. The film industry was marked by frequent and rapid technological developments (sound, colour and television), technologies requiring novel and increasingly specialist skills. Further influences on studio employment were wrought through political interference, demographic shifts, the gendered division of labour, unionization and global conflict. Across Britain, France, Germany and Italy distinctions were generally observed between those who commanded authority in the studio hierarchy, and those who worked below-the-line, whose names and contributions were invariably unacknowledged.

This chapter compares the four countries (technically five after the post-war division of Germany), drawing out similarities as well as differences in the field of employment. It explores the demographic composition of the studios by considering who worked there, where they came from and what kind of work they carried out; in doing so, it also considers which opportunities were available for women. It examines the terms and conditions under which people were employed and, where available, the level of compensation and benefits they received for their work. In addition, we scrutinize the role of trade unions, as well as the suitability and safety (or otherwise) of studio environments. The chapter concludes with a summary of how training and skills attainment were organized.

Studio demographics

The range and depth of the available historical employment data varies from one country to another, as well as within national industries. Much of the British data derives from the National Archives and trade publications, such as a report by the Association of Cine Technicians (ACT) in 1937 providing information to the Ministry of Labour on compensation and benefits.1 Finding reliably accurate figures for French studios is difficult, particularly in the absence of any supervisory body in the film industry before the creation of the COIC (Comité d’organisation de l’industrie cinématographique) in 1940 (see Chapter 2). Typically, administrative staff and workers such as carpenters, painters, mechanics, electricians, plasterers and stage hands were employed by studio management, and actors and technicians were engaged directly by the producers. A similar pattern of employment is evident in the German context up to 1945 which is dominated by the larger production facilities where many of the technical crew and actors were employed on short-term contracts. German documentation includes employment contracts and film crew lists, as well as personnel correspondence covering a range of employment matters. Italian population and industrial censuses collected between 1931 and 1961 by ISTAT, Italy’s national institute of statistics, have been useful in quantifying employment in its performing arts sector, providing data on age and gender, pointing to Rome as the largest film employment hub in Italy.

Global and country-specific reports published by the International Labour Office (ILO) provide some overview; however, the majority are generic rather than industry-specific. In 1931, the ILO published a report into working conditions in the film industry, identifying concerns that are addressed in this chapter: ‘precarity of labour; long and often unpredictable hours of work; and work environments with the potential to be injurious to health’.2 The ILO study includes Britain, France and Germany, but not Italy,3 defining film production as:

The construction of a scenario, the recruiting of the staff of technicians and artistes necessary for the making of the film, the physical and chemical operations of developing and printing, the process known as ‘montage’, or the cutting and assembly of the strip, and the sale of the film and of its exhibition rights in various countries.4

To discuss the studio worker, we first ask who was a studio worker? For the purposes of this research, actors and other ‘front-of-camera’ performers are generally excluded; directors, camera operators, carpenters, electricians, lighting engineers, plasterers and hairdressers are included, as well as post-production roles such as editors. Nevertheless, finding anything more than anecdotal information about numbers is not straightforward because, although some people were employed on substantive contracts, the vast majority were precariously employed, either on a fixed-term basis, or even by the day. The ILO report noted that ‘the number and variety of qualifications required, and the rapid fluctuations in demand’ were difficulties specific to the film industry.5 Studios needed to attract and recruit workforces with a combination of specialist and generic skills, and this was subject to factors such as location, local demographics and the extent and reliability of transport infrastructure (see Chapter 5). The location of Ufa’s studios at Babelsberg may have provided access to workers with generic skills such as metal workers or gardeners, but could not offer many industry-specific personnel, most of whom had to travel from Berlin and other German cities, and sometimes from abroad (see Chapter 8). Gossipy articles recording 2,000 people passing through the Babelsberg canteen on a working day do not describe who they were or if they were even engaged in studio work.6

Employment in British studios reflected the film industry’s expansion in the 1930s, and relative contraction over the following decades as illustrated in Table 9.1.7 For much of the period the larger studios such as Denham, Pinewood and Shepperton were the biggest employers, especially in the post-war period.8

In France production doubled between 1929 and 1931. Although the economic crisis was harsh, French cinema prospered in the years 1930–2, providing a refuge for many unemployed workers and technicians who were new to the film industry.9 Studio work needed many skills, from the technical (sound engineers, set designers, chief cameraman) and the artistic (actors, scriptwriters, directors), to the generic (accountant, switchboard operator, night watchman). Courbevoie, Neuilly, Clichy and Montsouris typically had up to twenty permanent employees in the first half of the 1930s; however, Pathé, Gaumont and Paramount had several hundred. Together with artists and technicians on fixed-term contracts, almost 400 people were working daily at the studios in the rue des Réservoirs.10 Gaumont studios (Buttes-Chaumont) employed 125 people in the decoration department alone.11 Similar figures apply to the Pathé studios in Joinville and Francœur, which each had more than 300 employees.12

Table 9.1 Studio Employment in the British Film Industry
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The composition of the Italian studio workforce was affected by broader political, economic and cultural agendas. Studio expansion in Italy during the 1930s and 1940s triggered a production trend which was strengthened in the post-war period, attracting international film investments to the city.13 This in turn attracted businesses, skilled and unskilled film labour to the studios. The population census of April 1931, for example, recorded 381 people employed in film production and processing in the province of Rome (82 women and 299 men).14 These figures represented over a third of the national total of 1,063 people (267 women and 796 men) who declared that they were employed in this sector in 1931.15 Barely five years later, the population census from April 1936 recorded 3,128 people (891 women and 2,237 men) active in film production and distribution, 1,473 of whom lived in Rome (370 women and 1,103 men).16 The statistics also reveal an increase in women’s employment during the second half of the fascist regime. The census held in November 1951 documented 5,769 people working in studio-based activities and affiliated laboratories (film production, synching, dubbing, development and printing) as their main employment (1,200 women and 4,569 men).17 The Lazio region alone hosted 4,495 workers (869 women and 3,626 men). A similar picture was presented in October 1961, with 5,793 people reporting that they worked in the sector (1,224 women and 4,569 men).18 The fourth national industrial and commercial census, also held in October 1961, reiterated Rome’s prominence in the national film production sector, where the majority of film businesses and staff were concentrated.19
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Figure 9.1 Reception and maintenance teams at Paramount Studios in Saint-Maurice (c.1931). © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

Women in the studios

Women occupied significant roles in early film production before the emerging studio system imposed organizational structures delineating roles by gender, pushing their contributions beyond the margins of the historical record.20 In Britain, Jessica Borthwick (1888–1946), Dinah Shurey (1888–1963) and Dorothy Braham (1890–1934) contributed as camera operators, producers, directors and set designers.21 Alice Guy-Blaché (1873–1968) directed and produced films in France for Gaumont, and critic and director Germaine Dulac (1882–1942) was a pioneer of avant-garde French cinema. Elvira Notari (1875–1946) scripted and directed more than forty films in Italy between 1914 and 1929.22 In the German-language film industries, Luise Fleck (1873–1950), Liddy Hegewald (1884–1950), Lola Kreutzberg (1887–1966) and Ellen Richter (1891–1969) contributed as camera operators, producers, directors and writers, often with their own production companies.23 Research in recent years has focused on the historical participation of women across film industries in several countries. Among others, Hannah Frank examined the work of Hollywood’s female tracers and painters;24 Cornelia Klauß and Ralf Schenk investigated DEFA’s female directors;25 Melanie Bell has documented how many women worked in British studios from the 1930s onwards;26 and Dalila Missero has scrutinized the historical contribution of women film editors.27

The focus here is on the experience of women working in the studios of Britain, France, Germany and Italy and how their participation over the three decades from 1930 was shaped by institutionalized patriarchy, technological development, autocratic political systems, global conflict and the gradual liberalization of social attitudes. Many archives are silent on the names and numbers of female workers and women who invariably occupied studio roles that did not receive recognition on film credits (also true for men who worked below-the-line). Although records differ across countries and production companies, commonalities emerge in the discrimination that women faced: they were restricted from specific roles, and training and progression opportunities were limited.

Women typically worked in pre-production as script writers, costume designers and animation artists; on the sets as wardrobe assistants, makeup artists and continuity; and in post-production as developers, splicers and editors. In Britain women held roles as publicists, sound wave operators, researchers, matte painters and animators; to a lesser extent they worked as directors, producers and cinematographers. Marie-Louise Iribe, Marguerite Viel and Solange Bussi and Jacqueline Audry directed films in France. In Germany, female editors included Elsa Ensink and Elisabeth Neumann; there were also several prolific and respected female costume designers such as Manon Hahn, Ilse Fehling, Irmgard Becker and Vera Mügge,28 while Herta Jülich specialized in micro-photography.29 Italian women were particularly active in production and post-production roles, including costume design (e.g. Emma Calderini, Maria de Matteis) and editing (e.g. Maria Rosada, Gisa Radicchi Levi), but also on-set as script supervisors and (assistant) managers and directors (e.g. Maria Teresa Ricci Bartoloni, Jone Tuzzi). German data reveals 366 women working as editors and splicers; 143 female scriptwriters and 117 ‘script-girls’.30 In the post-war period in Germany, women began to take up more positions as lighting and sound engineers, and assistant directors, although further promotion was rare.


[image: ]
Figure 9.2 Editor at work, Germany 1938. Alamy.

Women’s participation was often blocked on the basis that studio technologies were too heavy and cumbersome. An article about Norma Dawson’s appointment in 1947 as Unit manager at the British studio Pinewood reported that it ‘caused quite a stir’, adding ‘women have always been backroom girls in the studios throughout the world’.31 There were exceptions: British art director Carmen Dillon realized the Academy award-winning designs on Hamlet (Laurence Olivier, 1948) working with set designer Roger K. Furse. Patriarchal attitudes held women’s work in low esteem on the basis that it lacked authority, responsibility, agency and skills; dismissed as ancillary workers, women were generally perceived as props for (male) directors.32 This attitude is evident in official documentation and in the reductive language used by journalists describing women’s work, the latter describing them either as automatons33 or in diminutive terms such as ‘the script-girl … holds thousands of details in her pretty little head’.34 Many articles questioned whether work in film was suitable for women,35 yet others featured women’s opportunities in film production.36

In Britain, the ACT’s system of craft control and definitions of skill typically reflected the interests of male employees. This is evident in data from 1930 indicating only 1.7 per cent of those employed in the areas of camera, sound and stills were women. Although this rose slightly to 5.9 per cent in 1940 and to 3.89 in 1950, in 1960 the figure was still only 1.43 per cent.37 Bell explains: ‘From the beginning it [the ACT] set rules of entry that privileged jobs and skills held by men, downgraded those possessed by women, and set in place occupational pathways and pay scales that were gendered’.38
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Figure 9.3 Women checking positive stock in the development and printing department of the Istituto LUCE, Cinespettacolo, no. 8–9, 1949: 18. Fair use.
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Figure 9.4 Director Jacqueline Audry on the set of Les Malheurs de Sophie (Sophie’s Misfortune, 1945) in the Victorine studios in 1945. © Sam Lévin/RMN-GP.
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Figure 9.5 Director Maria Teresa Ricci Bartoloni, on the set of La principessa del sogno (The Princess of Dreams, 1942).

Bell’s supposition is indicative: across the countries the tacit agreement of governments and unions meant that women were usually paid less than men. A financial report from Stefano Pittaluga’s film group SASP concerning work organization at Italy’s Cines studio in the 1930s, illustrates that women employed at the studio in June 1934 were systematically paid less than their male colleagues, and that they usually occupied lower graded positions.39 Pay parity began slowly in the post-war period: 1947 in East Germany and 1955 in the West, in both cases earlier than in the other three countries. In Italy, for example, legislation in the 1950s regulated access to employment and contractual conditions of the film workforce, further embedding gender pay gaps.40 These legally contracted daily wages reveal how men were systematically paid more than women employed in the same category.

The Second World War affected women’s employment. In Britain, the boost in union membership encouraged by the technicians’ wartime reserved occupation status provided opportunities for women to work in studios and service film units. ‘War emergency’ ACT membership was available, a provision underlining the view of some ACT members that women were ‘second-tier technicians’. The union’s support of equal pay was arguably tactical to prevent women’s employment undercutting men’s after the war.41 The increase in women’s employment at the studios during the war was documented by the British Film Producers Association.42
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Figure 9.6 British set designer Roger K. Furse and art director Carmen Dillon on set of Hamlet in 1947. Alamy.

In France, when men were mobilized, taken as prisoners of war or sent as forced labourers in Germany, studios were encouraged to employ more women. At Pathé, Paul Thomas (technical director of the Joinville factory) reported that recruitment was aimed at workers’ widows and the wives of prisoners of war, as well as the wives of forced labourers in Germany.43 Rather than pay financial aid to the families of their prisoners or forced labourers, Pathé found it more worthwhile and less expensive to temporarily hire their wives, who could easily be sent home once their husbands returned from Germany. Once the prisoner was released, Pathé effectively sent his wife home. Although precise figures are not available for the numbers of women replacing their husbands, women occupied typically male positions (electricians, machinists, carpenters). In May 1943, Ciné-Mondial published an article about four women who were hired as stagehands and electricians at the Photosonor studios in Courbevoie, replacing absent men.44 This misogynistic article emphasized the temporary nature of this arrangement, making clear it was not a step to ‘feminize’ the studio’s teams.

Table 9.2 Employment by Gender in British Studios, BFPA Figures
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Nazi ideologies of gender agitated against working wives, shaming their families as Doppelverdiener (dual income families) and accusing women of stealing men’s jobs, using populist rhetoric directed at unemployed men. By 1944, however, Germany’s available workforce had shrunk by 10 million from 39 million in 1939, largely due to conscription.45 Labour shortages affected all industries, including film production, and could only partly be met by foreign workers, recruited or dragooned from abroad. Consequently, during the later war years, female studio employees were given greater responsibilities, for example as assistant directors (e.g. Auguste Barth). This trend towards female assistant directors continued in the post-war German film industry: Eva Ebner for example became a particularly prolific assistant director on West German productions.

When Italy entered the Second World War, male conscription also made women’s contributions essential for many industrial activities.46 Post-war legislation attempted to reassert male presence in the industry by prescribing a percentage of disabled civilians and war veterans to be offered unskilled, below-the-line studio work.47 Legislation in the 1950s regulated access to employment and dictated the contractual conditions for the film workforce, further entrenching gender biases and pay gaps. Labour agreements which governed studio workers’ daily wages and conditions of employment nationwide as of 1 October 1959, as well as those signed by the Incom studio specifically (this facility specialized in the production of short films and television content), clearly illustrate that men were systematically paid more than women employed in the same category.48

Occasionally women’s careers featured in the British press, one such example being editing, an area that has typically employed more women than other male-dominated roles such as cinematography or direction. In Britain, Margaret Cardin joined the positive department at Kay’s Lab; after six months she was in charge. She learned negative cutting and, working on newsreels, she was second assistant to editor Sam Simmonds at Worton Hall studios before working with Wilfred Noy and Joe Rock at Cricklewood. When Rock started the Rock Studios (later British National) he took Cardin with him as first assistant in the cutting rooms. She worked with Thorold Dickinson at Ealing and documentarist Paul Rotha, and later at the BBC before setting up her own business as a freelance editor in London.49 Although such cases are hardly numerous, the figures for women’s employment in post-production are higher than in camera, sound and stills: in 1930 18.2 per cent of post-production employees were women; in 1940 this had risen to 32.6; in 1950 it was 25.3 per cent, and in 1960 it was 15.9 per cent.50 These figures attest to how, as in other areas of the economy, the employment of women workers saw significant expansion during the Second World War.
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Figure 9.7 Women at work on the set of Divieto di sosta (No Waiting, 1941). Archivio Storico Città di Torino, Archives of Gazzetta del Popolo, box 5559.

Women’s expertise in post-production increased and by the 1950s director Muriel Box always tried to employ a woman for the job, such as Jean Barker.51 Editor Noreen Ackland worked with Box and Barker and later followed their lead by employing women when she assembled her own teams. Mutual feminist support was also evident in France. Denise Tual founded Synops with novelist and playwright Constance Coline, offering ready-made scripts to producers.52 Synops also hired Solange Térac as scriptwriter for Le Pavillon brûle (The Pavillion Burns, 1941).

Table 9.3 Pay Scales for Italian Studio Workers 1959 (Men)


[image: ]

Table 9.4 Pay Scales for Italian Studio Workers 1959 (Women)
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The absence of employment documentation in France challenges film historians trying to establish the numbers of women working below-the-line; despite their invisibility, names occasionally appear obliquely, sometimes under tragic circumstances. The list of thirty-seven victims of the bombing of the Photosonor studio on 31 December 1943 reveals several women who were working in traditionally held male jobs, including two female carpenters, and Charlotte Dey, one of the female electricians profiled by Ciné-Mondial a few months earlier.53 Many women worked alongside their husbands, a status which masked their own contributions. In 1941, Synops was presented in the French film press as a new production company headed by Roland Tual.54 In reality, the company had been founded in 1936 by Denise Batcheff (whom Roland Tual married a few years later). Co-directed by Denise Batcheff and the novelist and playwright Constance Coline, the Synops company was behind some of the most memorable films of the period such as Carné’s Drôle de Drame (Bizarre, Bizarre, 1937) and Le Quai des brumes (Port of Shadows, 1938) or Renoir’s La Bête humaine (The Human Beast, 1938). Even so, Ciné-Mondial published photos of ‘Madame Tual’ attending a cocktail party given by Synops in December 1941, as if she were simply the director’s wife.55

Table 9.5 New Pay Scales Annexed to Incom Contractual Agreement, 1959



	New Pay Scales Annexed to Incom Contractual Agreement (Day Rates in Italian Lira)



	
	
	(in force from 1 October 1959)



	1st category
	
	3rd category



	specialist workers 
	2,144.00
	Unskilled workers



	
	
	A) men 1,729.50



	
	
	B) men 1,573.00



	
	
	B) women 1,335.00



	
	
	C) men 1,573.00



	
	
	



	2nd category 
	
	4th category



	Qualified workers 
	
	Manual labourers and cleaning personnel



	men
	1,975.50
	men 1,571.00



	women
	1,690.00
	women 1,325.00




Studio jobs were perceived as a fall-back option for young girls who really wanted to act. Referring to the script-girl as the ‘studio typist’, Boisyvon wrote:

Quite often […] the studio typist was an artist herself and it is usually in that job that she came to the attention of the director. You know the usual route: an extra turns up, having decided to make film, and give up the typewriter, retailing or accountancy for good. For two or three months, she goes from studio to studio, from casting director to casting director, from assistant to assistant and very quickly realizes that in this profession she wears out far more shoes than she can renew. Her clothes began to wear thin; her coats began to get holes in them and she soon discovers that it might have been better to stay in the office where she was working, painfully perhaps, but with the certainty of a fixed salary. And it’s usually at this point that, discouraged, she approaches those who have been leaning towards her for one reason or another and asks for their indulgence once again: Wouldn’t you have a little corner in your office?56

One journalist, listing the female directors of French cinema in the 1920s and 1930s,57 encouraged women to become directors, promoting the role as ‘just as interesting as that of the artist’, adding that in terms of ‘artistic sense, taste, balance and rhythm, … many women could hold their own against men’. German occupation enabled a generation of men to rise rapidly to the level of director;58 however, the same was not true for women. The economic and political context was unfavourable, and generally women’s careers were shorter, more chaotic and precarious than men’s.

Although Germany’s Weimar Republic introduced equality legislation for women in 1919, legal changes do not, however, shift cultural attitudes overnight. Restrictions on working time for women persisted, as did the ban on night shifts and the exclusion of specific locations and industries. Their perceived physical weakness was considered a barrier to many activities which may have excluded them from becoming lighting engineers, or camera operators. Elsewhere, however, men sought to protect their sphere of influence with the tacit support of unions and prevailing social conventions. The industry in Germany was highly regulated, particularly during the years 1933–45, and documents in the German archives are quite detailed. This reflects the significant role accorded to film production as a propaganda tool under the Third Reich, but it is also redolent of a strongly bureaucratic culture. Detailed records of film crews as well as individual employment-related correspondence and contracts enabled the project to track the careers of several female workers, and a database of 1,282 women records their work in a variety of film production roles.59 Isolated decisions rather than cohesive strategy occasionally reveal the operation of production companies. For example, Ufa reacted to the shortage of available workers in 1939 by permitting married women to work there, provided couples did not work in the same departments.60 In 1944, Tobis pleaded with the Reichsfilmintendant not to take all of their production secretaries for Flakdienst (anti-aircraft service) because their skills were filmspecific and not easily replaced by the generalist secretaries they were offered.61

Although the GDR encouraged women into the workplace, this did not represent a rebuttal of patriarchal norms. Women did get work in more film and technical roles, particularly as lighting and sound engineers; however, they were still not operating cameras or directing films. Frustrated at the lack of progress for women in post-war East Germany, Ursula Pohle wrote to DEFA’s director, expressing her concern that women were not given opportunities in the organization and that younger workers were being promoted ahead of her.62 Women had begun appearing behind the camera during the war, initially as stills photographers, and after the war they operated television cameras. Interviewed in 1974, Gitta Nickel, who began working as an editor in the 1950s, suggested that television provided more opportunities for women because a greater number of operators was required. By contrast, she said ‘film exacts a terrific responsibility. Fewer films are made than television programs. They must turn out a lot of material. It is easier to break into a field where so many people are needed’.63

Discrimination, migration and war

Antisemitism and other discriminatory practices affected employment in film studios across Europe, either through emigration from Germany or immigration to ‘safer’ havens. In March 1933, Ufa’s Board of Directors discussed how to dismiss its Jewish workers; Klaus Kreimeier points out that it took only one meeting for Ufa to dispense with some of its best directors, producers and technical specialists.64 Forcing individuals to prove their Aryan status in order to join the respective chambers deprived many individuals of their right to work. These most certainly included make-up artists and wardrobe assistants, carpenters and plasterers as well as anonymous film extras. According to Erica Carter, ‘by summer 1933, Jewish employees had vanished entirely from the sector’.65 Coming under pressure from the occupying German authorities, the Vichy regime in France excluded all Jewish technicians and creative collaborators from the studios after October 1940. In Italy, Adalgisa (or Gisa) Radicchi Levi, an experienced editor of Jewish descent active in Rome since the early 1930s, is believed to have continued to work uncredited in the secluded spaces of Cinecittà and Farnesina’s editing rooms after the formal exclusion of Jewish Italians from employment in the entertainment industries in early 1942.66 Radicchi Levi continued her career in the post-war years, as film credits suggest, following official reintegration of the Jewish population’s civic and political rights in Italy in January 1944.67 This was also the case with Aldo De Benedetti, one of the most prolific screenwriters during the fascist regime, who worked uncredited, or under a pseudonym, throughout the Racial Laws.68 Racial discrimination excluded people from studio employment. Throughout the entire period, Italian film studios marginalized, if not completely excluded, artists and technical workers from a variety of ethnic and racial backgrounds from work in front of, or behind, the camera. This is particularly well illustrated in the colonial films shot on location in North and East Africa and in Rome’s studios during the war, such as Giarabub (1942) and Harlem (1943).

The outbreak of war brought further crises for the film industries. Between 1941 and 1944 Germany was losing more than 60,000 men every month, causing serious shortages in the workforces available for Germany’s essential industries.69 Despite the prioritization of film production in the service of propaganda and public diversion, by 1944 studios were repeatedly subjected to demands to surrender more workers. Referred to in archival documents as Auskämmungsaktionen, these activities identified workers who were expendable for military purposes and, for women and those deemed unsuitable for the military, for the armaments industry. Those whose contribution to film production was considered essential were categorized as uk-gestellt (indispensable), a status that could, and sometimes was, revoked. The Gottbegnadete (divinely gifted) were spared from either military or labour service on the basis of their artistic achievements and qualities, unless they managed to fall foul of the regime.70

To balance these losses, film workers were initially recruited from France and Italy. The introduction of the STO (Service du travail obligatoire) by the Vichy regime, was applied by Germany as a bargaining tool, with an influx of French workers forced to work in Germany over the summer of 1942.71 Evans points out that ‘by December 1943 there were more than 666,000 French workers in Germany, along with 223,000 Belgians and 274,000 Dutch people’.72 Of these, at least 312 French and 122 Italians were working at Ufa and Tobis during the war, in addition to Dutch, Belgian and Danish workers.73 In terms of occupation, French workers appear to have dominated scene painting and sound engineering and Italy provided carpenters and electricians.74 The majority, however, were simply employed as unskilled Arbeiter, a catch-all definition.

The terms and conditions for Westarbeiter (typically French, Dutch and Italian workers) were less generous than for German workers who were classed as Gefolgsschaftsmitglieder (members of the workforce) and part of the Volksgemeinschaft (the racial community).75 Nevertheless, Westarbeiter were treated better than the Ostarbeiter, usually forced labourers (Zwangsarbeiter) who were brought in from Latvia, Poland, Russia and Ukraine. The forced migration of several million workers from the East began in earnest in 1942 when Fritz Saukel was appointed as overseer of labour mobilization.76 Studios were allowed to select workers as soon as they arrived in Germany, and at least a thousand forced labourers were pressed into service at Ufa and Tobis.77 At Geiselgasteig between 50 and 100 forced labourers were used, although details are patchy.

A demographic crisis of a different nature occurred with Republikflucht between 1949 and 1961, when large numbers of workers were leaving East Germany for the West. This migration was initially tolerated by the newly established German Democratic Republic, particularly in the early years from 1945, when it was struggling with ongoing shortages of food, accommodation and work.78 During this period, people commuted across the border; and it is likely that some of DEFA’s workers actually lived in West Berlin.79 In 1952, however, concerns about the depleting population were growing and more attention was paid to the reasons people gave for leaving.80 By 1961, large numbers were leaving East Germany annually, and emigration had become a serious problem.81 Retaining skilled employees in the country’s film industry became more urgent and statistics collated by DEFA’s Kaderabteilung (Personnel department) record the loss of thirty-four employees in 1959 alone; with another nineteen departing by May 1960.82 The rapidly constructed Berlin Wall in August 1961 closed the gap in the 1,378-kilometre border that had functioned since 1952 between East and West Germany immediately curtailing free movement.

Terms and conditions of employment

The economically precarious nature of film production resulted in many studio workers being engaged on a film-by-film basis, a practice common to all four countries. Many workers were on temporary contracts, and periods of intense activity were often followed by fallow months. In Britain, tensions rose when skilled foreign ‘Ace’ technicians were put on longer-term contracts than many studio technicians. In later years the rise in freelance contracts made employment for studio workers less secure, a situation that pertains today. In France, administrative staff and workers tended to be contracted by studio management, while technicians were mostly employed on a film-by-film basis by the producers hiring the services of the studios. German documentation indicates some workers were on substantive posts (typically administrative and financial workers) while others, including technicians (directors, camera operators, lighting engineers) and below-the-line workers (wardrobe assistants, make-up artists, etc.) were on fixed-term contracts. Fixed-term contracts could cover the duration of an individual’s activity on a film, span a full year, or last only a few days. Payment was arranged either daily, weekly, monthly, or by fixed fee (Pauschal). When wartime worker shortages affected film production, however, many were placed on substantive contracts. Greater job security came in the post-war period in East Germany’s DEFA studios, whose workers tended to hold substantive posts. In Italy, administrative, mechanical and various other operational services tended to hold substantive posts, especially in the larger studios; most of the artistic and creative workforce were on fixed-term contracts, either contracted for a film (contratto a fine riprese) or in a fixed-term capacity (a termine fisso).83
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Figure 9.8 Workbook for a Garderobiere (female dresser). Bundesarchiv, R109-I/2799.

Compensation and benefits

In British studios during the 1930s, long hours and low pay dominated discussions between employers and unions. While agreements between each union and individual studios were made, it was not until 1947 that all three unions had secured agreements with employers on the same terms. Various surveys carried out during the 1930s reveal varying working conditions at the studios. George Elvin, secretary of the ACT, gave evidence to the Ministry of Labour’s Holidays with Pay Committee in 1937 which reported that some union members’ average weekly wages were £2 or 30s, and that 50 per cent of technicians earned less than £5.84 For perspective, workers in the mid-1930s in metal, engineering and shipbuilding earned £2 11s, and those in woodworking earned £2 11s a week.85 Many studio workers were on temporary contracts, and periods of intense activity were often followed by fallow months. A survey of technicians employed at fourteen studios in 1937 reported that films were typically produced ‘like clockwork’ in standard periods of two or three weeks. But the work was carried out ‘in a state of incessant rush’ which often required overtime that was not always adequately rewarded.86 Working days of 8.5 hours a day often stretched to 10 hours, and it was not until 1947 that a standard 44-hour working week was secured. This situation was made worse because such periods often alternated with periods of unemployment. This was particularly acute when many new production companies formed following the 1927 Cinematograph Films Act collapsed after the early 1930s boom. In addition, the 1937 financial crash exacerbated fluctuations in employment by disrupting the use of studio spaces rented by many film companies. The ACT secured a Fair Wages clause which marked an important advancement in securing better terms for technicians. Employees’ wages were to be comparable with pay and conditions pertaining under Government department contracts and as per those commonly recognized by trade union agreements.

Many studio workers in France in the early 1930s were attracted by the prospect of good pay for easy work in a prestigious industry. A studio worker earned between 4.00 and 4.75 francs an hour, compared with a national average of 3.45 francs.87 Wages appeared higher than in other sectors, although the inevitable periods of inactivity were unpaid. When hired as a second assistant operator in 1932, Jean Douarinou earned 700 francs a week (the equivalent of a month’s salary at the bank where he had previously been employed).88 Promotions could be swift, and experience was rewarded. Sacha Kamenka was hired for 600 francs a week as an assistant director on Georges Lacombe’s La Femme invisible (The Invisible Woman, 1933),89 and Jacques Becker, an experienced assistant, was paid 1,000 francs a week for preparation and 1,500 francs a week for shooting Jean Renoir’s Les Bas-Fonds (The Lower Depths/Underworld, 1936).90

Salaries for novice technicians – who were often unqualified – compared favourably with other occupations. A new postman earned 200 francs a week in Paris in 1930 and an experienced schoolteacher no more than 400 francs. Contracts in union archives reveal a wide range of pay levels, both for actors and technicians. An experienced wardrobe assistant earned 600 francs a week at the beginning of the 1930s, while director Charles de Rochefort was paid 30,000 francs a week at Paramount Studios in Saint-Maurice.91 These disparities created tensions, particularly during periods when production was in a downturn and from 1934–5, when unemployment became a major concern for technicians and production workers. Tensions mounted between studio workers and the cadre of French film stars favoured by small producers. Stars such as Annabella, Danielle Darrieux or Harry Baur were accused of straining film budgets, forcing producers to make cuts with the studio, sets and technical staff.92 Jean Gabin was criticized by Le Reporter du studio for taking an advance of 60,000 francs from a producer for a film, only to withdraw at the last minute, putting a team of technicians out of work, their contracts cancelled. Gabin’s lack of solidarity with his studio colleagues was denounced in the press.93 Although the collective agreements of 1936–7 initiated pay scales and raised the lowest wages, the problem persisted and the unions had to battle against producers who tried to circumvent the pay agreements. After the war, conflicts arose between the technicians’ union and producers who tried to hire staff from outside the guild in order to avoid regulations. In 1948, producer Edouard Harispuru was accused of hiring female upholsterers, new to the film industry, for the sets of Pierre de Hérain’s film Marlène (1949). Paid below union rates, the upholsterers were also accused by the decorating team of causing major delays in the delivery of the sets because of their lack of experience.94

In the 1950s, the development of Franco-Italian co-productions raised fears among French studio workers, whose pay conditions were more advantageous than those of Italian workers.95 Although some technicians were tempted to turn to television – an area of growth at the end of the decade – recruitment conditions were unfavourable for experienced professionals. RTF (Radiodiffusion-Télévision-Française), for example, sought to limit its wage bill by refusing to employ technicians over forty.96 Chronic unemployment, mass redundancies, studio closures and threats to wages meant that the 1950s did not improve working conditions for studio professionals.

Between 1930 and 1945, pay rates for many were governed in Germany by nationally enforced tariffs.97 Data collected from nearly 900 archived contracts,98 shows that between 1938 and 1944 wardrobe assistants were on day rates of RM20–25 (Reichsmarks), with others paid weekly between RM90 and RM120. Most make-up artists were earning RM22–32 per day. Senior editors might earn up to RM300 per week, and splicers (KleberInnen) RM75 weekly. Camerawork was well paid: an assistant might earn RM150 per week; an experienced operator could command up to RM1,200 a week. Several cinematographers were on annual contracts, earning RM38,000–50,000. To a certain extent, higher paid individuals could negotiate their own terms with the board of directors, although this had to go through the approval of the trustee (Treuhänder) who often rejected figures deemed to be too high.99 Viktor Tourjansky’s contract for the direction of Feinde (Enemies, 1940) promised a fee of RM60,000 with an additional RM 10,000 for work on the script.100 That this was a propaganda film no doubt helped his case. See Table 9.6 for an illustration of the contractual terms for Drei wunderschöne Tage (Three wonderful days, 1938)

In the DDR, the Staatliche Komitee für Filmwesen was the organizing body for the film industry, governing pay and employment conditions. Salaries were reportedly higher in West Germany, leading some DEFA staff to relocate to West Berlin, described above.

Table 9.6 Contractual Details for Drei wunderschöne Tage
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Unions and associations

The growth of trade union membership in Britain from the 1930s helped to publicize adverse working conditions as well as organize campaigns for fairer wages and hours. In the 1930s there were three main Trades Unions for film industry labour: NATKE (National Association of Theatrical and Kine Employees), representing skilled and unskilled workers in studios and cinemas including carpenters, electricians, plasterers, scenic artists, mechanics, property makers, stage hands, riggers, make-up artists and projectionists; the ACT, representing cinematographers and camera operators, cutters, editors, art directors, production managers, assistant directors, still photographers and lab technicians; and the ETU (Electrical Trades Union), representing cinema projectionists but also electrical craftsmen, mostly sound engineers and recordists. Studio working conditions, pay and workers’ rights were at the heart of union organization. Before 1930 there was only one trade union agreement held by the ETU with the BIP studios at Elstree, and NATKE made its first agreement, also with Elstree, in 1930.101 The need for greater representation of workers promoted the formation of the ACT in 1933 by a group of technicians working at the Gaumont-British studios, Shepherd’s Bush. From an initial membership of ninety-eight in 1933, by 1936 the union had just over 1,000 members. NATKE was much larger, having 5,000 members in 1936 and the ETU had 1,000. The ACT established an employment bureau, and the union was affiliated to the Trades Union Congress.

The Cinematograph Films Council was formed to advise the government on the film industry, and its membership included employers and employees’ organizations. Another gain was the ACT’s achievement in 1939 of the first collective all-industry agreement with employers. The union repeatedly called for state studios and laboratories, a state production enterprise, films credit corporation and a state distribution organization, but this aim was consistently rejected by government.102

The report is insightful on short-term contracts and the fact that unionization was fractured between the different technical grades. This could prevent united action during disputes, although in 1937 NATKE reached agreement with the ACT that curtailed inter-union rivalry. The ETU and NATKE, however, clashed over projectionists’ organization, and in 1938 an ETU strike exposed their differences. This involved projectionists and studio electricians at the Gaumont-British studios at Gainsborough and Shepherd’s Bush. The strike’s effectiveness was weakened when all three unions failed to unite for collective action. While the ACT instructed members not to break the strike by taking over the electricians’ work, some members of NATKE, including the union’s leader Tom O’Brien, did not support the strike, which ended with little gain.103 Another category of vulnerable workers at studios were extras. Members of the newly formed Oriental Film Artistes’ Union (OFAU) marched in August 1939 from Denham Station to the studios. They carried banners calling for Denham to book extras through the union rather than agencies which required them to pay a larger commission when hired for crowd scenes.104 Denham refused the union’s request, and the police were called to disperse the protest. The OFAU was formed in 1938 to protect the interests of Asians working as extras as used at Denham for films such as The Drum (1938) and The Four Feathers (1939).
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Figure 9.9 Dressing room for male extras at Ufa Babelsberg, 1933. Alamy.

From 1933 onwards, the economic crisis and the arrival of many émigré technicians from Germany and Eastern Europe raised tensions in French studios, leading to the strong development of trade unions. Between June and December 1933, at least six technicians’ unions were formed, representing the main production professions. From February 1934 onwards, these unions came together under the FNSAFF (Fédération nationale des syndicats d’artisans français du film), whose main slogan was the fight against the presence of foreign professionals in French studios. In June 1934, a new union, the SGTIF (Syndicat Général des Travailleurs de l’Industrie du Film – General Union of Film Industry Workers) was formed, presenting itself as a progressive, nonxenophobic alternative to unions grouped within the FNSAFF. In just a few months, this union, which was intended to represent all professional categories in production, including directors, affirmed its resolutely proletarian roots and became the first workers’ union in the film industry, composed mainly of grips, painters, electricians, carpenters and mechanics. A few months after its creation, the SGTIF led the victorious June 1936 strikes.105 Dissolved by the Vichy regime and reconstituted underground, the network of technicians’ and studio workers’ unions played a key role in the fight against the occupying forces and in the battles to liberate Paris. After the war, the three main unions representing actors (Union des Artistes), technicians (Syndicat des Techniciens de la Production) and studio workers (SGTIF) joined forces in the fight against the Blum-Byrnes agreements and played a central role in regulating labour and defending French studios in the 1950s (see Chapter 2).

Germany’s Weimar Republic (1918–33) sought to democratize the balance of power between employer and worker by introducing elected workers’ representatives (Betriebsräte). There was also agreement on an eight-hour working day, collective bargaining and guaranteed work for returning soldiers. Some of these benefits, specifically the eight-hour day, were eroded as the economic crisis deepened throughout the 1920s. Following seizure of power by the National Socialists (1933–45), the dismantling of all democratic processes began with the criminalization and disbanding of employment unions and employer federations, replacing them with one overarching organization, the German Labour Front (Deutsche Arbeitsfront: DAF). The Gesetz zur Ordnung der nationalen Arbeit (AOG), with its emphasis on work as service to nation and state with full authority vested in autocratic principles, was implemented in January 1934.106 Over the twelve-year period of the NS regime, government control of working conditions intensified to the point where individual employers were left with minimal control and terms and agreements were arbitrated via dedicated trustees (Treuhänder). In post-war East Germany, the Freie Deutsche Gewerkschaftsbund (FDGB) became the dominant, party-led union; in West Germany, initial attempts to form one, nation-wide union faltered. While the Deutsche Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB) continued to function as an umbrella organization, independent unions and associations also existed, including the Vereinigung der Rundfunk-, Film- und Fernsehschaffenden (VRFF) formed in 1964.
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Figure 9.10 Workers on strike in the Billancourt studios in June 1936. © DR, Collection La Cinémathèque française.

The growth of trade associations and unionization in Italy throughout the 1930s and into the post-war years reveals some of the tensions that existed between corporate interests and the craft workers who embodied the studios’ economy.107 From the late 1920s until the end of the fascist dictatorship, film studio owners, producers and other above-the-line categories attempted to position themselves within their industrial and social milieu, seeking representation by the national federation of cinema and theatre industries (Federazione Nazionale Fascista delle Industrie del Teatro, Cinematografo e Affini) which, over the years of the regime, acquired shifting competences and areas of intervention.108 Film artists, technicians and below-the-line studio workers were represented by unions (sindacati) which were formally organized under the national federation of workers of the entertainment sector (Federazione Nazionale Fascista dei Lavoratori dello Spettacolo), formally instituted in April 1926.109 By 1937, however, cinema-related unions had their legal recognition revoked under the new statute agreed by the federation. This statute gave the federation the exclusive mandate to bypass the unions in order to stipulate contractual obligations and to regulate economic matters among the interested parties.110

After the war, more Italian film workers joined unions to demand better contractual conditions and professional recognition. Several bodies represented the various categories of workers employed by the film industry within a widely diversified entertainment sector; amongst them, the most influential was (and remains) the Associazione Nazionale Italiana Industrie del Cinematografo e Affini (ANICA), embodying the interests of the most prominent film-industrial figures and bodies;111 the Federazione Italiana Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (FILS); and the Federazione Unitaria Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (FULS), formed a few years later. Both FILS and FULS represented below-the-line categories and general studio workers.112 In particular, FILS was affiliated with the national left-wing union CGIL and its film members were regarded with suspicion by anti-communist producers from Hollywood shooting in Italy.113 Conflict over labour representation also emerges in the same regard. For example, during the filming of the US–Italian co-production Stazione Termini (Terminal Station, 1953), a letter from Carlo Mantegazza, secretary of FULS (affiliated with the more conservative union CILS) complained that the film was being made with communist members of FILS.114 The 1950s saw the proliferation of film associations representing specialized categories. These included camera operators, organized under the Associazione Italiana Cineoperatori (AIC); film technicians represented by the Unione Nazionale Associazione Cinetecnici (UNAC); and production managers, united under the Associazione Direttori di Cineproduzione (ADC).115 The fascist welfare fund for the entertainment sector known as Cassa Nazionale di Assistenza per i Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (first instituted in August 1934) was reconstituted as Ente Nazionale di Previdenza e Assistenza Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (ENPALS) in July 1947, mandating all film artists, technicians and variously skilled or unskilled studio workers to be registered for social security compensations in case of illness and accidents and for pension contributions.116

From the late 1940s onwards, film workers also engaged in industrial action in demand of better and fairer pay and working conditions. The decision to withhold their labour, to march or even to occupy the studios in protest was often stimulated by larger systemic issues, such as post-war inflation, unemployment and political opposition. One of the most iconic demonstrations organized by the Italian film sector was the march across central Rome of 20 February 1949, which generated a wide-ranging discussion that reached the seats of Italy’s newly elected Republican parliament. Over 15,000 studio workers, technicians, actors supported by the CGIL and by the national film association ANICA joined forces to denounce the ‘guilty indifference’ of the Christian Democratic government for its inability to safeguard local employment, to enact the 1947 state provisions and to guarantee domestic film quotas against Hollywood’s competition.117 On the day of the protest, passionate speeches ‘in defence of Italian cinema’ were given in Piazza del Popolo by high-profile personalities of the film industry, including Anna Magnani and Vittorio De Sica.118
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Figure 9.11 The film sector on strike in Piazza del Popolo in Rome, Cinema, no. 10, 1949: 296.

Health and safety

Film production, storage and exhibition were notoriously dangerous activities and the risk of fire, triggered by a lethal combination of highly flammable nitrate film stock, careless smoking or electrical fault, was compounded by frequently (b)locked exits.119 Around the world lives were lost and people sustained injuries with disturbing regularity, many of them cinema audiences.120 Excluding wartime bombing which cost further lives, an estimated thirty-two fires that occurred in film studios and copying facilities in Britain, France, Germany and Italy were responsible for loss of life and injuries sustained by people over the three decades 1930–1960.121
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Figure 9.12 Bendestorf Studio sign reminding of the dangers of working at height, 2022. Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

Other hazards for workers were posed by heavy equipment and objects displaced from height; electrocution; trips and falls; noxious chemicals and dangerous special effects; poor ventilation;122 and the unpredictable presence of animals on some film sets. Eyes were damaged by studio lighting; and extreme heat caused people to collapse.123 To the list of risks should be added the psychological effects of precarious labour and long working hours.

The risk of fire was omnipresent, posing the most serious danger to the workforce. An actress was fatally injured in a dressing room at the Twickenham studios in Britain when her clothing was ignited by a gas fire.124 In Germany a burning ember ejected from a carbon light ignited a young dancer’s dress, resulting in fatal injuries during filming of Der Kongreß tanzt/Congress Dances/Le congrès s’amuse (1931).125 Smoking was commonplace. At Denham the costume of an extra who had been smoking was set alight on the exterior lot when Things to Come (1936) was being filmed.126 The 1930s was a particularly dangerous period to work in British studios, which did not come under the provisions and inspections required by the Factories Act until 1937. A serious fire at Elstree in 1936 destroyed the British and Dominion studios. Photographers recorded the devastation caused by the blaze. Falling debris, twisted steel, smouldering ash, stricken girders and skeletal-like wreckage made for dramatic images which conveyed the fire’s full horror.
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Figure 9.13 Elstree fire, The Daily Mirror, 10 February 1936: 14. Public domain.

Although Germany had banned smoking on set, concessions were initially made at Babelsberg for ‘anxious film stars’ and the ‘chief director’ who were allowed to smoke in the studio, but only under the supervision of an attendant firefighter.127 Negligence created dangerous conditions for colleagues, as evidenced by a fatal fire at a copying facility in Prague: triggered by a worker using a spirit stove to heat a meal which ignited film stock, the resulting loss of life was caused by a locked exit door. This prompted Ufa to issue a stern warning that anyone caught smoking or using a naked flame in any room containing inflammable material would face serious consequences.128

Given the flammable nature of the materials involved, the question of proximity to local infrastructure illustrated the importance of effective safety measures on site.129 In Britain a sound recordist died following a fire at Gainsborough Studios in 1930.130 Together with two other workers, he was trapped by flames on the first floor, and their only exit was down the lift shaft. When the new Denham Studios were being built in March 1936 a fire broke out on No. 1 Stage and flames burst through the roof, causing it to collapse. It was believed to have started in a duct 6 feet in diameter which ran underground from the electric power house. The local fire brigade prevented the fire from spreading to nearby buildings.131
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Figure 9.14 Fire at Denham Studios, 1936. Mauritius.

In Italy, reels of film exploded in a violent fire in the editing department of the studio Scalera during the editing of the film La nave bianca (The White Ship, 1942) in September 1941, causing minor burns to the face and hands of screenwriter and supervising director Francesco De Robertis, while also spreading quickly to the backlot sets of the film Il re si diverte (Rigoletto, 1946).132 A fire inside Cinecittà’s stage 2 in July 1952 may have been caused by an electrical short circuit during the filming of the Italo-French co-production La voce del silenzio/La Maison du silence (Voice of Silence, 1953).133

Special effects compounded the risks, especially where explosives were used. During the shooting of Paul Leni’s Der Wachsfigurenkabinett (Waxworks, 1924) in 1923, two people received life-threatening injuries in an accident during a staged explosion.134 While filming In Which We Serve (1942) at Denham, for which a fire staged on the turret of a destroyer had been reconstructed in the studio, five electricians received serious burns, and one of them died.135 The inquest determined the cause of the accident was ‘unexplained’, and the Coroner recorded a verdict of accidental death.136 The evidence revealed doubts over whether the man who died was qualified to handle explosives.137 Following the accident, D & P’s insurance brokers reported that it had been classified by the insurance companies as the result of a fire. This came as a surprise because the brokers understood that the flashes required for special effects were never regarded as ‘fires’ in the accepted sense and these were continually being staged. They reported:

It appears that there is a feeling among the Insurance Companies and Underwriters that all ‘Fires’ should be staged in the open, but anyone with a knowledge of film production would agree that such a suggestion is not practicable. Mr Reis [D & P studio manager] added that he proposed to arrange a meeting at Denham between the representatives of the insurance companies and the producers to discuss the whole subject.138

Subsequently, ‘controlled’ explosions for special effects were supervised by an explosives expert. Nevertheless, even though the production company had taken ‘every care in setting up the special effect’, a fire at Geiselgsateig was caused by pyrotechnics during filming of Verspieltes Leben (A Gambled Life, 1949) and completely destroyed Studio II.139 Noxious chemicals and materials, including camphor and chrysotile asbestos, were used to create effects such as fog or snow in studios, the long-term effects of which were difficult to determine.140

Electrocution was another risk. An electrician died while fixing a lamp at Shepherd’s Bush in 1941.141 In 1952, a lighting engineer died in Germany’s Bendestorf studio, presumably by electrocution, although precise details could not be found.142 During the filming of the neorealist drama Domani è un altro giorno (Tomorrow is Another Day, 1951) at Titanus, director of photography G. R. Aldo was placing a flag close to a spotlight when he accidentally touched its support and was hit by a powerful electrical discharge. Immediately after the lights were turned off, people rushed to the aid of Aldo who, ‘after a shriek of terror’, had fallen on his back, alarming everyone present.143

Working at height was hazardous, both to the workers on the gantries as well as for those below them. In Britain an electrician was knocked unconscious at the British and Dominions studios, Elstree, when a light fell from a camera booth during the production of The School for Scandal (1930).144 German director Reinhold Schünzel was seriously concussed when an iron lighting crank struck the back of his head during filming at Babelsberg in 1932.145 Inanimate objects posed one threat, but during the filming of Princess Charming (1934) at Gainsborough Studios in Britain the film’s main star, Evelyn Laye, was injured by a falling electrician.146 A carpenter slipped on loose scaffolding at Denham during production of The Citadel (1938), falling 18 feet and sustaining a broken collarbone and back injuries.147
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Figure 9.15 Fame is the Spur (1947), camera crane shot. Alamy.

Camera cranes designed to capture high angle shots could also be hazardous. As noted in Chapter 7, the Technicolor camera was large and cumbersome. An operator at Pinewood working on Blanche Fury (1948) was catapulted 30 feet into the air when the camera fell off the crane during a travelling shot, breaking his arm and leaving him concussed.148 Although cranes provided flexibility to move through space in any direction, on the set they could be cumbersome, requiring expertise to operate, as seen at Denham when Fame is the Spur (1947) was being filmed.

Seasonal weather and lack of environmental controls to benefit employees’ well-being also impacted working conditions in the studios. In France, actor Edwige Feuillère commented: ‘It’s winter [1935] and we are shivering in the insufficiently heated Joinville studios’.149 War and occupation exacerbated coal and electricity shortages, leading the French Ministry for the Distribution of Raw Materials to impose reduced filming hours on each studio and normalize night work.150 Even so, conditions in the studios deteriorated.151 Nevertheless, the problem was more commonly excessive heat. Hermetically sealed sound film studios and the new, quieter lighting systems generated more heat than was comfortable. A scene described at Ufa’s Tempelhof studio made light of the dangers: ‘The air is oppressive; make-up flows in streams and the lighting technicians, clad only in their swimming trunks, perch high up on their scaffolding like penguins’.152 Examples circulated, reporting film stars collapsing due to heat exhaustion; in separate incidents, actors Paul Hörbiger and Marlene Dietrich collapsed unconscious while working in studios in extreme heat.153
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Figure 9.16 Sacha Guitry’s crew trying to warm up around a brazier in the Buttes-Chaumont studios during the filming of Le Fabuleux destin de Désirée Clary (Mlle Desiree, 1942). Ciné-Mondial, 6 February 1941. Public domain.

The low light sensitivity of early colour film such as Agfa’s Pantachrom exacerbated the problem, turning studios into sweltering spaces and causing make-up and hair dyes to run. Ferraniacolor used in the Italian film Totò a colori (1952) required powerful lights that limited freedom of movement (see Chapter 7). The film’s director, Steno, later commented on the demands of the project: ‘The lamps were scary. Totò had to wear an ice pack under his wig because of the violent spotlights. [Tonino] Delli Colli and I did not do any particular training to film in colour. We relied on Ferrania’s consultant, who was always on set.’154 Cinematographer Delli Colli described this ‘monstrous lighting set up’:

Ferrania … advised to light up the scene like it was a ‘flash postcard’, they pretended to eliminate every single shadow, all but overflowing light. … we were forced to set up numerous lamps one next to the other to reach the intense lighting that was needed. The lights were ‘crazy’ … after taking was finished, Totò would dash outside the stage, looking like a dazzled butterfly, burned by the lamps. One evening he felt unwell, his wig red-hot because, in addition to the spotlights, sets of lamps dubbed the monster crowned the camera. They had to fetch him an ice pack and place it on his head, because he suffered some kind of heatstroke. When, a few years later, his eyesight was compromised, I kept thinking of those lights, I thought that perhaps they could have initiated the damage.155

Bright lights in film studios had already been linked to eye damage by 1926,156 and the ILO 1931 report commented on the prevalence of injury to the eyes brought about by the use of mercury vapour lamps and arc lamps, rich in ultra-violet rays.157 Extreme levels of lighting for early colour film brought the return of actinic conjunctivitis of the eye.

Loud noises and hectic on-set activity easily spooked animals used in film productions.158 Blinded by a spotlight, a horse ran wild at SAFA-Palatino during the filming of La vendetta di Aquila Nera (Revenge of Black Eagle, 1951).159 The big cats posed serious risks: Harry Piel was hospitalized after a tiger jumped on him during the shooting of Panik (1927), causing the framework they were standing on to collapse,160 and a trainer at Elstree was mauled by a leopard during the filming of Duel in the Jungle (1954).161 Pythons deployed for a Shepperton production, Sexton Blake and the Hooded Terror (1938), ‘streaked across the studio floor’ and ‘darted at members of the company and technicians’ which must have created an alarming spectacle.162 At Cinecittà, meanwhile, a tight hug by a 25 kilo python nearly killed figure skater Egilda Cecchini in Due cuori fra le belve (Two Hearts Among the Beasts, 1942).163 Renting its stage space to the production of costume drama Beatrice Cenci (1941), the Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia stipulated that scenes with animals, weapons or cars must be approved by the studio.164 In the post-war years, the on-set presence of experienced animal trainers, such as Angelo Lombardi, became ever more important.165

The ILO’s report of 1931 cited above, observed that ‘exploitation of the powers and energy of the artiste … prematurely endangers his health without offering him any guarantee of economic security’.166 Faced with a crisis in the French film industry, in the summer of 1934, the Economic Council decided to launch an enquiry into the state of the industry. Drafted under the direction of Maurice Petsche, the report was submitted on 28 June 1935. It highlighted the difficult working conditions of studio and laboratory employees, the irregularity and flexibility of working hours and the poor health and safety conditions.

The first collective agreements were signed in France in June 1936, following two weeks of studio occupation strikes. ‘Work in the studios was extremely hard for everyone … sometimes lasting ten, twelve or sixteen hours a day. Machinists and electricians usually work at night’.167 Night work and irregular, exhausting working hours were commonplace. On the sets, employees had to fight to get a lunch break, and directors often took a dim view of people who balked at unpaid overtime.168 A refusal meant immediate blacklisting from the small world of the studios.169

Inevitably, the Second World War caused much greater psychological and physical harm. Air raid alerts regularly interrupted filming (with ‘break’ time in the shelters deducted for workers paid by the hour) and several studio workers lost their lives in bombings.170 German studio managers struggled to recruit people struck by Bombenfurcht (fear of bombs) into the Berlin studios. In France, lack of heating and food shortages rendered film crews susceptible and sick leave increased.171 Aiming to improve food supplies for workers, studios at Billancourt, Neuilly, Joinville and Saint-Maurice, set up food cooperatives.172 Some obtained a ‘T’ food card from the COIC, usually reserved for ‘workers by force’ and giving access to a surplus of bread, meat and dairy products, which was allocated to the stage workers in their studios; this was the case in particular at the Buttes-Chaumont and François 1er studios.173 Working conditions in the studios did not improve after the Liberation, however; electricity shortages continued for several years after the war, and plans to modernize the studios were abandoned (see Chapters 2 and 6).174 In East Germany, long working hours continued after the war and DEFA’s archives indicate that, although a contractual working week was typically 48 hours, in some cases as many as 135 hours of overtime were being worked each month, often equating to 80-hour weeks.175

The 1950s saw the formalization of standards and guidelines in the protection of the health and safety of film workers in Italy. These included mandatory use of safety film, regulation of set construction and materials, service bridges, walkways and scaffolding; anchoring of spotlights and the insulation of electrical wiring. Safeguarding standards for the protection of workers included regulations for ventilation, minimum and maximum temperatures (within 14 and 30 degrees Celsius) and humidity (between 40 per cent and 70 per cent), and cleaning and disinfection of costumes.176

Training and development/succession planning

Approaches to training differed across countries, either taking the form of onthe-job training with more experienced colleagues, or in structured, formal institutional settings. The arrival in Britain of established film émigrés provided the opportunity for British film crews to learn different skills. While there was a ‘training clause’ in work permits to ensure that British technicians learned from the ‘aces’, the ACT found this was seldom observed, and complaints were made that the ‘aces’ did not always pass on their expertise.177 The ACT wanted to be consulted over permits and an assurance given that non-British technicians should be allowed to work only with all-British crews. Training was often informal and, in later years as employment became more freelance, responsibility for skills acquisition shifted from employer to employee. Vocational training for craft workers acquired in spheres such as construction and engineering covered some transferable skills for film studio work.178

In the French studios of the 1930s there were no specific rules governing training, recruitment or career development; however, the situation changed over the period under pressure from the unions. Before the war – with the exception of operators who may have received theoretical training at the École technique de photographie et de cinématographie179 – there was no specific training for film professions. Recruitment was mostly by word of mouth or, in the case of administrative jobs such as secretaries, accountants, switchboard operators, etc., by advertisement. The Vichy regime also sought to improve the initial training of technicians by setting up the Centre Artistique et Technique des Jeunes du Cinéma (CATJC), under the supervision of the Secretary of State for Education and Youth. Created on 28 March 1941 and located in Nice, this training centre enabled young technicians and aspiring directors to receive practical training, complete internships and make their first short films. The CATJC was dissolved in September 1943 to create the Institut des Hautes Études Cinématographiques (IDHEC), this time financed by the Ministry of Information and based in Paris.180

Opportunities for specialized training in Italy in the more artistic and technical facets of the profession were only available with the opening of the Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia in the mid-1930s (initially based in via Foligno in Rome). Opportunities to ‘learn on the job’ and be promoted largely relied upon a close-knit network of acquaintances based on social belonging, political connection and familial affiliation.

Germany had been training home and foreign students in film production from at least 1920 when a film school was established in Munich, using experienced film professionals as educators.181 Anecdotal evidence suggests this school may have been used by Ufa’s trainees on occasion.182 In Berlin a number of established schools for acting and music (Tonfilmschule Döblin, Reimann-Akademie and the Stern’schen Konservatorium) expanded to include training for film.183 Large production companies such as Ufa and Bavaria-Filmkunst took on their own apprentices, although detail of this training could not be found. In 1938 the Deutsche Filmakademie was set up at Babelsberg, but it closed within months of the war beginning when Goebbels noted that it had too few students.184 Envisaged as part of Ufa-Stadt (previously discussed in Chapters 3 and 6), the Academy was located in the only building that was realized from the ambitious architectural plans for Babelsberg’s future that came to a halt with the war. In addition to courses in acting and studio skills, it offered training in production and business skills.185 More data exists for the post-war period. DEFA, for example, provided structured training programmes for film production skills including make-up, camera and lighting work. Training for make-up artists took two years to complete, covering a broad range of topics. Beyond make-up techniques, students learned about art and fashion history, physics, chemistry, business management and political science.186

Conclusion

This chapter has illustrated how employment conditions varied between countries, but it has also drawn out several commonalities, many pertaining to the specific operations of studio production. Of the latter, the most striking were (and arguably, remain) precarity of employment brought about by inherent financial insecurity in a high-cost, high-risk industry. During the decades 1930–60, working in studios often meant long working hours within physical environments that frequently put employees’ health and well-being at risk. Opportunities were not equal for all workers, evidenced by divergences in pay scales and gender bias; as well as a period of state-endorsed racial discrimination. As we have noted, beyond a small number of celebrated names, women struggled to achieve significant and lasting influence in the industry, although their access to what was held to be typically masculine work increased during the Second World War, more by necessity than by a determinedly liberal approach. While the post-war period opened up opportunities for women in East Germany, the tightly gendered division of labour persisted, particularly in Italy. Although unionization developed, workers’ interests were consistently held back by political regimes and recalcitrant studio management. Studio work was profoundly affected by changing political circumstances, particularly the shifts, physical ruptures and mobility of labour brought about by the Second World War. Opportunities for training and development in studios were variable, with rigid structures in Germany, while learning on the job appears to have been more commonplace in other countries. For employers and political leaders alike, film work increasingly came to be seen as a strategic occupation with economic and cultural value. Despite the risks and inherent difficulties, as the following chapter demonstrates, for many, working in a film studio was a valued occupation. How employees sought to balance work and leisure, making the most of their shared experiences, skills and opportunities for sociability, emerges as a key means of negotiating and sustaining their working lives and communal identities.
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Time and leisure in the studios

Morgan Lefeuvre, Richard Farmer, Eleanor Halsall and Catherine O’Rawe

Often described as dream factories and shrouded in a certain mystery in the eyes of the general public, film studios are ordinary workspaces for film professionals, with their own rules of operation, social spaces and collective practices. The aim of this chapter is to shed light on how studios operate on a day-to-day basis, to understand how these workspaces, designed above all to meet the technical needs of film production, are used by various film professionals. The relationship between the studio, the time people spend there, and the way they occupy the space or develop a professional network evolves according to the country, the period and the economic or political conditions of production.

This chapter analyses work rhythms and how they have changed over time, highlighting the common dynamics but also the specific features of each country, or even each studio. Beyond the actual working hours, the studio is also a place where people meet and socialize, where different professions cross paths and interact. By studying the organization of these non-productive times (in the canteen, during breaks, or as part of sporting or leisure activities), this chapter aims to highlight the key role played by the studios in the sociability and daily lives of film professionals. Furthermore, far from being hermetically sealed spaces, the studios welcomed many visitors throughout the year or for exceptional events. These receptions, along with all the other varied activities that took place in studios, both within working hours and outside them, can tell us a lot about the significance of the studio as a place of work and play in different countries.

The complex organization of working hours and breaks

Given that cinema is a creative industry, the regulation of working hours in the studios has always been a source of difficulties and tensions. From the early 1930s onwards, studio employees, technicians and workers were calling for working hours to be limited and better respected, while producers and directors wanted flexible working hours, arguing that films were not made like cars and that filmmaking required a certain flexibility. In fact, unlike most industries, the film industry operates on an intermittent basis, and in almost all European studios periods of high activity alternate with periods of lower intensity, or even total closure. Far from being an exception, long days, staggered working hours and night shifts are a reality widely shared by studio professionals in all four countries.

Legal working hours and their difficult application

Although the 48-hour week was officially in force in the early 1930s, there was no collective agreement in France setting out how it was to be applied in the film industry, and working hours in the studios were dictated by filming requirements. As a 1935 parliamentary report put it: ‘Studio work is extremely hard for everyone. It is sometimes ten, twelve and sixteen hours a day. The grips, painters and electricians usually work at night.’1 Testimonies from technicians abound on the subject of night work, which was not paid as overtime but simply as a bonus, as script-girl Jeanne Witta-Montrobert points out about Paramount’s Saint-Maurice studios.2 Marcel Carné, who was a young assistant at the time, spoke of the docile attitude of the technical crews, who were improperly held back on the set of Pension Mimosas in August 1934 by director Jacques Feyder, who, according to Carné, had ‘rather fanciful working hours’ and could extend the shooting into the night as he saw fit.3 A reduction in working hours was at the heart of the demands made during the strikes that paralysed the country in June 1936, in which studio workers played an active part. But although the first collective agreements officially imposed a 40-hour week in the studios, the measure was only partially applied.4

On the other side of the Channel, with the spike in production that followed the arrival of the quota, the trend in Britain was towards longer working hours in the studios in the early 1930s. Throughout the decade, the struggle by studio workers to obtain a reduction in the working week was hampered by several obstacles, the main one being the absence of a common front to lead the negotiations. Studio workers were divided between the Electrical Trades Union (ETU), National Association of Theatrical Employees (NATE, which in 1936 added a K for Kine and became NATKE) and the Association of Cine-Technicians (ACT). Similarly, there was no effective employer body; although founded much earlier, the British Film Producers Association only really began to speak for the studios’ collective interests in the late 1930s. The result was that agreements were initially struck on a union-by-union and studio-by-studio basis. In 1936, for example, NATE and London Film Productions Ltd, which operated Denham, agreed that the standard working week would constitute some forty-seven hours, which included a half-day on Saturday as standard.5 It would be 1943 before the 47-hour week became the norm across British studios as a whole.6 In 1947, this was reduced to forty-four hours, and this was still the case in 1960 when a combined union delegation met with the BFPA to demand the introduction of a 40-hour week.7

In Germany, national laws set maximum levels, beyond which an employer should not expect employees to work without compensation for overtime. After the First World War, the Weimar Republic introduced a maximum eight-hour day.8 This was increased to a ten-hour day in 1923 following pressure from the German industry and the economic catastrophe of hyperinflation.9 In 1933, the National Socialist government introduced a 40-hour week as a temporary measure to reduce unemployment.10 The extent to which limits were imposed in German film production in these early years is not clear; each industry had its own negotiating associations and broadly agreed its own working conditions within statutory limits.11 Data from employment contracts indicates that a ten-hour working day from 09:00 to 19:00 was the norm for studio work.

Due to the lack of complete union records it is difficult to get a comprehensive sense of what working patterns were like in Italian studios. A 1923 law established a maximum working day of eight hours, and a 48-hour working week. However, it appears that during the 1930s, working days of 14–16 hours were not uncommon.12 As in France13 and Great Britain, despite resistance from employers, working hours tended to be reduced over time and the working day was cut to ten hours in the 1950s.14 However, although the employees’ unions managed to sign agreements setting out the theoretical framework for working hours in the studios, their application on the ground often posed problems, particularly in the small studios where the teams were few in number and the unions not very powerful. This was particularly the case in the many small French studios such as Courbevoie, Neuilly and François 1er, where the 40-hour week introduced in June 1936 was rarely respected.15 In small studios, the producer remains the master of the clocks, as employees have no means of pressure to enforce the law. A report by the Marseille labour inspectorate dated February 1938 even states that no staff representative had been elected in the Pagnol studios and that ‘no regularly constituted workers’ organization exists in this city’ to defend the film’s employees.16 Moreover, producers did everything they could to get round the rules. In Germany, location work was not subject to the constraints of studio schedules and contracts stated ‘the aforementioned regulations on the start and duration of working hours, work on Sundays and public holidays and payment for overtime do not apply to outdoor filming’.17 The same rule applied to French professionals. After several shoots abroad, continuity-girl Jeanne Witta-Montrobert was looking forward to returning to the French studios, where the 40-hour week had been officially in force since June 1936, as she wrote in her memoirs:

We were finally going to be able to breathe and believe in a more or less normal rhythm; at half past seven, the workers would switch off the electricity, and only the sweepers would occupy the studios on Saturdays. We technicians would discover the weekends.

Alas, the producers didn’t see it that way. Since the workers were determined to enforce the forty-hour week in the studio, all they had to do was schedule a day’s work on location.18

Organizing daily working hours in the studios

Generally speaking, the legal working hours in the studios are more a rule of thumb than an absolute obligation, as rhythms vary depending on the phase of work and the number of films in progress, but also depending on the professional category. It was not uncommon for decorating crews to work through the night to complete a set, leaving room for the shooting crews in the morning. The electricians, grips and operators move in around 8.00 am to set up the lights and camera movements, while the actors don’t arrive on stage until around 9.00 am to start shooting. But this pattern remains highly theoretical, and when it comes to working hours, irregularity remains the norm in film studios. These staggered working hours imply a different relationship with the workspace and encourage links between certain professional categories. When work went late into the night, it was not uncommon for teams to sleep on site, in nearby hotels, or even within the studios themselves. In Joinville, the chief decorators were accustomed to staying at the Tennis hôtel, on the other side of rue Wilson behind the studios, while the less fortunate slept in the dressing rooms or in a corner of the set.19 Italian set designer Mario Garbuglia recounts how he set up a camp bed in the prop department of Cinecittà so that he wouldn’t have to go home to sleep.20 These shared moments of creative work in the middle of the night in the unusual atmosphere of almost deserted studios created strong bonds and gave the teams a feeling of belonging to a special industry for which they were prepared to accept the discomfort of shifting and fluctuating schedules.21 Although central in the eyes of the general public, actors – particularly stars – occupy a special place in the running of studios. Arriving later on the set, they often isolate themselves in their dressing rooms and rarely mix with the technical crews. In France and Great Britain, many had a dual career in the cinema and the theatre, which meant that they had to leave the sets quickly to join the theatres of the Grands Boulevards or the West End. At the BIP studios in Elstree, the production office had to plan aspects of the shooting schedule around matinee performances.22

In addition to often long, flexible and extendable working hours, there was also time to be calculated for transport, preparation and waiting, which was generally unpaid. As most studios were located far from city centres (see Chapter 5), travel time was often long and represented an important financial and time investment. In rare cases, the studio provided assistance to certain categories of staff. London Films offered employees living more than five miles from its studios a weekly travel allowance (max. 6s. 10d. per week) and agreed to cover transport costs of getting home should staff be required to work beyond the time when public transport was in operation.23 At Pathé, extras who presented themselves at the studio entrance with their invitation to attend but who did not end up taking part in the shoot, received an allowance of 10 francs to cover their transport costs and compensate them for the loss of time caused.24 In Italy, production was supposed to pay for the transport of all employees who worked overtime, although it is not known to what extent this recommendation was actually applied.25 There were strong hierarchies between the professional categories, and while extras could sometimes travel up to two or even three hours a day without being paid, the stars’ time was obviously considered more precious, and the production company would send a private car to pick them up at home. Hierarchies were so strong that, in the case of Italy, experienced production director Valentino Brosio cautioned that stars should only share a car with people they personally approved, and it was important that the person picked up first – and therefore arriving at the studio earliest – should be the least important on the call sheet: this person was termed the ‘sacrificato’ or person to be sacrificed, whose time was least valuable!26

In addition to travelling to and from the studio, the actors had to allow for time for preparation, which varies according to the role and the type of film. In France, call-sheets usually stated that extras were to arrive one hour before the start of shooting for dressing and make-up, without this preparation time being taken into account in their salary.27 When Margaret Leighton starred as Lady Blakeney in The Elusive Pimpernel (1950) she and her hairdresser, Bette Cross, needed to arrive at Elstree at 6.00 am in order to be ready to go before the cameras at 9.00 am.28

Break times during the day, mealtimes and the use of public holidays often created tensions between employees and producers, and varied greatly from one country to another. In France, the lunch break was considered to be an important time, usually spent in the canteen over a hot meal accompanied by a glass of red wine. Workers and technicians would only accept a sandwich for lunch when filming on location. The length and timing of the lunch break were bitterly debated during the strikes of June 1936 and are laid down in collective agreements. The break could not be less than one hour and had to be taken between midday and 2.00 pm.29 In Germany, the lunch break was set at 30 minutes,30 a time deemed far too short by the French actors who regularly worked in the Berlin studios and who complained about the exhausting working hours.31 In 1950, the Italian national contract for extras specified a one-hour lunch break, and if the working day began later and went on until after 9.00 pm they were entitled to a ‘cestino’ or lunchbox supplied by the production.32

In Britain, in addition to a one-hour lunch break, the NATE-London Films agreement provided for two tea breaks – ten minutes in the morning, and fifteen in the afternoon. These breaks were at set times for those employed in the studio’s various workshops, but ‘at the convenience’ of management for those working on production units, lest demands for a humble cuppa interrupt filming.33 Even with this degree of flexibility in place, David Niven noted the production of Happy Ever After (1954) at ABPC’s Elstree studio ‘could have been finished in half the time’ had it not been for the numerous breaks taken by the crew.34 In Italy, these tea breaks were replaced by coffee breaks, whose times seem to have been less regulated.
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Figure 10.1 Elizabeth Taylor and Robert Taylor, tea break on set of Ivanhoe (1952). Alamy.

Time management: a cultural affair

Cultural differences were at the very least a source of surprise, if not incomprehension, in the context of international cooperation. In the magazine L’Image, the French scriptwriter André Rigaud recounts his experience in the London studios in the early 1930s, and recalls the astonishment of their hosts when the French asked to work on Saturday afternoon and all through Sunday. But it was above all the difficulties associated with meals that caught his attention. After obtaining permission for the canteen to open on a Sunday as an exception, the team made no secret of its disappointment at the nature of the meal served (ham and fried eggs) and the fact that it was accompanied by a simple glass of water, ‘as the time after which alcoholic beverages may no longer be sold has passed’.35 The tradition of the tea break was an inexhaustible source of amusement for French workers visiting British studios. Invited to report on the filming of King Solomon’s Mines directed by Robert Stevenson in the Shepherd’s Bush studios, a French journalist, surprised to see the filming of a crucial scene interrupted for the tea break, could not help but quip: ‘Five o’clock has just struck! That’s enough to say that the most urgent scene can wait … it’s the sacrosanct time for tea to be brought in on a tray. Beside me, down from his mountain in Africa, Paul Robeson is having a cup of Ceylon tea’.36

In post-war Italy, when Hollywood productions arrived as part of the ‘Hollywood-on-the-Tiber’ phenomenon (see Chapter 8), the misunderstandings and tensions about working time management were the most acute. The question of feast days was a thorny one in Italy: the country celebrates many religious holidays, along with local saints’ days and civic holidays, including the celebration of Italy’s liberation from Nazi occupation. These fixed points in the Italian labour calendar were a constant source of tension. Hugh Gray, the English historian who acted as a consultant on the MGM production of Quo Vadis at Cinecittà in 1949, discussed the imposition of ‘Hollywood patterns’ of shooting on the Italians, including a 9.00 am–6.00 pm workday. Gray noted humorously that along with the abolition of the siesta:

Equally revolutionary was the edict that no festa – no public holiday, that is – would be observed in the studios. The Fourth of July was transferred to the Saturday following, thus giving the only full week-end holiday during the entire period of production. Now, in Italy the festa is a frequent occurrence … and in the peak period of the production, from April through August, there should normally have been eight of them.37

Gray recounts – with an obvious degree of exaggeration – the horror of the Italian workers at being forced to work on these holidays, especially the most important of them, the Feast of the Assumption or Ferragosto, in mid-August, and the Italians’ satisfaction when shooting was called off due to unexpected heavy rain. Production manager Ottavio Oppo recalled how on his first film September Affair, directed by William Dieterle for Paramount in 1950, and starring Joan Fontaine and Joseph Cotton, he learned to organize the working day on the basis of eight hours. He said ‘in Italy we maybe worked 15 hours, but they weren’t 15 real hours, they were 15 chaotic hours’.38 Regarding the management of coffee breaks, Jean Negulesco, who had directed Three Coins in the Fountain in Rome in 1954, advised Vincente Minnelli on the need to respect this Italian tradition:

I would say that the most difficult and the most important condition of making a picture in Italy is to adapt yourself to their spirit, to their way of life, to their way of working. A small example: This happened to me on location. As I arrive on the set and everything is ready to be done at 9 o’clock – the people are having coffee. Now, your assistant also is having coffee – and if you are foolish enough to start to shout and saying you want to work, right away you’ll have an unhappy crew and not the cooperation needed for the picture. But if you have coffee with them, they will work for you with no time limit or no extra expense.39

In the post-war period, when US productions came to shoot in Italy in large numbers, food was one of the areas of cultural conflict: in filming Ben Hur at Cinecittà in 1959, MGM provided a cafeteria with coke, coffee, fries, and macaroni for extras.40 While this may have gone down quite well, there were earlier reports about the filming of Quo Vadis at Cinecittà that the Italian workers wanted to strike as the unit manager for MGM substituted their lunchtime wine with Coca Cola!41

Unlike in most industries, there is no such thing as a standard working week in film production. Working time and schedules, as well as the number and length of breaks, vary considerably depending on the profession, technical or economic constraints, and the culture of each country. These constant fluctuations are sometimes a source of tension, but they also give studio employees the feeling of belonging to a unique professional environment and of escaping the daily routine that characterizes office or factory work.
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Figure 10.2 Sophia Loren and John Wayne eating American-style on the set of Legends of the Lost (1957). Bridgeman Images.

Unproductive time and sociability

The time spent in the studio was far from being exclusively devoted to the production and shooting of films. Working time alternated with waiting, eating and resting times, which were important social moments to bond the teams. While these moments on the fringes of filming allowed the various professions to meet and discuss the work in progress, they also reveal the power of social hierarchies within the studios.

The canteen: a central space in studio life

Whether it was a large complex capable of serving several hundred meals a day or a simple bar where you could grab a sandwich and have a drink, most studios had a catering area which played a central role in the day-to-day life of the teams. The primary aim of these catering areas was to save time and prevent teams from dispersing around the studios during their lunch break. In Britain, studios even often opted for the creation of a ‘quick service luncheon counter’, believing that the less distance an employee needed to travel to get a meal, and the quicker they could eat it, the ‘the faster work can be got through on the floor’.42 But most of the big studios had proper restaurants with kitchens and several rooms to accommodate all their staff.

In Germany, referred to as the Kantine or the Kasino, canteens were mostly located centrally for ease of access. One of the earliest was at EFA’s Berlin studio at Halensee;43 and a 1921 report also documents ‘a large canteen for actors and workers’ at Geiselgasteig.44 Maps of the Tobis site at Johannisthal from 1944 show two canteens side by side, adjacent to the studio buildings and more or less in the middle of the grounds.45 At Ufa’s Tempelhof site the canteen was located almost exactly in the middle of the compound. Babelsberg hosted a Kasino to the left of the main entrance and a large canteen situated more conveniently for the studios. Although Otto Kohtz’ design for a large canteen at Ufa-Stadt was never realized, the plans illustrate the centrality of the canteen for studio workers. Opening by 7.00 am for the early morning coffee drinkers, the main Babelsberg canteen remained open until filming had ended, which was frequently after midnight. Interviewed in the press, the canteen manager, Herr Klewitz, reported that an average filming day brought between 600 and 800 people into the canteen; but on a busy day, that number might increase to 2,000. A team of twenty-eight people, which included a pastry chef, offered a wide range of dishes. A fixed-price three-course menu was available for 70 pfennigs; this included soup, a meat dish with potatoes and sauce, and a pudding.46
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Figure 10.3 Otto Kohtz. Design for canteen at Ufa-Stadt. Architekturmuseum der TU Berlin, Inv. Nr. 9680.

In Italy, although most studios had a canteen, the catering facilities at Cinecittà were particularly remarkable. The studio had two separate areas: a canteen located close to the sets for general workers and extras, and a luxurious restaurant for directors, stars and illustrious guests. The latter is described by the studio’s architect Gino Peressutti as a ‘spacious, airy [environment] characterized by effortless and practical sophistication’; this sociable space was located on top of a green terraced area and tucked away from the main action for ‘a cool and pleasantly restful’ experience.47 Its mosaic floor and modernist frescoes set it apart from the rest of the studio décor. In summer 1937 one journalist commented on how the busy art deco bar area was a refuge in the blistering August heat with actors pouring in in search of cold drinks.48 Looking at the plans of Cines Studios, we can see that its main restaurant was located near the gardens, in a two-floor building readily accessible from the studio’s principal entrance. The ground floor of the restaurant included an area reserved for the management. Judging from its more descriptive name, the ‘cantina ristorante’, on the first floor, would have likely accommodated the studios’ full-time regular staff (perhaps the sound technicians, the camera operators, the projectionists) as well as providing further seating capacity at busy production times. Another smaller restaurant, situated at the opposite side of the studio complex, catered for the general workers and extras.
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Figure 10.4 Bar of the Cinecittà restaurant, 1930s. Bridgeman Images.

In Britain, France and Italy, the canteens reflected the social hierarchies within the studios. The Joinville restaurant, prominently featured in all Pathé advertising,49 had three separate rooms: a 96-seat ‘cantine’ for workers and extras, a 40-seat ‘restaurant’ for technicians, assistants and supporting actors, and a second 36-seat restaurant for stars, directors and their close collaborators. The studio also had a bar and a 12-seat ‘salle à manger’ (dining room) accessible only by invitation from management and reserved for a select few stars, directors, screenwriters or illustrious guests.50 Dining arrangements at Ealing were described as ‘class conscious’,51 and at Shepperton, Denham and Pinewood, canteens for workmen were housed in a separate building to the restaurants and cafeteria used by executives, administrative staff and actors.52 These social hierarchies could even be seen in British studios in the way tea was served. One actor engaged on Olivier’s Richard III (1955) noted that ‘you had only to wait for the tea break to know your place. Thick crockery mugs for crowd and bit players, cups and saucers for the rest, and decorated porcelain trays for the knights’.53

In Germany, on the other hand, the emphasis was on equal treatment for different categories of staff, in order to strengthen team cohesion, particularly under the Nazi regime. Journalists often described a bursting canteen with a broad mix of people, but without the sharp class delineation noted elsewhere in Europe.54 Some social conventions did exist, however, in the form of the Stammtisch (regular table). Erich Kettelhut describes three regular tables for the film architects, as ‘calm places to escape from responsibilities and problems’.55 Film crews and cast generally sat at the same tables together; and elsewhere tables were reserved for Solisten (solo performers). Particular attention was paid to the smallest details to ensure equal treatment for studio professionals, as illustrated by this quote from 1936:

Everyone is in the canteen: directors and firemen, writers and lighting technicians, extras and stars. It’s a real canteen with flowered tablecloths and metal cutlery. Everything is like in any proper canteen, only the guests seem to be a bit dishevelled, but this reinforces the image of a working community. [Lilian] Harvey, for example, sits there memorizing dialogue while we eat the seventy pfennig menu (red cabbage and roast pork) at the next table.56

During the Second World War, studio restaurants played an increasingly important role in the daily lives of employees in a context of food shortages, and the management of the studios largely subsidized the meals served to its employees. In France, in the spring of 1942, the Francœur studios, which did not have one before the war, inaugurated a canteen for staff, who could enjoy a hot meal for 12 francs.57 The Nice studios, whose restaurant had closed due to reduced activity at the start of the war, also set up ‘a restaurant at reduced prices […] for working personnel (electricians, carpenters, stagehands)’ in the summer of 1943.58 In Ufa’s studios, weekly meal vouchers were provided for authorized personnel (see Chapter 9).59 As the war continued, Ufa regularly reviewed prices and content. In 1942, canteen franchisees were required to provide meat dishes, and respectively vegetable dishes, twice a week, and fish or other nutrition once a week. Weekly rationing limited staff to 100 g of meat, 25 g of fat, 50 g of bread and 50 g of ‘nutrition’.60 In France, as food prices soared, the management of the Pathé studios assumed an increasing share of the cost of meals in order to keep prices within reach of all employees. In December 1943, while the price of a meal served in the Francœur studios’ canteen was 13.50 francs, the real cost was 21.80 francs, the difference being covered by the company.61 As studio activity became increasingly intermittent under the occupation, some studios were unable to keep their own restaurants open. Studio managers therefore turned to cooperatives that pooled the preparation of meals for several companies in the same geographical area. The Saint-Maurice studios used the ‘cantine centrale des industriels de Vincennes’ to feed their teams from 1943 onwards, organizing the transport and distribution of meals in their own canteen themselves.62 In January 1942, the COIC also came to the aid of film companies by opening a cooperative restaurant in Paris, welcoming the staff of studios, distribution companies and cinemas;63 240 meals were served each day for the reasonable sum of 12 francs.64 In Italy, the studio restaurant was also a place where you could find products that had become rare due to shortages. Cinematographer Aldo Tonti recalled how, while filming at SAFA-Palatino in 1942, the crew were able to enjoy a huge range of food items, presumably acquired on the black market, until someone informed and everything was confiscated.65 He also remembers how at the same studio one of the actors brought real coffee onto set, bought on the black market, to add verisimilitude to a coffee-grinding scene. The unaccustomed smell of real coffee left the crew drooling!66 With food shortages affecting the whole population, the social hierarchies within the studio canteens became slightly blurred (even if some had more money and the networks needed to buy supplies on the black market than others).

Waiting and socializing in the studios

Providing more than nutritional sustenance, the studio restaurants and bars were somewhere to wait, often for hours, before the call came to return to the stage. The studio bar (and to a lesser extent the restaurant) was also a place where, despite hierarchies, you could forge links and meet technicians and actors with whom you didn’t have the opportunity to chat on set or in the workshops. Fellini called the bar of his beloved Cinecittà a ‘lunatic asylum’ where Richard Burton and Elizabeth Taylor rubbed shoulders with extras dressed as cardinals and courtesans.67 At Ealing, the canteen was known as The Inn – ‘a Tyrolean-fronted wooden’ building described as a ‘relic’ of The Constant Nymph (1933) – and was said to be at ‘the centre of the community’, a place where studio workers could congregate to discuss their work or other subjects.68 These discussions would often carry on in a nearby pub, the Red Lion, which became so associated with the studio’s operation that it became known as ‘Stage 6’.69 In a sector where most professionals were hired on a per-film basis and where recruitment was often by word of mouth, the studio bar was the ideal place to build a network and find a job. In Italy, Roberto Risso, working as a set designer at Titanus, met director Léonide Moguy in the studio bar; he was able to interpret for the French director, and was, apparently, immediately offered a role in Moguy’s film, Domani è un altro giorno (Tomorrow Is Another Day, 1951), going on to enjoy a long acting career.70 The many invoices kept in the accounting files for films produced by Pathé show just how important the studio restaurant was as a place for socializing. Directors might have lunch there with their assistant to prepare for shooting, with an actor being considered for a role, or with journalists to promote the film.71 In the particular context of the occupation, it was at the studio restaurant that the producers invited representatives of the German Propaganda Staffel, in order to facilitate the obtaining of a censorship visa.72 The bar was also a popular place for journalists to catch up on production. Depending on how busy it is, whether groups of workers mix or not, whether they linger after a meal or rush back to the workshops and sets, the attentive observer can deduce whether the studio is working at full speed or at a slower pace, whether it is a friendly place to work or a place where hierarchies are respected, whether it attracts foreign actors and technicians or not … In the words of many journalists, lunch at a studio restaurant seems to be the best way to begin a report on the level of activity in French cinema, as this quote from a Cinémonde journalist indicates: ‘Last Tuesday, wanting to spend an hour in the atmosphere of the arc lights, […] I decided to go and have lunch at the Billancourt studio restaurant.’73

But the bar-restaurant was not the only place to meet and network in the studios. Stars and other top personnel generally had their own dressing rooms where they could rest, invite journalists or have lunch.74 The film Stella del cinema (The Star of Cinema, 1931), set in Cines, shows in the actors’ dressing rooms a board with that day’s offerings written in chalk; a three-course lunch of soup, steak and pasta, could seemingly be had for 5 lire. While some studios have collective dressing rooms for the supporting cast, most technicians, workers and extras have to wait on the fringes of the sets, sometimes sitting on pieces of the set or on the floor, in the corridors or in the studio courtyard in fine weather. To fill these waiting times, which were particularly long and numerous for the extras, people read, played cards, chess or knitted according to their affinities.75 A ping-pong table was even set up in the courtyard of the Pagnol studios and the Marseille photographer Marcel de Renzis immortalized the many games of ‘pétanque’ that took place in the studio courtyard, involving actors, technicians, producers and studio administrators alike.76 These informal social occasions were sometimes accompanied by alcohol consumption, particularly at the end of the day. The Pathé archives show that in France, especially during the war, it was not uncommon for production staff to offer workers a drink to thank them for their efforts at the end of a particularly hard day’s work.77 In Italy, director Mario Soldati was reported to be drinking wine during filming of Le miserie del Signor Travet (His Young Wife) in 1945 at the Farnesina studios, while the game morra (an Italian version of rock, paper, scissors) was popular with actors to while away time. A journalist visiting the repurposed MGM dubbing studio in Rome in 1945 (where shooting was happening due to lack of viable studio space) reported that the actors gathered around the ‘improvised bar’ upstairs (no staff canteen here!), placing bets on a game of morra.78
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Figure 10.5 Cines restaurant menu as shown in Stella del cinema (1931). Fair use.

These sociable moments often extended beyond the confines of the studios and continued in the bars and restaurants in the vicinity, where union meetings were also often held. In Britain, pubs were one of the off-site locations that frequently played an important role in studio life, and many pubs became associated with particular studios. In Beaconsfield, where the studio opened in 1922, the Saracen’s Head79 was said to ‘probably boast the earliest and most longstanding associations with the industry’, while the Black Horse at Fulmer and the Crooked Billet at Iver Heath were favoured by those working at Pinewood.80 At Elstree, Alfred Hitchcock would sometimes enjoy a pint in the Plough during his lunch break, while the Crown was said by Michael Powell to be home to some of the earliest stirrings of union organization in Britain, as studio workers congregated to share grievances about working conditions.81 In Joinville, union meetings were held in a small bistrot called ‘Le Rocher fleuri’, a stone’s throw from the main entrance to the studios, where you could have a sandwich for lunch.82 The directors and stars, meanwhile, preferred to frequent the more chic establishments on the banks of the Marne, such as ‘Les Bibelots du Diables’ and ‘La Pomme d’Api’.83
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Figure 10.6 Extras waiting in the courtyard of the Saint-Maurice studios during the filming of Madame Sans-Gêne (1941). © Roger Parry/RMN-GP.

To strengthen social cohesion within their teams, some studios published in-house magazines giving employees a wealth of information on current shoots, union life, sporting or festive activities, or the studio’s development projects. With very few copies printed, these gazettes are difficult to find in the archives. Some are occasionally mentioned by professionals in their correspondence or memoirs, but we have not been able to consult any copies.84 In France, some were published and distributed within a single studio, while others were aimed at all studio workers in the Paris region. This is particularly true of Le Reporter du studio, subtitled ‘by those in the studio for those in the studio’.85 These bulletins also helped technicians to keep informed about films in preparation and to find work. Each issue of Le Reporter du studio included small ads by technicians informing the producers and directors that they are available or about to finish shooting. In the French case, most of these magazines seemed to be more the initiative of studio technicians and employees, and often included complaints to studio directors or articles denouncing the indelicate behaviour of certain producers, directors or stars. In a series of articles published in summer 1937, Le Reporter du studio denounced Jean Gabin’s lack of solidarity when he abandoned a film project at the last minute, allegedly to the detriment of the teams involved.86 Tempers flared between the highest-paid star in French cinema and the magazine, to the point where the actors’ and producers’ unions were forced to intervene to ease tensions.87 Director Claude Autant-Lara, who was criticized in the Bulletin des employés des studios de Saint-Maurice, even wrote to Gaumont’s managing director, threatening never to film at the company’s studios again!88

In-house magazines were also published after the war in British studios, like the Nettlefold Studio Bulletin, produced at Walton-on-Thames or the Pinewood Merry-Go-Round, published by Independent Producers from August 1946 to December 1947. The latter presents itself as ‘an interesting, informative and amusing magazine for all Pinewood people, written and illustrated by them’.89 Unlike the French bulletins, this in-house magazine aimed to convey a positive and peaceful image of life in the studio.90 The first issue’s editorial highlighted the attention paid to the studio’s image beyond the restricted circle of its employees: ‘It must be remembered however, that copies are bound to find their way into the hands of “outsiders”, so we must make every effort to do ourselves justice’. One of the main aims of the magazine, which gives a voice to both unions and managers, is to circulate information between the different professions to strengthen team cohesion. As one article puts it in the November 1946 issue: ‘The more a film worker knows about the broad principles of the other man’s job and what he is trying to get at, the greater will be his own contribution to the general efficiency of his studio and ultimately, of course, to his own well-being.’91 It covers topics as varied as the poor quality of transport to the studio, working time regulations, the organization of the Christmas party or the studio sports club programme.

There are no comparable examples from German studios during the war, but Ufa Filmstad’s studios in Amsterdam and The Hague in the Nazi-occupied Netherlands also had their own in-house magazine: Het Groene Blaadje (The Green Sheet) for Filmstad Den Haag’s workers92 and De Klap (The Clapperboard) for Filmstad Amsterdam; edited by Rolf ten Kate, it carried the workforce’s nickname – the PUFFERS.93 Both magazines describe a wide variety of social activities; these include reference to an ‘evening contest’ at Den Haag and a ‘great booming party evening’ at Amsterdam.94 Activities detailed in the magazines include an angling club, a football league, amateur dramatics and cabaret evenings, as well as more sedentary activities such as chess and cards. There are also family events for the Sint Nicolas festivities on 5 December as well as annual sports days bringing the two workforces together competitively.

Between phases of work, daily life in the studios was punctuated by breaks and social occasions, which were all the more important, given that film production is a fluctuating business that relies heavily on precarious contract workers. Meeting your peers, finding out about current shoots on other sets or the projects of this or that director who might need your services, is an integral part of the job. Far from being anecdotal, the study of the functioning of social spaces and times within and around the studios reveals the importance of social hierarchies within the creative collective, but also of its evolution over the period.

Leisure, celebrations and receptions

Alongside spontaneous, everyday social occasions, most studios in Europe developed activities outside working hours, sometimes initiated, often supervised or at least supported by management. While many of the activities, whether festive or sporting, were aimed primarily at their employees, the studios also regularly opened their doors to external guests, occasionally transforming this production space into a showcase for the film industry.

Festive events

In all four countries, the 1930s and 1940s were clearly the most dynamic period in terms of the organization of festive events and commemorative moments designed to unite the community of studio workers. In Germany, as in Italy, this framing of leisure activities was part of the propaganda policy implemented by the Nazi and fascist regimes at all stages of life, whereas in France and Great Britain, the management of employees’ social time was more in line with the paternalistic model established in the second half of the nineteenth century in the resource industries.

In fascist Italy, leisure activities were organized by the Opera Nazionale Dopolavoro (OND), a social organization set up in 1925 with the aim, according to its statutes, of promoting ‘the moral and physical upliftment of the people through sport, excursions, tourism, artistic education, popular culture, social assistance, hygiene, health and professional development’.95 In every small town, every district and in some large companies, the OND developed local sections, with a welcome office and sometimes sports facilities. Cinecittà had its own Dopolavoro which was situated on the outskirts of the studio lot, and contained in 1937, according to the architect, reading rooms and a library, and a games room.96 It also hosted the local Fascist Party headquarters. By 1940 the studio reported that Dopolavoro membership was 1,107, almost its entire workforce.

In Germany during the Third Reich, state-organized events served to promote the political objective of Gleichschaltung, bringing everybody into the fold of National Socialism. Leisure took the form of participation for members in activities organized via the National Socialist Workers’ Party (NSDAP) and its offshoots, specifically the Hitler Jugend and the Bund Deutscher Mädel, as well as under the Kraft durch Freude (KdF). This Strength through Joy programme was set up by Robert Ley, the head of the German Work Front (Deutsche Arbeitsfront – DAF) in November 1933; it was partly modelled on Dopolavoro. Between 1934 and 1939, the German film industry contributed by running a total of 24,662 film screenings which were attended by 5,391,779 visitors;97 and its own members are likely to have been recipients participating in some of the activities provided by KdF, in particular opportunities for travel, although figures are not readily available. Nationally centralized leisure activities continued under the German Democratic Republic under the auspices of the Freie Deutsche Jugend (FDJ).

On the French and British sides, the organization of social and leisure activities in the studios was obviously not subject to state propaganda, but it was actively supported and supervised by the management. In the British film industry it dates back at least as far as the first decade of the twentieth century.98 Such provision became more widespread after the First World War with the formation of organizations such as the Gaumont Athletic and Social Club, which had 146 members by November 1919,99 and the opening in May 1921 of the Famous Players–Lasky sports ground at a site in East Acton more than five miles distant from the company’s studio in Islington.100 This expansion constituted part of an interwar ‘golden age’ of workplace sports and social provision in the UK,101 itself an element of a more widespread ‘industrial welfare’ movement that sought to promote camaraderie in, and loyalty to, particular workplaces and reduce the appeal of trade unions through a (supposedly) more benevolent and paternalistic form of capitalism.102 While it was not unusual for workplace hierarchies to be maintained through the appointment of directors and managers to honorary and executive positions in studio sports and social clubs – J. Arthur Rank became President of the Music, Art and Drama Group at Denham and Pinewood after the Second World War, for example, while Michael Balcon held the same title at Ealing’s Social Club – these organizations should not be understood simply as a ‘top-down’ phenomenon cynically exploited by management in an attempt to bribe workers into quiescence.103 Rather, workplace leisure organizations or sports teams were often initiated by the employees, with management approached for financial and logistical assistance only at the point where the clubs became more formal and regularized elements of workplace culture. Managers evidently thought that putting money into employee leisure was a worthwhile investment, and spent both their own and their company’s money to keep sports and social clubs afloat.104
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Figure 10.7 Winter journeys with Kraft durch Freude (Strength Through Joy), Alamy.
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Figure 10.8 A New Journey for ‘Healthy Youth build a new Germany’. FDJ poster from 1946. Alamy.

The same trend can be observed in France, with the creation of leisure organizations or sports clubs, often set up by studio employees with the active support of management. Although few references survive, it seems that only the major studios had an association dedicated to organizing leisure activities, the most important being the Association Sportive des Studios de Saint-Maurice, Gaumont-Sport and the Association Sportive Pathé-Natan (ASPN). The latter was the most active, with Pathé company director Bernard Natan particularly involved in all the studio’s social and leisure activities. In November 1932, he was even awarded the Gold Medal for Physical Education by the Under-Secretary of State for Physical Education.105

Whatever the organizational model, the types of activities are fairly similar in all four countries, with a few variations. Everywhere, the end-of-year festivities are one of the highlights of the festive calendar. In Germany, children of the Ufa employees between four and ten were invited to attend a party with Santa, usually held at the Ufa-Palast am Zoo cinema, where they received a present from the company. The Ufa employees also received a Christmas bonus.106 Christmas trees with snacks, gifts and sometimes cartoon screenings were also organized for employees of the British and French studios. In France, the festivities took place either directly in the studios or, for the big companies, in one of the firm’s cinemas.107 According to Italian tradition, the children of studio workers were invited to the Befana celebration (Eve of the Epiphany), which took place on 6 January.108 Some studios also organized an annual staff party. At Pathé, this was held at the end of the summer in the gardens of the printing factory, a stone’s throw from the studios. This garden party included sports demonstrations, songs and scenes played by Pathé-Natan stars or marionette shows for children. Employees could eat and drink all day long at the buffet or the free bar set up for the occasion, while the day ended with a ball. The climax of the party was undoubtedly the election of Queen Pathé-Natan (the winner in 1932 and 1933 being Suzette Nelissen, secretary at the Francœur studios!).109 Parties were also organized to honour certain staff. At the Ufa studios for example, each employee’s 25th anniversary was celebrated.110 In November 1937, a buffet was offered by Pathé to 200 of its staff, for the 31st anniversary of a certain Philippe Mugler, who had joined the accounts department in 1906.111 Every studio employee, at one time or another in their professional or personal life, was honoured or given special attention. In France, some studios celebrated ‘la fête des Catherinette’, a party dedicated to unmarried girls who have reached the canonical age of 25 to help them find a husband!112 In Germany the birth of each child gave rise to the payment of a bonus to the employee in order to encourage the Reich’s pro-birth policy.113 And in Joinville, a mass was held every year by the Archbishop of Paris in the little church of Sainte-Anne de Polangis, opposite the Pathé studios, to honour all members of the film industry who had died during the year. The mass was followed by a meal served in the studio restaurant.114

Organized social events also took place outside the studios and were open, in some cases, to employees’ families. The organization of day trips or short holidays – at a time when there were no compulsory paid holidays – was also part of the activities offered by the studios. For decades, Bavaria offered its employees and their families an Alpine chalet to spend their holidays in, a perk that continues to the present day.115 In France, the excursions organized by the studios were modest and generally took place on Sundays, over a single day. In July 1937 for example, employees of the Francœur studios were invited to visit the town of Rouen, a two-hour train journey from the capital.116 Before the introduction of the Holiday with Pay Act in 1938, the trips offered by British studios were a bit more ambitious. In July 1933, Ealing took as many employees as could be spared from the production of The Skipper of the Osprey (1933) to Boulogne,117 while 600 workers from Gaumont-British’s Shepherd’s Bush studio travelled to Margate in June 1935.118 In Italy, Cinecittà’s Dopolavoro organized outings to places as far afield as Milan and the Venice Film Festival (the most oversubscribed excursion), and from 1937 onwards, thanks to the agreements signed between the Italian OND and the German KdF, many German film employees could come to Italy on holiday.

Sport at the heart of the studios’ social activities

While many festive events of all kinds were organized, it is undoubtedly around sport that the social life of the studios was structured outside working hours, especially in British studios. Many British workers took enthusiastic advantage of the opportunities that they offered. By mid-1932, the Gaumont-British Sports Club boasted 1,852 members, drawn from across the whole of the G-B organization, not just its studios.119 A number of new clubs were formed in the aftermath of the Second World War, possibly in order to maintain a sense of wartime camaraderie, but more likely as a consequence of increased union presence in the spaces of film production in Britain. But the continuing viability of studio sports and social clubs was closely tied to the health of the British film industry in general, and individual studios in particular. When fire destroyed the British and Dominion studio at Elstree in February 1936, the football team fulfilled its fixtures but did not return for the 1936–7 season. Employee numbers dropped when the production sector was in the doldrums, making it more difficult to maintain sports teams.120 In 1948, Cinema Studio declared that current events were casting an ‘ominous shadow’ on studio leisure activities, with sports club organizers forced to arrange fixtures knowing that ‘when the day of the match arrives half of his team may have been declared redundant’.121 At Denham, where approximately one-third of the workforce was laid off in the six months after September 1948, with further significant job losses thereafter, Sports and Social Club organizer Bert Pregden resigned in January 1949.

At their peak in the 1930s, studio sports clubs were able to provide employees with high-quality sports facilities, whether rented or even built by the studio. At Cinecittà, the sports facilities were excellent, allowing for an impressive range of activities: they included a large soccer pitch, two basketball courts, a volleyball court, running track, two bocce areas, a skating rink, a track for high jump, long jump and javelin, an assault course and horse jumping facilities.122 These augmented the studio gym, in which actors trained for parts that required physical exercise and sports ability. In Joinville-le-Pont, the ASPN (Pathé sport club) benefited from the presence of the Marne river and local sporting traditions. The national military gymnastics school (the famous ‘Bataillon de Joinville’) was based here, and the town was also well known for its rowing clubs, swimming competitions and water sports in general, as well as for its guinguettes (dance halls), where Parisians came to cool off and dance on Sundays. In August 1932, the ASPN inaugurated a stadium and swimming pool on the banks of the Marne for employees of the Pathé studios and factories. The pool, built with the help of studio workers, was as much a sports facility as a place to relax and socialize. Popular and social events were organized there during the summer months and, according to various press reports, it was also open to professionals from the Paramount studios in Saint-Maurice, as well as to the general public. In Britain, larger companies purchased or leased specialist facilities. Convinced that ‘nothing consolidates employees of a business house more effectively than a sound sports organization’, and unable to accommodate such a structure on the cramped, urban sites of its Shepherd’s Bush and Islington studios, Gaumont-British opened a sports ground at Norbury in 1932, which remained open to company employees until 1950, the year after Shepherd’s Bush and Islington studios stopped film production.123 In 1935, ABPC opened a seven-acre sports ground in Hendon where in 1937 a ‘new and enlarged’ pavilion was unveiled after extensive damage was caused to the roof in a storm the previous year.124

Owing to their infrastructure, the major studios were able to offer their employees a wide range of sporting and leisure activities. A glance at the Denham Sports and Social Club notice board is indicative of the range of leisure pursuits offered to British studio employees: lunch hour shows; cricket; football and athletics; darts; art and drama; table tennis and tennis; dances; and boxing, angling and golf. French clubs offered regular sports training, mainly in football and cycling, but also in swimming, rowing, tennis and athletics. Gaumont-Sports even had a Greco-Roman wrestling section!125 Sports meetings were held at weekends with other sports clubs (both within and outside the film industry), and the ASPN regularly organized cycle races in the Paris region. Cinecittà’s Dopolavoro sports teams even competed in national competitions, and the women’s volleyball team was particularly dominant. In France, teams from each studio were also present at more important events such as the ‘Fête sportive du Cinéma’ (film industry’s sports festival), organized in 1930 at the Pershing Stadium by the Kodak-Pathé Sports Club, in the presence of many stars of the screen.126 In Britain, studios had their own sporting colours: Pinewood’s footballers, for example, played in white shirts with green cuffs and collars and three pine trees on the pocket, while British and Dominion’s soccer team sported ‘Air Force Red and blue’ quartered jerseys.127 Regular swimming galas and athletics meetings, with teams from different studios playing each other and sides from other parts of the British film industry (including processing labs, cinema circuits, film stock manufacturers, distributors, trade publications, signage companies, trailer producers and extras unions) took place under the supervision of the interwar Kinematograph Sports Association and the post-war Film Industry Sports Association (chairman: Harold Abrahams, Olympic gold medallist of Chariots of Fire (1981) fame). Industry-wide football and cricket competitions took place on an annual basis (wartime excepted). Such competitions, which could attract sizeable crowds for important matches, did ‘valuable work in helping to bring various sections of the trade together in friendly rivalry’ and worked to position studios as part of a wider British film industry.128
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Figure 10.9 Denham Sports and Social Club notice board. Alamy.

Sport was also used to strengthen bonds with international film industries. In January 1934, a British film industry XI travelled to Paris to compete against a French team for a ‘magnificent trophy’ in the first of what was hoped would be regular matches between ‘the film football teams of the producing countries of Europe’.129 Playing at the Pathé-Natan stadium in Joinville in front of a crowd of 2,000, the French ran out 3–1 winners before the teams retired to the Pathé-Natan studio where ‘tribute to the sportsmanship of both sides and to prosperity of our mutual trade relations was paid in champagne.’130 A return match was played in London in May 1934 – it finished goalless – and across the two fixtures, the British side featured players from both B&D, British International Pictures and British Lion. A second match in Paris, in February 1935, saw another French victory, with the result (2–1) and a brief report broadcast on Radio Luxembourg.131
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Figure 10.10 British and Dominions football team, 1934. Kinematograph Weekly, 19 April 1934: 20. Public domain.

Changing frameworks for leisure activities

Although sports and leisure activities were present in the studios throughout the period from 1930 to 1960, their aims and organization varied from country to country, but above all according to the economic power of the film companies, the level of state intervention in social policies or the political situation of the country. In France, from the second half of the 1930s onwards, following the bankruptcy of the major production companies that owned the main studios (Gaumont, Pathé, Braunberger-Richebé), the organization of leisure activities was increasingly taken in hand by the unions rather than by studio management.132 The unions’ leisure policy – more modest due to lack of resources than that of the big companies – was no longer aimed at developing a feeling of belonging to a particular studio, but at making all film workers and technicians aware of their unity and their ability to play a collective role in the development and organization of their industry. The fall of the fascist and Nazi regimes at the end of the war also profoundly altered the way in which leisure activities were organized in the studios of both countries.

In Italy, the fascist institution of the Dopolavoro disappeared from Cinecittà, although children of studio workers were still sent to seaside resorts. And the wide range of sports and leisure activities dwindled; by 1953 the studio mentioned only football and basketball as its ‘recreational’ activities.133 In East Germany, the state – through the Staatliche Komitee für Filmwesen (the organizing body for the film industry) – once again intervened directly in studio social policy to ensure compliance with the objectives of the new socialist state (see Chapter 9).134 Examples of the provision made for employees at DEFA included recognizing significant birthdays as well as recognition of length of service135 and operating a day care centre for children (see Chapter 6), the walls of which were decorated with a wall mosaic, the traces of which can still be seen.

In times of crisis, sociability within the studios took on a different form, while relying on the links and habits created during the more prosperous periods. In June 1936 when major strikes paralysed the French studios, the staff occupied the premises for more than two weeks and organized numerous activities to pass the time. In addition to union meetings and time spent collectively getting food and bedding for the strikers, studio workers organized mini football tournaments, chess competitions, balls, radio talent shows, costume parades and, of course, film screenings. At Pathé, the workers even reappropriated the codes put in place at the start of the decade by management by electing the Pathé-Natan Strike Queen!136 During the war, the time available outside working hours was used to collectively make up for the restrictions and help the most disadvantaged employees. In many French studios, purchasing cooperatives were organized to supply the studio canteens or enable employees to buy basic foodstuffs at affordable prices.137 With the increase in restrictions from 1942 onwards, market gardening was also developed, carried out by studio employees on land rented by the management or directly in the studio courtyards, as was the case at the Pagnol studios in Marseille.138
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Figure 10.11 Mosaic on the wall of the DEFA day care centre at Johannisthal, 2021. Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

In 1940, the Cinecittà Dopolarovo annual report stated that due to Italy’s entry into the war, chicken and rabbit hutches and bird cage areas had been set up, including room for 800 doves, all presumably to be cooked and eaten, though they could also be bought at a low price by members. The studio had also introduced areas for deer and pheasant. In addition, there was an 8,000 square metre wartime allotment, growing potatoes, grains and vegetables.139 By 1942, the studio boasted that their rabbit and chicken production won second place in a provincial competition for Dopolavoro organizations. Studio employees’ food rations were also augmented by giving them vegetables and potatoes from the allotments. Numerous sales and charity galas were also organized to benefit prisoners of war and war widows. Cinecittà contributed to the war effort by organizing a pigeon shooting competition on their sports ground, with proceeds going to the war wounded. They also put on benefit concerts at hospitals, and hosted Italian and German pilots at their Dopolavoro, screening two ‘interesting films’ and handing out sweets, wine and cigarettes.140
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Figure 10.12 Marcel Pagnol and Josette Day picking potatoes and tomatoes in the courtyard of the Marseille studio. © Marcel de Renzis, La Collection-CCIAMP.

The studio as a reception space

If most studio employees sought to spend less time in the spaces of film production, the same could not be said for legions of film fans who were desperate to gain entrance to what appeared to those who did not work there to be ‘one of the most impenetrable places on earth’.141 Although they may appear mysterious and inaccessible to the general public, partly to maintain a certain mystique around the processes of filmmaking, in reality the film studios welcomed many visitors, some from the film industry, others not. In Germany in the early 1930s, there were so many visitors that they were banned on certain days so as not to interfere with production. Ufa’s board was sensitive to complaints that visits disrupted filming and consequently shifted the days when they were allowed.142 From June 1932, visits could only be arranged in agreement with a board member and were limited to those individuals ‘in whom Ufa was particularly interested’.143

From the start of the period studied, the studios organized numerous press visits to promote their new sound installations, publicize their talking film production programme and attract new clients. At a time when the film industry was in turmoil, every time a new studio opened or its sound facilities were redeveloped, a reception was held, during which journalists were given a tour of the facilities and offered a drink or even a meal in the studio restaurant. The lavishness of the receptions was seen by journalists as a barometer of the power and financial strength of the companies. In the late 1930s Italian newspapers and film periodicals reported on several high-profile visits to Cinecittà, Italy’s showpiece ‘city of cinema’ and Europe’s largest film studio at the time of its inauguration in 1937.

Distinguished film industry visitors in the early years of the studio’s activity included RKO’s head of foreign sales Philip Reisman, who was invited to a colazione (breakfast) in the studio’s newly opened restaurant in September 1937.144 Reisman was reported to have been favourably ‘impressed’ by the Italian welcoming party, saying ‘I believe Cinema City has the most complete studios I have ever seen in my life … Italy is very anxious to get outsiders to produce there … and they are working to this end’.145 On the same pattern, the gradual reopening of the studios after the liberation of the country in 1944 gave rise to numerous official visits to celebrate the revival of the Italian film industry. Because of its status as a Displaced Persons camp, Cinecittà was slowly restored to its splendour during the late 1940s. Eager to demonstrate its health and safety standards, in June 1949 a visit to the iconic studio was organized for an international delegation of scientists, in Rome for the Second World Health Assembly.146 Cinecittà was not the only film studio attraction worth sightseeing, and other film studios in Rome had their chance to shine. Film company Titanus, for example, was particularly keen to show off their recently renovated Farnesina complex and invited film industry personalities and the press to cocktail parties and tours of its state-of-the-art projection and dubbing facilities.147 The Scalera studio similarly welcomed illustrious visitors to raise the company’s international profile. In June 1949, for example, India’s Ambassador to Italy Dewan Ram Lall and family visited the studio and attended the filming of Al diavolo la celebrità (Fame and the Devil, 1949) in the company of tenor Ferruccio Tagliavini and the film’s international cast.148

While some of the visits were aimed at promoting the technical facilities, most were directly linked to the making of a film. In France, press receptions were generally held at the end of shooting, to prepare for the promotion of the film before its release. Paid for by the film’s producers, these receptions were generally more modest, lasting only an hour or two. They were an opportunity for small producers to make themselves known and announce their projects, but also to honour some of the film’s technicians. Actors were usually called in to charm the journalists present, as this brief report shows:

Journalists […] were ushered into the studio, where an amusing Meerson set depicting a provincial prison was set up. Roland Toutain and Mary Glory performed a short scene from Prisonnier de mon cœur. Mr Chicherio, the company’s general secretary, explained what Super Film was currently doing and what it planned to do: three new films to be made in two or three months’ time. The meeting parted after a toast to Super-Film’s prosperity.149

In Italy, it was customary to invite journalists and visiting dignitaries and stars (particularly Hollywood stars) to a celebration of the start of shooting of many films. Tyrone Power, for example, appeared at a reception at Scalera studios in Rome in 1947, to inaugurate one of the sound stages, as well as the start of shooting of Cagliostro/Black Magic (1949).150 An essential part of the publicity machine, Valentino Brosio, in his manual for aspiring producers, noted that a ‘welcome vermouth’ was essential for the first day of production.151 It also seems to be true that critics invited to these events were sometimes more interested in the free food than the films being shot, as a journalist acidly remarked about the 1945 reception at Farnesina studios offered by the producers to celebrate the start of filming on Pietro Germi’s Il testimone (The Witness, 19).152 British studios were counting on the fact that journalists would not bite the hand that fed them, and that in order to retain their insider status and privileged physical access, they would present the studio and its activities in a broadly positive light.153 Publicity departments were frequently generous in their hospitality, especially as far as the provision of alcohol was concerned.154 At Denham in the 1930s, ‘etiquette’ demanded that visitors be accompanied by a suitable publicity officer when visiting the studio,155 and to facilitate this, the publicity department was located on the ground floor, just off the entrance hall inside the main entrance.156 Chaperoning journalists ensured that they moved through what the studio deemed to be the right spaces and encounter the right people – most often actors and directors – at the right time.

Journalists from the film press were not the only guests invited to the studios, which particularly valued visits from distinguished guests, whether from the world of cinema or not. Hollywood stars, sports champions, crowned heads or men of letters, their presence lends an aura to the studio that welcomes them, adding a touch of glamour to these production facilities. Whether it was the Australian cricketer Don Bradman or the South African rugby team visiting the Elstree studios (BIP) in 1930, Buster Keaton attending the shooting of Einbrecher (Burglars, 1930) in Babelsberg,157 or Miss France visiting the Joinville studios accompanied by a delegation of ‘personalities from the world of the arts, letters and the theatre’, the fact that print journalists, newsreel cameras and press photographers often accompanied them only served to make such visits more appealing to the studios.158 Kings, queens, princes, princesses, dukes and duchesses were all welcomed obsequiously into British studios in the knowledge that their presence would generate considerable publicity, bestow the crown’s blessing on individual productions – see royal visits to the sets of In Which We Serve (Denham, 1942) and The Magic Box (ABPC Elstree, 1951) – and lend cultural legitimacy to the film industry as a whole.

Some visits had more direct political aims. In France in the 1930s, there were countless visits by ministers, members of parliament and senators, who frequently toured the studios to assure the film industry of the support of the public authorities. While studio directors hoped to interest politicians in the workings of production and encourage them to defend the interests of the film industry in Parliament, political leaders also relied on the studios to highlight the technological and commercial dynamism of French industries in the eyes of foreign diplomats. During the years 1930–2, the Joinville and Saint-Maurice studios seemed to be an obligatory stop on any official visit to the capital by representatives of foreign countries or colonies. The ambassadors of Italy and Argentina, the consuls of China and Egypt, the resident general of Morocco, the mayor of Tunis, the son of the king of Ethiopia and the crown prince of Morocco (then aged 4) all visited the Paramount and Pathé studios between June 1930 and August 1932.159 During the war, these visits took on a diplomatic dimension that studio directors would gladly have avoided. But in occupied France, it was difficult to refuse access to studios to representatives of the German Propaganda Staffel or to the Japanese Consul.160 In Italy, the studios, particularly the jewel in the Italian film industry crown, Cinecittà, were a frequent destination for diplomatic and political visitors, especially during the fascist regime. If the business receptions meant to promote Italian studios’ modernization and to assert their competitiveness on a global scale, in the unsettled political climate which led to the outbreak of the Second World War, studio tours also aimed to reinforce Italy’s geopolitical orientation. For example, in December 1937, a Nazi delegation headed by Reichsleiter Rudolf Hess visited Cinecittà and watched the shooting of L’allegro cantante (The Merry Singer, 1938). In early June 1940, only a few days before Mussolini declared war on the side of Nazi Germany, a Japanese diplomatic mission was shown around Cinecittà and the newly opened state film school located across the road.161 The propaganda value to the regime is clear from the publicity given to these visits, but also in the coverage of a 1938 visit by Ahmed Hussain, founder of the Young Egypt Party, a fascist nationalist party.162 Education minister Giuseppe Bottai was a regular visitor to the studios, although actor Maurizio D’Ancora amusingly recalled that when Bottai came to Cines the director would pretend to shoot, calling out ‘action!’ and ‘great work!’ while there was no film in the camera!163

In addition to the many visits from dignitaries of the Third Reich – including Goebbels and Hitler – German studios were used to receiving numerous representatives of the Axis countries. On 18 July 1938, Vittorio Mussolini, son of the Duce and himself a film critic and producer, was invited by Dr Goebbels with great fanfare for a full tour of the Babelsberg studios, which included a visit to the Ufa-Lehrschau (German film institute) as well as to observe a film being shot in the studio.164 During the war, Dr Gulbrand Lunde, Norway’s propaganda minister, nicknamed Little Goebbels, also visited Babelsberg in May 1942.165 Even press visits were usually for diplomatic purposes. In the Ufa studios visits by the press were prioritized, with the board explicitly referring to ‘the propagandistic significance of the studio visits, especially for foreign business’.166 Examples of this included a group of students from the universities of Uppsala and Stockholm in 1935 and, in 1937, 120 members of a Hungarian business trip were granted permission to visit the Lehrschau and Babelsberg.167
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Figure 10.13 Prince Sidi Hassan (future King of Morocco), aged 4, visits the Joinville studios in the company of two directors of the Pathé-Natan company. © Fondation Pathé.

Given that there was limited direct political control of the British film industry, tours of studios by politicians and royalty served to elevate the profile of the production sector in political circles while simultaneously providing evidence of the studio as a nexus of employment, investment and specifically British cultural production. It is not surprising to find that, for instance, Pinewood was opened by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Board of Trade, who was given a golden key for his troubles.168 Whether these kinds of visits had any actual impact on the passage or retention of legislation benefitting British filmmakers is difficult to say, but Prime Minister Neville Chamberlain’s October 1937 tour of Denham was welcomed by Kinematograph Weekly as an opportunity to refute recent ‘sensational headlines in the Daily Mail about the closing of the studios’ and demonstrate the viability of, and official faith in, the British film industry, even in a period of economic crisis in the production sector.169 When Harold Wilson, then President of the Board of Trade, toured the set of Maytime in Mayfair at MGM-British in 1949 he emphasized the role that films could play in driving exports and increasing the international market for British fashions; this was a welcome vote of confidence, given the difficulties the British production sector faced in the post-war period. For his part, Wilson was no doubt thrilled to be photographed standing alongside actress Anna Neagle.170
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Figure 10.14 Princess Elizabeth meets Chips Rafferty on visit to Ealing studio, 1946. Alamy.

In certain limited and very specific cases, the public was authorized to enter the studios. The rarity of these occasions gave special distinction to these visits. One could sometimes be invited through the doors of a studio as the winner of a competition, or in small groups on visits (often paying) organized by an association or club to which you belonged. In all cases, visiting a studio as an ordinary spectator was always an exceptional opportunity to see behind the screen, and a great honour. From the early 1930s, French film magazines organized competitions in which the first prize was a day’s visit to a studio. In December 1932, Esther Asséo, winner of the Cinémonde competition, had the pleasure of being invited to the Joinville studios on the set of Théodore et Cie (Théodore et Cie, 1932, Pière Colombier), having lunch in the studio restaurant with one of the most famous Pathé’ stars: Albert Préjean.171 Many associations also organized (paying) visits for their members, who were often women, such as the secretaries who were members of L’Alliance sténographique172 or the readers of the women’s magazine Marie-Claire.173 During the war, paying tours were also organized for the benefit of prisoners of war, and were a great success.174 While in the aftermath of the conflict, when the situation of the French studios was often critical, the management sometimes organized visits of certain particularly impressive sets on Sundays to replenish the coffers. In March 1945, for 10 francs, Parisians could stroll for a few minutes through the alleys of medieval Paris, recreated on the Buttes-Chaumont plateau by set designer Max Douy for the film François Villon (André Zwobada).175
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Figure 10.15 Esther Asséo, winner of the Cinémonde competition, welcomed in the Joinville studios in December 1932. © Fondation Pathé.

In Germany, several publications and newspapers ran articles about film studios, occasionally adding a competition for readers to experience the studio at first hand. One Austrian publication offered the winner ‘[lunch] in the studio canteen, the same one in which Ufa’s prominent film artists tend to take their lunch’.176 A few months later the lucky winner was able to enjoy ‘lunch time in the studios, … sitting at a comfortable table in one of the cheerful and brightly coloured dining rooms’.177 Italian competition winners were also invited to studios, and from the 1930s onwards contests to win film parts flourished: a 1938 illustration by Gino Boccasile on the cover of the magazine Le Grandi Firme to promote a competition for girls to win a film part shows a would-be diva striding confidently towards Cinecittà.178 In September 1949 L’Araldo dello Spettacolo published news of Patricia Patrick’s visit to Cinecittà as guest of Universalia’s film producer Salvo D’Angelo. The 21-year-old model had recently been elected Miss Cinémonde by a French jury of film actors and directors and was rewarded with a trip to Rome and London (where she was chaperoned by Arthur Rank).179 The 1953 film Siamo donne: episodio ‘Quattro attrici una speranza’ (We, the Women: Episode ‘Four Actresses, One Hope’), set in Titanus studio, shows the outdoor terrace bar at Titanus where the ‘beauty contest’ part of the audition to win a film part is held. One of the Titanus soundstages is also repurposed as a space where the selected girls eat lunch together.

In Britain, visitors were sometimes asked to pen (or at least put their names to) newspaper articles describing their experiences, as in January 1944 when a party drawn from competition winners across Britain were shown around the Gaumont-British studios in Shepherd’s Bush and wrote in unsurprisingly positive terms about seeing Love Story (1944) on the floor and taking lunch with Phyllis Calvert and Stewart Granger in the canteen.180 Indeed, eating with the stars, an intimate act that humanized the star and affected a degree of companionship between actor and guest, was a not uncommon way to impress visitors.181 Other competition winners were offered studio screen tests as prizes, and these functioned to democratize – more in theory than practice, one suspects – the filmmaking process by ‘represent[ing] a chance for “ordinary” members of the public … to enter the world of celebrity’.182
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Figure 10.16 Screenshot from We, the Women, showing the girls eating lunch on the sound stage. Fair use.

Conclusion

In his memoirs, French cinematographer Henri Alekan recounts how he was caught up in the magic of the studio during his first experience at Billancourt in 1932, when he was only second assistant to a set photographer:

The Quai du Point du Jour, which ran alongside the studios, was not very busy. The banks of the Seine were still wild, and I used to sit on the grassy embankments, watching the barges go by. I loved that studio so much that I was seriously considering buying a perpetual plot in the adjoining graveyard: that way, right up to my final resting place, I would remain close to the cinema that, I was already sure, was going to be my life.183

This genuine declaration of love for the cinema reveals the central role played by the studio, not only in the practice of a profession, but also in the lives of film professionals. Far from being a simple technical tool for filmmaking, the studio – particularly in the 1930s – was key to the professional and social lives of technicians, actors and film workers. They spent most of their time there – during the day and sometimes at night – learning their trade, working and meeting many of the people who would shape their careers. But beyond this purely professional dimension, the studio was for many the main social space, a structure that played a key role in organizing their leisure time and that could, in times of crisis, provide them with material and financial support. Attracting the attention of business circles, sometimes used by politicians to serve their purposes, and arousing the curiosity of film fans, studios were above all a place to live (and sometimes sleep) for film professionals. A space in which, despite persistent social hierarchies, an extra could hope to chat with a producer or director, a film editor could have lunch with an assistant director, while a prop man could be trained by a brilliant set designer. These multiple encounters have given rise to lifelong friendships and fruitful artistic collaborations, resulting in unforgettable films, but also to couples of complete strangers who – like Kenneth Stock and Lily Spalding, a prop boy and a canteen maid who worked and met at the Nettlefold studio in Walton-on-Thames184 – may have spent a lifetime together in the service of cinema.
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Media representations of film studios

Catherine O’Rawe, Richard Farmer, Eleanor Halsall and Sue Harris

Studios have been, and remain, places of enduring fascination in the popular imagination: sites of glamour and celebrity, and of seediness and potential danger. This chapter examines the multiple ways in which studios positioned themselves, and were positioned in cultural representations. The chapter investigates the ways in which in each country fiction films featured narratives about studios, with many using film studios as sets. As well as providing valuable sources for the studio layouts at particular historical moments, these fictional representations, and meta-films about studios, show the position the film studios occupied in the cultural imaginary at different moments and through different genres. Meanwhile, we consider some of the ways in which studios documented their own histories such as through documentary films which promoted their status as creative workshops and monumental architectural structures. While these constitute crucial evidence of what functioning studios looked like and, to some extent, how they were designed, the films also record what contemporaries thought of studios as a source of national pride in their ambitions to compete with Hollywood. In addition to studio-produced documentaries, the chapter addresses the prevalence of newsreels about the studios, showing how in Germany and Italy during the 1930s, for example, these often overlapped with regime propaganda.

The cultural currency of the studio as a site of public fascination extends to representations of studios in other media including magazine articles, radio programmes, and novels. The chapter traces the evolving nature of different media’s engagement with the studio, and illuminates some of the key tropes that recur across representations. Ultimately, the studio as an enclosed and exclusive physical space was, as Brian Jacobson writes, ‘a machine for enframing the world’, and studios were themselves ‘enframed’ accordingly, with the curtain pulled back for the inquisitive attention of the world on the other side of the studio wall.1

Fiction films about studios

Since its beginning, cinema has had a fascination with cinema, and with the spaces in which it is created: Steven Cohan has commented on what he calls Hollywood filmmaking’s history of ‘institutional self-reflexivity’.2 To a lesser extent, and in varying national and local contexts, we can analyse such a phenomenon in the four countries studied in our project. The many representations of film studios in Italian cinema from the 1930s and early 1940s tend to follow two broad tendencies: either the guided backstage visit to satisfy the spectator’s curiosity about the magical world of cinema, or didactic warnings of the danger of the cinema environment, especially to women.3

Part of the function of the former, argues Parigi, could also be to show off new technologies and working processes, in order to promote cinema as the ‘medium of modernity’, and studios as its showcase.4 A film like Stella del cinema (The Star of Cinema, 1931) fits this bill: set in the refurbished Cines studio in Rome, about a young girl who becomes a star and is at risk of moral turpitude, the film is described as a ‘paean to the rebuilt sound stages, a film that self-consciously represents and affirms the technological capabilities of Italian sound cinema’.5 Gastone Medin, the master of the ‘cosmopolitan’ style of set design, produced an aesthetic that was common to other films of the period; meta-cinematic films such as Inventiamo l’amore (Let’s Invent Love, 1938) and Due milioni per un sorriso (Two Million for a Smile, 1939), set in Scalera and SAFA studios respectively, also put on display via their modernist set design an image of contemporaneity in which shiny studio spaces are aligned with other new sites of work and play such as shops, offices and hotels.

There is a constant play in these comedies between wonderment at the new technologies on display, and a moralizing desire to expose the falsity of the world of cinema. Director Gennaro Righelli’s film La voce senza volto (The Voice Without a Face, 1939), set in Cinecittà, opens with the shooting of a film-within-a-film called Habañera, before pulling back to show the crew and apparatus. The film moves between pride in the technologies shown (visits to the editing and sound mixing teams, as well as the efficient studio switchboard girls), and a demystification of these, when we see back-projection facilities being used but undermined by the boorish attitude of the star of the film-within-the-film. Righelli’s film is one of several to use musical stars, and anticipates Singin’ in the Rain (1952); as the star (tenor Giovanni Manurita) has to sing backstage with the orchestra, his voice projected onto the set while the actor mouths along. Both Silenzio si gira! (Silence on Set!, 1943) and Fuga a due voci (Music on the Run, 1943), are likewise celebrations of the perfection of Cinecittà’s sound recording facilities, as well as the voices of acclaimed opera stars Beniamino Gigli and Gino Bechi respectively. Meanwhile, the relatively new technique of back projection was also showcased in the Cinecittà-set Dora Nelson (1940), another film that highlighted the ‘collective (and corporative) nature of film industry labour’ in its move between stage and backstage.6

Dora Nelson was a remake of the 1935 French comedy written and co-directed by Louis Verneuil (author of a play of the same name), with René Guissart. It gave a glimpse into the world of the studios, showing the power of the star to disrupt a film shoot. The film opens in an elegant Parisian salon where a lavish reception is under way; the arrival of Princess Sonia is eagerly awaited by the guests. Greeted by a Duke, she exchanges a few pleasantries in a heavily Russian accent, before suddenly stopping and crying out – in a very different accent – that she will not work with this buffoon. ‘Stop. Cut!’ someone cries, and the camera pulls back to reveal the salon as a film set in a contemporary studio, similarly to The Voice Without a Face. The screenplay notes: ‘the lavish salon and the great staircase are simply sets, that now look tiny and lost in the immense studio. Opposite we see Nivert, the director, with his assistant Ropps, the camera operators and all the technical personnel. The stage managers and stagehands come and go, and we see electricians high up on ladders, adjusting the projectors’.7 The surprise ‘reveal’ of the studio – named as Paramount Joinville (Saint-Maurice) in the film (shots of the entrance are seen in later scenes with the concierge) – thrilled audiences, as critic Lucien Warl testified: ‘I thought regular cinemagoers would guess this was a staged scene … yet when the studio appeared, many spectators cried out with delight, proving that old tricks can always find new audiences.’8 But almost immediately it is a different aspect of studio life that is witnessed: not the glamour of the shoot but the stasis imposed on the working day with the departure of the star to her dressing room. All work suddenly stops, and costumed actors are reduced to reading the newspaper, smoking and chatting amongst themselves, while waiting for the work to resume.9

The capricious star abandons the shoot after thirty-five days of filming (for romantic reasons that are nothing to do with her role) and a replacement has to be found. According to one of the electricians, a local seamstress bears a striking resemblance to Dora Nelson, and often imitates actresses to amuse their friends. Suzanne Verdier is thus engaged to complete the film and finds herself transported from a lively female sewing workshop to a world of experienced studio employees: a make-up artist, a costumier, an assistant director, a script-girl, actor and director. Everyone resumes their positions to shoot, but once again this must wait: the wily Suzanne skilfully negotiates the terms of her salary for the five days of shooting that remain, refusing to accept anything less than Dora herself. In both French and Italian versions, the device of having the same actress play the double role of cinema diva and ordinary girl called in to substitute for her (Assia Noris in the Italian version, Elvire Popesco in the French one) works to emphasize the fickleness and frivolity of the cinema actress as opposed to the decent middle-class girl.
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Figure 11.1 The reveal in Dora Nelson (1935). Fair use.

Guissart and Verneuil’s Dora Nelson also showcases the work of Saint-Maurice studios as opposed to the glamour. A second set-piece again shows the work of the studio which takes place while the comic narrative of mistaken identities plays out elsewhere. A forest has supplanted the grand salon, and the final touches are seen being made: stagehands nail branches to a tree trunk, another waters the grass to create the dampness of dew, several light projectors are grouped to give an illusion of the sun. The camera crew sets up ready to shoot and a large card bearing the word ‘silence’ is displayed. The scene of the encounter between the Princess and the Duke is then shot. The studio itself is not an element in the rest of the film, having served to set up the premise of doppelgangers who in true Shakespearean style will be confused by various interested but uninformed parties until the happy denouement. But in these two set-pieces, we see the studio team in authentic action, giving contemporary audiences a glimpse of the daily work of the studios.

Authenticity of space and action is also at the heart of one of the first examples of the filmed studio in French cinema: Georges Lacombe’s Boule de gomme (Bubblegum), filmed at Épinay Éclair and released in 1931. The studio is unnamed, but shots of the entrance, courtyard and rooftops at various points in the narrative correspond to contemporary photographs of the site. Various studio spaces that may or may not be real spaces are seen: the sound stage where the main action takes place, corridors leading to unseen dressing rooms, the production office, the wardrobe store, prop storage areas and the gantries where the studio lights are fixed. The principal décor, created by Hugues Laurent, is a studio stage set-up located within the studio itself, offering a playful mise-enabyme that we see replicated in other films of this genre. This comedy short documents a disastrous film shoot with a child actor called Boule de gomme who refuses to cooperate with any instructions on set. The film is in the tradition of French farce, with the child only doing the opposite of what he is asked to do (smile when asked to cry, cry when asked to smile, eat sweets when rehearsing so there are none left when it comes to shooting and so on). Described by Lucienne Chapeau as ‘a light satire on the studio world where the star imposed on the director tests his patience to the limit’, the premise of ‘we’ve got to get this film shot today’ allows the film’s action to remain wholly within the studio.10 We see the set-up of the sound stage, the placement of the film crew in relation to the filming, as well as the equipment used. The film proceeds in chaos as the setbacks accumulate, with scene after scene abandoned incomplete, and the child eventually running amok, treating the studio like his personal playground, while chased by hapless managers and workers.

The reluctant hero of the film is Antoine (Raymond Cordy), a jack-of-all-trades stagehand who turns his hand to anything required of him: set building, sourcing props, making sounds (birdsong), creating smoke, and organizing water to fall as rain. Antoine is first seen napping on the bed of the film set, while his colleagues continue to build and dress it around him. His oblivion to the sawing and general clatter of people and things around him suggests he has become inured to the noisy work environment we know the studios to have been then. Comedy stems from Antoine’s easy circulation in the studios: he appears in the set doorway on the stage, then is suddenly up in the gantry; he operates equipment behind the set, climbs up ladders, attempts to make effects on set from a position next to the director’s chair. His fluidity in the space speaks to the smallness of this early sound studio as well as his complete familiarity with it. His refrain – ‘Je connais mon métier’ (‘I know my job’) – becomes more and more absurd as we see that his is a job that can’t be described; he simply does what is needed as and when it is needed, showing his resourcefulness.

Furthermore, the hazardous nature of working life in the studio is laid bare: as the child is chased through the studio, a stepladder falls against a fabric backdrop; Antoine and others hurdle over precariously placed furniture, actors called to set must negotiate the cluttered space of the perimeter (the large boxy camera, the director’s table and chair, a randomly placed stepladder), as well as the fixed props and décor. The make-up artist works in the middle of the studio rather than in a designated area, trying to style the film’s actress while chaos erupts around them. And we see a fire extinguisher in action as Antoine, seeking refuge from the chaos, hides inside an upright coffin in the prop store smoking a cigar.

The richness of the film lies in its quasi-documentary elements which give an unusual degree of insight into what the studios looked like in the early 1930s. The film opens in the gantry, with overhead lighting being moved into position, revealing the whole rooftop area equipped with massive projectors. Later in the film we see a series of static shots of wooden planks, frames, ropes and set elements, all deserted. As part of the diegetic action, we see the set being ‘distressed’ later in the film, marking the narrative shift from spring to winter and to indicate a fall in the fortunes of the fictional family. Antoine’s pursuit of Boule de gomme up onto the rooftop shows how long ladders were used to access the gantries, and further external ladders take us up a brick tower to an aerial view of the warehouses and courtyard below. Further extrapolations can be made from the fiction that are supported by evidence presented elsewhere in this book such as the importance of time: the director begins the film by complaining that as usual, nothing is ready on time. The film was praised for its extremely well - observed details and a contemporary review suggested that the film was sure to amuse and appeal to audiences interested in a ‘behind the scenes’ glimpse of life in the studios.11

As one of the most popular genres in each country, comedy was thus an effective vehicle for insights into, and satire of, studio life and work. Marcel Pagnol’s 1938 film Le Schpountz (Heartbeat, 1938) shot at the Pagnol studio in Marseille (rebaptized ‘Studios de France’ in the film), is about a gullible patsy who believes he is going to be a film star only to be the target of the production’s mockery. The film, starring the legendary Fernandel, is in fact, as Crisp notes, ‘Pagnol’s attack on that other cinema of the early thirties, the American international multiple-version cinema …. There are constant in-jokes relating to Paramount and its continental operations, summed up in the notorious phrase “He’s a German or a Turk, he’s learned Russian, which he speaks with an Italian accent; that’s enough to qualify him as a great French director”.’12 While Pagnol’s film closely engages the kinds of transnational hodgepodges we considered in Chapter 8, it was also problematic for its reflection of some of the mores of the French film industry at the time, namely antisemitism. After outrage from the French press, Pagnol ultimately recalled the film and excised a scene in which a sleazy Jewish producer outlines a scheme to defraud the film’s investors.13

The theme of the naïf who infiltrates the film studio is a common one. In Die große Sehnsucht (The Great Desire, 1930), directed by Hungarian director Stefan (later Steven) Szekely and filmed at EFA’s Berlin studio in Halensee, the trope of the film extra’s (Camilla Horn) sudden rise to fame, a theme also visited in several novels discussed in this chapter, permits the film to consider other aspects of studio life, such as the tendency towards gossip and jealousy found in any workplace. This Cicero Film production was famous for its large cast of Germany’s greatest stars appearing in cameo parts, including Conrad Veidt, Fritz Kortner, Anny Ondra and Lil Dagover, showing them at work in the studio or relaxing in the canteen or nearby areas.14 Sehnsucht’s censorship certificate describes the plot set by set, beginning with the apparatus room, subsequently moving between studio, projection room and dressing rooms, but it also cites several instances where filming continues in the corridors, the essential spaces linking one studio activity to another.15 The EFA canteen, noted for its long-serving head waiter, ‘Papa Fischer’, also plays a significant role.16 Here it is portrayed as a bustling, vital space, offering warm meals at a reasonable price, where the entire crew from the studio can dine together, unfortunately also in the company of another entire studio cast: ‘my word, it’s busy in here!’ exclaims one character as he tries to place an order.

Tobis used its Johannisthal studios as the settings for its comedy Der große Bluff (The Big Bluff, 1932–33). The film, about the theft of a necklace during the shooting of a crime film, was based on a theatre production about the film world, and featured scenes in the studio grounds showing preparations for a film set, fronted by its characteristic administration building and including glimpses of the studio’s famous water basin, used by star Hans Albers to replicate a dive into Hamburg’s harbour for the production of Der Draufgänger (The Daredevil, 1931).17 There are constant reminders of the sensitive nature of sound film recording, through signs pleading for silence: ‘Achtung! Ruhe’. Part crime film, part comedy, part riddle, the film also has multiple shots of studio interiors, revealing the lighting bridges and the stage sets, as well as dressing rooms and corridors. Kino-Journal praised the film’s ‘detailed insight into a large film studio’.18 Of particular interest is the fact that the producers used real jewels on the set, and that these were guarded by three genuine police officers who were present in the studio.19
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Figure 11.2 Die große Sehnsucht (1930). Fair use.

In Britain, the mid-1930s was perhaps the most productive period for films about filmmaking, with more than a dozen features made between 1933 and 1937, reflecting the greater visibility of the British film industry at this time. However, films detailing the people, spaces and processes of the film industry were made in Britain throughout our decades, from Shooting Stars in 1928, to Peeping Tom in 1960. These films also demonstrate that British studio-set films were produced across a range of genres; we could add musicals (e.g. Song at Eventide, 1934), children’s films (e.g. The Case of the Missing Reel, 1951) and propaganda films (e.g. The Volunteer, 1943) to this list. Reviews of many of these films indicate a belief that cinema audiences would be interested in seeing, even incompletely, how the pictures they watched were made.

As with other countries, British comedies were a popular mode for exploring the possibilities of the studio. This is not surprising, given the popularity of the genre in Britain and the large number of comedy films churned out by British studios every year.20 The studio (and the world of filmmaking more generally) provided fertile ground for jokes, many of which poked fun at the artificiality of the worlds created on the stages or the inherent ridiculousness of the film industry’s self-importance and bombastic promotional strategies, or took chauvinistic aim at supposed foreign influence within the British film industry. A Star Fell from Heaven (1936), for example, is set in the studio of Miracle Films (‘If you see a good film, it’s a Miracle!’), which is owned by Mr Fischer, a dapper, accented, cigar-smoking central European with a deft line in comic malapropisms (‘Young man, I want none of your insinuendoes!’). In My Lucky Star (1933), the actress Delores de Capo is described by her maid as temperamental: ‘75 per cent temper and 25 per cent mental’. In the wartime Flanagan and Allen comedy We’ll Smile Again (1942), the presence of so many foreign talents at the New World Films studio, most obviously in the shape of director Stanislaus Steiner, played with scenery-chewing relish and an inordinately long cigarette-holder by Hungarian actor Meinhart Maur, provides cover for a Nazi spy ring that Bud and Ches eventually run to ground after a series of comic episodes involving props, make-up rooms and chorus girls.

Generic diversity indicates that the British film studio was, conceptually speaking, a malleable locale as far as filmmakers were concerned, one devoid of any singular meaning yet familiar enough to carry any number of narrative burdens. That said, many films set in British film studios contain a variation of a particular shot – a visual motif equivalent to what John Krish dubbed ‘That Long Shot of Our Town from That Hill’ seen in many 1960s ‘kitchen sink’ dramas.21 A tracking or panning shot follows a character through one of the spaces of the studio while a lot of studio ‘business’ takes place around them, most often in the form of employees moving props or equipment – the bulkier, noisier and more visually incongruous or arresting the better. A good example can be found in Britannia of Billingsgate (1933) when Bert Bolton (Gordon Harker) first visits Phoenix Pictures (portrayed by Shepherd’s Bush studio, a model of which acts as an establishing shot). Bert walks the length of a crowded sound stage, only to be jostled by men moving a camera and a life-sized horse and cart painted on a movable flat, all while navigating lamps, model-makers and a miniature church-tower to the accompaniment of a piano and intermittent hammering. While the sequence is played for laughs – as are many others – it also serves to demonstrate the complexity of the studio’s functions and the number of people employed therein.
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Figure 11.3 Inside the studio, Britannia of Billingsgate (1933). Fair use.

Although international studios did feature in some British films – the fictional Fogliati studios in Milan in One Night With You (1948), an unnamed Hollywood studio in The Love Lottery (1954), and an uncredited cameo by the Victorine studios, Nice, in The Whole Truth (1958) – British films tended to focus on British studios. Although Thursday’s Child (1943) presents a character taking a screen test at the Marathon Studios in Elstree, the town most associated with the British film industry, most fictional studios remained in unspecified locations. That said, real-world studio infrastructure appears as studio infrastructure in numerous films. Blattner/Rock (Elstree) was repurposed as ArtCraft in My Lucky Star, Shepherd’s Bush features in Snowbound (1949), Teddington appears as Rosedale studios in The Galloping Major (1951), Nettlefold/Walton-on-Thames becomes the Multi-Dimensional Film Corporation in Watch Out! (1953), MGM can be seen as Commonwealth Pictures in The Intimate Stranger (1956) and Pinewood’s distinctive entrance lodge is immediately recognizable in Peeping Tom.

Yet studios appeared uncredited in dozens of other films, where, for economic and logistical reasons, studio buildings were reimagined in other guises. In The Foreman Went to France (1942), parts of Ealing were dressed as a French factory, while in Orders Are Orders (1954) Beaconsfield became an army camp which, in the film, was then transformed into a temporary studio. Denham’s sleek modern lines and long horizontal frontage made it the most photogenic British production facility, and it appears as a studio in Thursday’s Child and We’ll Smile Again. But it also proved straightforward to adapt Denham into a factory for Q Planes (1939), Major Barbara (1941) and – with an additional storey provided by a matte – I Know Where I’m Going! (1945). Parts of Teddington were specifically designed to allow them to function as exterior sets. When the studio’s carpenter’s shop was extended in 1936–7, its outside wall was constructed to look like a row of shops, and when a new stage was erected in 1936 its main entrance, ‘with its semi-circular sweep of canopy and steps leading to a revolving doorway’, was ‘designed for use as an external set, such as an hotel entrance … or a block of flats’.22 This set was transformed into a palais de danse in They Drive By Night (1938) and the Hotel Monopole in They Met in the Dark (1943). Similarly, French films put the studio on display in a disguised form: in La Petite Lise (Little Lise, 1930), the Joinville carpentry workshop is filmed documentary-style without additional staging, standing in for the factory where Lise’s father goes to seek work, while in À Nous la Liberté (Freedom Forever, 1931), the façade and courtyard of Épinay Tobis studios were repurposed as a modernist factory in which workers are like automatons.
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Figure 11.4 Denham, augmented by a matte, in I Know Where I’m Going! (1945). Fair use.
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Figure 11.5 Architectural drawing of carpenters’ shop at Teddington. Richmond Local Studies Archive, PLA00855.

While comedies were a regular mode of representation of the film studio, its admixture of illusion and reality also made it readily available as a locus of danger and threat. This threat could take various forms, but numerous films offered moralizing lessons about the dangers and falsity of the film industry, and emphasized the inevitable disillusionment for girls in particular.23 This trope of the danger of the film studio to ‘movie-struck girls’ was far from new, however: in 1915, Luigi Pirandello’s modernist novel Quaderni di Serafino Gubbio, operatore (Shoot!, 1915), set in a fictionalized version of the Cines studios called Kosmograph, depicted the studio as a space of alienation and threat through the central character, the silent film diva who ends up being killed in front of the camera. The ‘deadly’ nature of cinema was a theme continued in other works like Ophüls’ Cines-shot La signora di tutti (Everybody’s Woman, 1934). An important cluster of post-war Italian films addressed the influx of non-professional girl actors into the Italian film industry, in the wake of the success of stars like Sophia Loren and Gina Lollobrigida, discovered via beauty contests and modelling work: Bellissima (1951), La signora senza camelie (The Lady Without Camelias, 1953), Viale della speranza (Boulevard of Hope, 1953) and Siamo donne; episodio Concorso: quattro attrici una speranza (We, the Women; Episode Competition: ‘Four Actresses, One Hope’, 1953). All the films – set in Cinecittà apart from the episode of We, the Women which is set in Rome’s Titanus studios – operate as cautionary tales about the dangerous illusions stoked by cinema for aspiring actresses. Since its inauguration by Mussolini in 1937, Cinecittà was synonymous with the glamour of Italian cinema, in the same way Steven Cohan argues that by the late 1920s: ‘“Hollywood” was in widespread use as shorthand for the entire film industry – its production and consumption, its allure and addictiveness, its glamorous and privileged people.’24 This association continues to be seen in recent productions such as the Italian Netflix series Luna Park (2021), and the film Finalmente l’alba (Finally Dawn, 2023).

The iconic entrance of Cinecittà is prominent in filmic representations: in Bellissima, we see the women and girls eager for film success try to get past the gate (and then past the gatekeeper), and there is a similar shot at the beginning of Boulevard of Hope showing the threshold the eager girls need to pass in order to enter the longed-for space of aspiration.25 In a scene from the film Piccola posta (The Letters Page, 1955) a girl is knocked to the ground outside Cinecittà by the desperate crowd of would-be extras. In We, the Women, the motif of exclusion is shown by a gate with a bar that rises and falls to permit entry (even if we can also see that Titanus is shown as more down at heel and rural than the modern Cinecittà). However, the outdoor terrace bar at Titanus is where the ‘beauty contest’ part of the audition is held, and becomes, rather than a space of leisure, a space of work and competition, as it is only some girls who are then allowed to pass across the threshold to the sound stage where they have a luncheon, and then a further select few are picked for an audition in the production office. The gates with their signs obviously operate as a barrier to entry and construct a powerful inside/outside dichotomy. According to Jacobson, ‘as the first point of contact between the company and the surrounding community, [studios’] exterior walls offered an opportunity to project a corporate image’.26
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Figure 11.6 The iconic entrance of Cinecittà in Viale della speranza (1953). Fair use.


[image: ]
Figure 11.7 Regulation of entry to Titanus studio in Siamo donne (1953). Fair use.

These post-war Italian studios tend to be somewhat deglamorized, as befits the moral messaging: in the run-down Cinecittà of Bellissima shots focus on peeling paint on walls and hand-scrawled signs, giving an impression of ‘gloomy, ghostly ruins’.27 Even more starkly in The Lady Without Camelias, the ‘ghostly’ space is irredeemably alienating and the empty backlot around which Lucia Bosé’s actress character wanders appears like a wasteland; Alain Bergala compared it, in fact, to a concentration camp!28 As Pellizzari argues, this cluster of post-war films doesn’t actually reveal much about the nature of the studios themselves: we see a few of Cinecittà’s avenues, and the sound stages, along with crew (and in Bellissima, the editing room).29 Unlike the Hollywood backstudio pictures Cohan discusses, their function is largely not to celebrate or to validate the studios as key institutions of cinema, but to attack and satirize them with varying degrees of violence as places of dangerous illusion and deception. This is in some ways similar to Godard’s Le Mépris (Contempt, 1963) which opens with a scene of the protagonists shooting a film in a decaying ‘Cinecittà’, symbol of the alienation produced by a meretricious film industry interested only in profit and spectacle rather than art (even though the scene was actually filmed at the Titanus studio, showing the value of the Cinecittà name as synecdoche for the Italian film industry).
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Figure 11.8 Scrawls on the wall outside the soundstage in Bellissima (1951). Fair use.

The dangers of the film world (and the film studio) are also shown in the French film Donnez-moi ma chance (Give Me My Chance, 1957). Directed by Léonide Moguy, who had also been making films in Italy, the film’s prologue announces that this is the true story of one of the 150,000 French unknowns who dream of becoming film stars, and the film is a parable about the dangers encountered by young women who aspire to succeed in the film industry. A provincial girl enters a competition in the magazine CinéMonde, and is selected to go through to the finals in Paris. The prize is screentests for the cinema. Her father and fiancé both disapprove, but she moves to Paris and takes small parts in films, notably at Billancourt, where the façade and entrance of Paris Studio Cinema is briefly seen. Further scenes take place in the bar of the studio. She finds herself entangled with a sleazy photographer and arrested. After a suicide attempt, she is reunited with her fiancé and opts to turn down the ‘important role’ of star she is finally offered. The film, like the Italian ones, engages the idea, heavily promoted by the popular and film press, of the cinematic ‘dream factory’, but with an emphasis on the darker and more sensationalist aspects, something we will also see in some literary texts.

The dangers represented in the film studio are not just moral, but physical. Films set there could ally behind-the-scenes looks at studio life, both tantalizing and unfamiliar to audiences, with implausible and titillating thriller plots. The now-lost French film Une étoile disparaît (A Star Disappears, Robert Villers, 1932), set in Joinville, is a good example. In it, the female star of a film collapses during a studio shoot. The doctor pronounces death by poisoning, and all the crew are questioned until the culprit is uncovered. In an interview, the writer Marcel Achard noted the difficulty of setting a film in a milieu whose workings are unfamiliar to the majority of viewers. Achard, more familiar with the theatrical world, was determined to represent as authentically as possible the ‘real and vibrant world’ of the studio of performers and technicians. ‘We must be ruthless with the element of documentary’, he declared, and worked with the production team at Paramount to ensure this would be the case for Villers’ film.30 Journalist Jean Chataigner writing in Le Journal concurred: ‘We know how eager the layman is to see behind the scenes of the theatre and the big screen. Anyone who sees Une étoile disparaît will no longer be in ignorance of what goes on in this holy temple of directors and stars.’31 So for French audiences, the appeal would have been dual: a detective narrative set in an unusual and exotic (and glamorous) setting.
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Figure 11.9 The ghostly backlot of Cinecittà in La signora senza camelie (1953). Fair use.

The studio’s fast-paced environment, full of interesting characters and different social types, in addition to its enclosed nature, made it an appropriate setting for crime thrillers. In Germany, Der Schuss im Tonfilmatelier (The Shot in the Soundfilm Studio, 1930), set in the new Tonkreuz sound stage at Babelsberg, is an intriguing example. An actress is shot during the filming of a scene of jealousy, and her co-star and former lover is the chief suspect. The thriller plot becomes a vehicle for the film’s key functions both in promoting Ufa as a company, as well as describing the achievements of the new sound technology.32 The fascination with crime was hitched to the appeal of getting a look at this new studio apparatus: ‘Who wouldn’t want to have a peek?’ asked the Berliner Film Zeitung in 1930 when it reviewed the film.33

The Shot in the Soundfilm Studio depicted the studio’s architectural modernity and state-of-the-art technology. By using the building’s extradiegetic spaces to provide a sense of the studio’s scale and significance, it also functioned as a didactic tool, explaining the process of sound film production, and familiarizing spectators with the building’s layout (it was filmed in the Osthalle – the East Studio – one of the two smaller studios in the Tonkreuz formation – now the Tom Zickler Halle). So as the villain runs through the building to escape capture, the spectator is shown the dressing rooms, the sound recording rooms, stairwells and corridors and ultimately, the lighting bridges and fly-loft, from where the perpetrator falls to his death.

Playing on the concept of studios as spaces of deception and illusion, in the film nothing is quite as it seems: the fatal love triangle turns out to be sororicide; the alleged murder weapon is an innocuous stage prop; and the villain is supposedly trapped by the new technology: offcuts of film combining image and sound.34 Although praising the film as the ‘pinnacle of ironic techno-aesthetic discourse in early German sound film’, Müller identifies other anomalies, suggesting that the film’s explanatory authenticity of sound film production is partly fictional.35 The film was accompanied by a novel by Kurt Siodmak, published at the same time, and as we will see, crime novels about film studios also flourished.

In Britain, Deadlock (1931), a studio-set murder mystery shot at Nettlefold, Walton-on-Thames, saw a death staged for the camera played out in real life. With a wrongful conviction seeming likely, the studio itself comes to the rescue as its equipment proves capable of revealing the truth: ‘a camera recording [a] sequence is responsible for clearing those innocently suspected and bringing the guilty person to book’.36 For many cinemagoers, the excitement of getting to see inside the studio was matched by getting to hear the voices of silent-era stars such as Alma Taylor and Annette Benson, who made their ‘talkie’ debuts in the film. Another British film, the low-budget ‘quota quickie’ Terror on Tiptoe (1942), also dramatizes aspects of studio expertise, when the stunt-double of a Hollywood star is almost killed when a gun supposedly filled with blanks is fired by an unknown killer. As with other crime films set in studios, the supposed exposé of the exotic aspects of a film set is as much part of the film’s appeal as the plot: trade publication Kinematograph Weekly observed that its presentation of some of the technology and processes of filmmaking would likely make it ‘interesting for film fans’.37 A review of the stage play the film was based on, The Shadow Man by Ingram D’Abbes and Fenn Sherie, emphasized how ‘the foibles of the whole film caboodle are roughly exposed’, with characters including a ‘jumpered aidede camp’ who speaks in falsetto and a ‘nitwit typist’.38 Parts of the film had to be remade when Southall studio burned down, which was ironic, as the would-be killer starts a fire in a projection room to try and bump off his pursuers! The double also appears in Death on the Set (1935), made at Twickenham, when cinematic techniques such as careful cross-cutting and double exposure are used to allow Henry Kendall to play two characters who have in the past used their physical similarity to commit crimes.

To conclude this reflection on fictional depictions of studios in film, we turn to one of the most celebrated French films of the 1940s, René Clair’s Le Silence est d’or (Man About Town, 1947), which highlights nostalgia for the simplicity of the early film studios in a decade of rapid technological advances. A loose adaptation of Molière’s L’école des femmes (School for Wives, 1662), the film stars Maurice Chevalier as a turn of the century filmmaker, a Méliès-like figure at the heart of the world of silent filmmaking. With sets designed by Léon Barsacq, one of France’s most significant set designers from the interwar years, and costumes by Christian Dior, the film affectionately depicts a bustling backstage world of decorators, painters, stagehands, performers and artists. The preparatory images for the film’s sets show how Barsacq conjured this studio past for the present, reproducing in fine detail a studio interior that readily reprises Georges Méliès’ first studio at Montreuil-sous-Bois and the similar glass-enclosed studios built by Pathé in the decade that followed.39 The culmination of the film is an official visit by a foreign delegation to witness the filming of the final scene of Passion d’Orient, an ‘Arabian’ romance typical of early Pathé dramas, and something we know was a regular occurrence in the French studios. A journalist describes the vista on set at the Joinville and Francœur studios, where the small 1906 team and their stand-alone tripod were flanked by a modern team ‘multiplied by 20’, surrounded by a dense network of cables: ‘as for the stagehands and electricians, there are so many, they’re not worth counting. They are like extras on set.’40 For the author, the scene shows nothing less than ‘the evolution of the Seventh Art’, showcasing the specialization, industrialization, technical prowess and attention to detail of the modern post-war studio. As Jacobson points out, ‘in Clair’s reflexive studio (re)turn … we find the blend of material concerns, profilmic needs, labor practices, textual products, and symbolic values that make studios rich objects of historical analysis’.41 This dense admixture can be found in all of the fictional representations examined, whether nostalgic, celebratory or admonitory.
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Figure 11.10 The film set in Le silence est d’or (1947). © Sam Lévin/RMN-GP.

Non-fiction films

Fiction films generally gave a much more dramatic view of film studios than non-fiction ones. Documentaries and newsreels about studios had particular aims: either to inform, or to function as part of studio publicity and branding. In Britain, film studios appeared in a variety of non-fiction film formats between 1930 and 1960. Newsreels and cinemagazines were integral elements of British cinema programmes and provided huge numbers of people with the opportunity to witness visits to filmmaking facilities by the great and the good and to absorb images of important events. Fires were particularly newsworthy because of the dramatic nature of the footage they provided, the frisson of excitement associated with risk of harm to famous actors, and the enormous cost of the damage done. Studio-fire films were screened about blazes in Britain (e.g. Twickenham in 1935 or British and Dominion in 1936) or overseas (e.g. Hostivař Studios in Prague in 1945, Geiselgasteig in Munich in 1949 or the American Warner Bros. studio in 1952). The massive fires that destroyed six sound stages at the Joinville complex in 1940 were captured in dramatic newreels. Newsreels also carried stories about film production. In September 1940 the Movietone company showed the impact that German air-raids had on the making of Kipps (1941) at Shepherd’s Bush, while a January 1952 episode of Pathé Pictorial discussed the range of different jobs that went into building and dressing the sets for Castle in the Air (1952) at Elstree.

In Italy, the vicissitudes of studio life also attracted attention, with dramatic newsreels about fires at Cines (1935), Fert in Turin (1950) and Cinecittà (1954). The darker side of political history involving the studios was also addressed in the film Umanità (Humanity, 1946). Produced by the Istituto LUCE, set up under fascism to produce propaganda, together with the United Nations Relief Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) and the Italian Ministry for Post-war Assistance who were then in charge of Cinecittà as a refugee camp, the film combines fiction with valuable documentary footage of the studio being inhabited by refugees.42 Footage from Umanità was re-used much later in the documentary Profughi a Cinecittà (Refugees in Cinecittà, 2012), which movingly traces the return to the studio by some of its former inhabitants. Earlier Italian newsreels made by LUCE often celebrated the studios in a propagandistic way, in particular the jewel in the regime, Cinecittà, with laudatory films about its inauguration, visits by politicians and dignitaries, and by competition winners, and glamorous galas of the kind discussed in the previous chapter. For example, the inauguration of Cinecittà in April 1937 was documented in a LUCE newsreel which emphasized the ‘perfection’ of the equipment and buildings, through the use of a voice-over, dramatic music and imposing shots of the studio buildings from below.43 Newsreels had a propaganda value for cinema even in the post-war period: the ‘rebirth’ of Cinecittà was insisted upon in a newsreel that first highlighted its difficult past (being used as a refugee camp) then its current status as ‘rising again’ and starting to make its ‘celluloid fables’, topped off with a speech at the studio by the minister in charge of cinema, Giulio Andreotti.44 They were also used to highlight the professional competences of Cinecittà: for example, a 1938 short film showed a course in make-up being held there, focusing on special effects make-up and blackface, used in the colonial films then being made.45

In Germany, the close relationship between the government and the film industry was likewise amply documented: a 1941 newsreel shows a visit to the Babelsberg studios by a group of dignitaries who are taken by coach from the Brandenburg Gate, shown entering the studio complex, eating al fresco, and wandering around the site, looking at sets and meeting film personnel. Another shows the visit to Babelsberg by the Norwegian culture minister, Gulbrand Lunde, in April 1942. In this visit he is shown around the Ufa-Lehrschau, and meets Leni Riefenstahl and actor Willy Birgel. He is also shown around the set of the colour film Münchhausen (1942–3) and meets the lead actor, Hans Albers.46

Documentaries about film production could be part of studio branding. In Italy, the 1939 short Cinque minuti con Cinecittà (Five Minutes with Cinecittà 1939) is staged as a guided tour of the studio, with the filmmakers bumping into stars and directors, while 1940’s Fantasmi in Cinecittà (Ghosts in Cinecittà 1940) amusingly uses the conceit of two ghosts who come to life from a painting on a film set and wander the studio complex in bewilderment. Both films were produced by Incom, the documentary producer, and acted as promotional tools for Cinecittà, using the outsider’s gaze to tantalize viewers and satisfy their appetite for behind-the-scenes glimpses, while making clear that entry to Cinecittà was tightly restricted and only for a select few: in Five Minutes, the guests meet the ‘incorruptible’ legendary real-life gatekeeper of the studio, Gaetano Pappalardo, and in Ghosts, the wandering spirits are brusquely ejected from the set by stalwart Cinecittà director, Alessandro Blasetti.

In Britain, documentary films about film production were either technical in nature, intended primarily for film societies and amateur filmmakers, or aimed at a more general public. Gaumont-British Instructional’s How Talkies Talk (1935) spent most of its ten-minute running time explaining the sound-on-film process to a lay audience, taking viewers from the studio floor at Shepherd’s Bush, where Joyce Kirby is shown singing in the fictitious Sally Sunday, through the intricacies of the recording and printing processes, and eventually into the cinema auditorium. The film was still doing the rounds a decade after its first release. Birth of a Film (1947), meanwhile, promised ‘a complete tour of Britain’s film studios’, although its near 40-minute running time, which allowed it to be used as a second-feature in many cinema programmes, persuaded Kinematograph Weekly that ‘it is possible to be a little too meticulous’.47 Chibnall and Macfarlane suggest that Birth of a Film, one of a number of light-hearted, factual featurettes narrated by engaging radio personality Ronnie Waldman, emerged from the post-war shortage of production space: making a film about the making of a film permitted two films to be shot simultaneously.48 A Day at Denham (1939), a documentary about Denham Studios, showed viewers inside the new studios’ spaces, as well as set-ups for films currently being shot.

In Germany, television brought exciting possibilities for public education about the studios. A 1935 documentary, Das Auge der Welt (The Eye of the World, 1935), described the technical process of broadcasting and showed the first ‘studio’, a small cubicle whose miniscule dimensions (1.5 m2) were dictated by the prevailing technology and were capable of only accommodating one person in a half portrait shot (see also Chapter 7).49 Throughout the 1950s, as both Germanys were constructing or adapting studios for television, several documentary films were broadcast presenting these new sites of production. A 1952 documentary took its viewers to East Berlin’s Adlershof studios, introducing the studios and technical work.50 In 1953, an NDR (Northern German Broadcasting) programme followed the construction and opening of the dedicated television studios at Hamburg Lokstedt.51 SWR (Southwest Broadcasting) transmitted scenes from a 1956 television production of Edgar Wallace’s Der Hexer (The Ringer 1956), showing actors, camera operators and director at work in the studio.52

In 1960, several programmes were broadcast providing further illustration of work in the television studio. A TV documentary about the preparatory work behind the scenes at its Lokstedt location featured Irene Koss, West Germany’s first female news reporter.53 This documentary went into considerable detail about preparation for live broadcasting, including comments about make-up: ‘The announcer’s face must be covered to a specific shade, only then will it appear natural once the studio spotlights have been switched on.’ The expansion of NDR’s network included a provisional television studio in Hanover, correspondingly featuring in a short report along with scenes from the editing rooms at Lokstedt, described as an ‘overwhelmingly female activity’, showing the continuity between film and television below-the-line work.54 A short report about the opening of the new television studio in Mainz also introduced viewers to its soundproofed construction and technical evolutions.55

Literary representations

Novels and fictional accounts of studio life were common across the four countries. Germany, in particular, saw a huge interest in books about the world of film: Hans Traub, director of Ufa’s archive and library, produced a bibliography in 1940 of ‘a selection of novels from the world of film’, citing 130 examples.56 As in other countries, these crossed a range of genres: if, as we have seen, films about studios often worked in the crime genre, novels followed this tendency even more strongly. The crime genre grew in popularity during the 1920s with early examples such as Fritzkarl und Mieze Meyer, eine Filmdetektivgeschichte (Fritzkarl and Mieze Meyer, a Movie Detective Story, 1919) by Hans Richter, Heinz Bernd’s Der Tod der Filmdiva (Death of a Film Diva, 1920), and Der Schuß am Rosenhügel (Shooting at Rosenhügel, 1923) by Gebhard Schätzler-Perasini. In Karl Lütge’s Das Drama in der Filmfabrik (Drama in the Film Studio, 1923) the narrative begins with an explosion in the studio, an event leaving the film star and three extras dead, and one that mirrored a real-life incident.57 In Elisabeth von Aspern’s crime novel Die Jagd nach der Filmdiva (The Hunt for the Film Diva, 1930), the studio – Tempelhof – is merely a convenient place to hide a hostage. Siegfried von Vegesack’s Film mit Hindernissen (Film with Hurdles, 1931) brings a twist in the tale when it reveals the crimes (threats of violence and kidnapping) to have been orchestrated by the director himself as promotion for his next film, a wry comment on the capitalist nature of the industry itself.

The threat of death by violence lies at the heart of a 23-page drama, Achtung! Aufnahme! (Warning, Recording in Progress!, 1929), a tragi-comedy written by Béla Balázs with music by Wilhelm Grosz. In this revenge drama, a love-crazed student who believes himself betrayed by a film star enters the studio, brandishing a weapon with which to kill the actress. Reality collides with the drama’s script, however: whilst the cast, cognizant of the danger, cowers at the edges of the set, the unwitting director pushes the ‘actor’ towards murderous mayhem: ‘Just shoot! Why are you standing there looking so dumb? Shoot into the camera!’58

Johannes Mario Simmel’s short story Man lebt nur zweimal (You Only Live Twice, 1950) was serialized in the newspaper Weltpresse in 1950 and published as a novel. Set in Vienna’s Rosenhügel studios, heavy lighting equipment is chosen as a murder weapon, but just misses its intended target. Simmel’s narrator traverses the studio complex with ease, taking the reader into the canteen, even introducing the working practices of synchronization; however, the plot’s main conceit focuses on the role of the body double and the opportunities this provides for identity theft and murderous activity. In Verwirrung im Atelier 7 (Confusion in Studio 7, 1941) by P. P. Möbius, the leading lady, Isa Bargloh, is abducted when the film is nearly completed, leaving the studio in disarray. Playing on film’s ability to subvert reality, three other women function as decoys for the star: a teenage girl nearly dies when she crashes Bargloh’s car; an extra becomes her body double during her absence; and a dead woman of similar appearance is found near Bargloh’s belongings.

Television studios could also be settings for murder-mystery plots: ‘A man is murdered. Thousands watch. No one can help. How can this be possible?’ ran an advertisement for Wolfgang Höppener-Flatow’s 1953 thriller Zwischenfall im Fernsehsender (The Incident in the TV Studio, 1953). This narrative, one of the earliest set in a German television studio, gave readers a clear sense of the interior workings of television production, and the activities of individuals, as well as the technological particularities of television. Zwischenfall’s author, evidently familiar with the workings of a television studio, also betrays his disdain towards the profession. Despite a murder having occurred, the director is portrayed as being more concerned that his work has been interrupted. The studio’s workforce is overwhelmingly described in negative terms: arrogant, sarcastic and imperious, or cowardly and ineffective.59

A German crime subgenre, often written under pseudonyms and depicting film studios in foreign locations, includes Mord auf Zelluloid (Death on Celluloid, 1951) set in a Chicago television studio by author, C. V. Rock (Kurt Walter Roecken), who had written scripts for Ufa. Another German writer, Ralf Shark (Karl Hans Koizar), chose the studio at Denham to locate his short story Mord im Filmatelier (Death in the Film Studio, 1955) thereby making much use of fog to cover murderous tracks but providing at best bland imaginings of a film studio (interestingly Denham had closed by the time of the novel’s publication). Fred Carstens’ Der grosse Regisseur (The Great Director, 1955) is described as belonging to a series of American crime fiction. Set in Hollywood, its plot includes a director who was originally at Berlin’s Ufa, an émigré to America who anglicized his name. Overtly racist and sexist, any interest in the text is limited to its descriptions of the studio.
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Figure 11.11 Cover of Zwischenfall im Fernsehsender (The Incident in the TV Studio, 1953). Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

The exoticism of the film studio was often amplified through its status as a melting-pot of nationalities, which, as we have seen, allowed for scapegoating of non-nationals. In the Italian context, we see this in the giallo or detective thriller by Augusto De Angelis, Il mistero di Cinecittà (The Mystery of Cinecittà, 1941): part of the series of novels featuring police inspector De Vincenzi, it centres on his investigation into the murder of a film director at the studio, involving a substitution of real poison for a prop in the shooting of a key scene. Almost all the cast of characters that frequent Cinecittà in the book are foreigners – mainly Russian and German: as Elena Past points out, under fascism’s national chauvinism, it was conventional to cast foreigners as villains and criminals, and ‘the setting for a crime had to be foreign or “peculiar”, such as the film studio Cinecittà, where foreigners abounded’.60 Foreignness is also aligned with the sexual licence thought typical of the film world and demonized: as the chief of police says, ‘the thought of my office being invaded by those men and women from Cinecittà horrifies me’.61 The killer (spoiler alert!) turns out to be the ‘mannish’ German production secretary, demonstrating a suspicion of both foreigners and women working in production.

Cinecittà and other studios were the favoured settings for the later gialli by well-known director Umberto Lenzi. An example such as Terrore ad Harlem (Terror in Harlem, 2009) unites Lenzi’s knowledge of the film world with a dark period of Italy’s cinematic history, the use of Cinecittà as a prisoner of war camp during World War Two, and the use of POWs in filming (discussed in Chapter 8). In a related vein, director Davide Ferrario revisited Orson Welles’ post-war sojourn in Italy; his 1994 novel Dissolvenza al nero (Fade to Black, 1994) adds Cold War spy elements, murder and neo-fascism to his fictionalized account of the making of Welles’ Othello (1951) at the Scalera studio in Venice.62

In Britain, by 1939 detective fiction constituted almost one-quarter of novels published,63 and to keep readers interested writers were continually on the lookout for new places in which to set stories – what W. H. Auden, in an ironic use of filmmaking terminology, called ‘murder on location’.64 There were two particularly productive periods of studio-set crime novels, each related to a wider interest in film studios in British culture. The first was the mid-1930s and spoke to the impact of 1927 quota legislation, which prompted increased production activity and the expansion or construction of large new studios at Shepherd’s Bush, Shepperton, Denham and Pinewood. Six detective novels were published in this period, with three in 1937, the year after Denham and Pinewood were opened: Norman Forrest’s Death Took a Greek God, Clive Kenwood’s Film Studio Murder and Cameron McCabe’s The Face on the Cutting Room Floor. The second period of note was the late-1940s/early-1950s when four novels were published, including Samuel Holmes’ Fade into Murder (1947) and Wreford Paddon’s The Corpse in the Coupe (1951). Here, the novels spoke to the increased prestige that British films had come to enjoy during the war, and the post-war difficulties faced by the British film industry.

The apparatus of filmmaking, as we have noted, afforded distinct narrative possibilities for crime writers: cameras and microphones captured information, while editing suites manipulated it – see Nigel Morland’s A Girl Died Singing (1952) for the former and The Face on the Cutting Room Floor for the latter. The studio was an unstable world of make-believe and fantasy. Make-up transformed appearance and actors could emote convincingly on demand, making it harder for detectives to discover true motivations and feelings, especially in workplaces where intrigue was common and the successful strove to hold on to their privileged positions. The presence of stand-ins and body doubles complicated questions of identity, while time and space were malleable: films set in different locations or periods might be in production simultaneously. This lent the studio an unreal, unstable air. In short it was a place where ‘anything may be, but nothing is’.65

Popular serialized fiction showed the appetite for studio-set sensationalist stories and often reached a wider public: in France, Le studio du mystère (Mystery Studio, 1932) was serialized in Le Petit Journal in 1932. The fictionalized ‘Studio Collin’ is deemed haunted by many workers and stars following a sequence of strange accidents, some of them fatal. The studio, located in the Belleville area in the east of Paris (geographically close to the real Buttes-Chaumont Studio), has suffered a litany of recent accidents, including the sudden unexplained death of a director, and the accidental death of a second who is hit by a worker falling from the gantries. A concierge has been gassed in his lodge; the chief electrician electrocuted; a platform collapsed injuring twelve extras. What appears to be criminal sabotage (cut wires in the gantry are quickly discovered by the police) coincides with a project to renovate the studio for a new major sound film. Indeed, efforts to calm the studio director Lucien Collin see him advised to ‘visit Elstree to see how they have managed the sound installations’. This seventeen-part mystery explores the life of the locality in which the studio sits. The local bistrot frequented by the workers is a hive of speculation and gossip and becomes increasingly a hub of action as the story unfolds. The Belleville area was extensively quarried in the nineteenth century, leaving a labyrinth of underground passages and galleries that were historically used by criminals to traffic stolen goods and escape capture. It is the remnants of a criminal gang – the leader of whom lives nearby – who are trying to bankrupt the studio before it can be sold, in an effort to locate ten million francs’ worth of lost jewels buried on the site.

The labyrinth below the studios, giving onto the local area, allows the saboteurs to thwart the management in their surveillance operations, which are variously mounted from the sound stage gantry, and the cellar hidden beneath an old stove that serves as backup to the main heating system. The modernization project advocated by the studio manager (and hero of the tale) Raoul Sauzède, is entirely consistent with French industry ambitions at the time, as is his courtyard appeal to the workers who are too scared to continue working; the studios in Europe are a network, and films are transportable, and Ufa in Berlin are interested in his film, he declares.

Another popular French serialized story, La femme de la nuit (Woman of the Night, 1934), engages a narrative we have seen also play out in films about studios: it narrates the rise and tragic downfall of a young ‘movie-struck girl’. The heroine begins a career as an extra at Joinville and Épinay studios in the last years of silent cinema. On arrival in Paris from Italy, Jenny is initially enticed into the world of the studios by a handsome young suitor, himself an extra. Her life takes on a hectic pace as she crosses Paris in search of work:

the morning dash to the studios: the tram out to Joinville across the interminable Bois de Vincennes; waiting on the quayside at Point du Jour, outside the studio where Abel Gance was hiring women for Napoléon; a welcome break on the lawn at Épinay while Jacques Feyder and Gaby Morlay, the director and star of Les Nouveaux Messieurs, paced up and down.66

Soon, Jenny is spotted by an obsessive Hollywood director, Jan Van de Goldaers, who is in France to shoot the ‘first French talkie’, titled Woman of the Night. Jenny is an overnight success and is quickly contracted to work in Nice at the Studio Négresso, and in London at Elstree Studios. Scandal (of the romantic kind) follows, and Jenny leaves France for Hollywood, where a series of exploitative relationships lead her progressively into alcoholism and penury. The tale ends with Jenny back at Épinay, in a cold, dank dressing room with a hostile director and an unskilled make-up artist, realizing just how far she has fallen. She wakes from an alcohol binge in the deserted sound stage, where she takes a hammer to the cameras, before drowning herself in the Seine.

Woman of the Night peppers its narrative with glimpses of studio life: Jenny’s boyfriend is a decorator at Épinay who is disliked by the electricians and stagehands. The ‘recruiting café’ on the Boulevard Strasbourg is full of young hopefuls sharing information about film shoots under way in the city. Unscrupulous opportunists style themselves as producers and play the market while ruining careers. But overall, this is a rise and fall fable that speaks to the instability of careers in the French industry in the early years of the sound studios. The authenticity of the story lies in its authorship by an insider: Nino Frank was a film critic, journalist and screenwriter, intimately familiar with the world he described.

Within the genre of popular romance, many stories emphasized the asymmetrical nature of inter-personal relationships within the studio system, and the darker side of studio life and the subjugation of women under the system and their harassment by predatory men. In the 1925 German novel Tanz ums Licht (Dance around the Light, 1925 Walter Julius Bloem) a young Kleberin (a female splicer) is plucked from obscurity and placed in front of the camera, and into the director’s arms. In Barbara und der Regisseur (Barbara and the Film Director, 1957) a teenaged outsider is scouted to replace a – slightly – older female star and marriage is offered to secure her contract. Nevertheless, there is a rite-of-passage which newcomers must overcome if they are to endure, and being favoured from above makes no exemption. Eva and Melchior Vischer’s Elisabeth geht zum Tonfilm (Elisabeth Gets into Sound Film, 1932) offers yet another example with its lead character ‘plucked from her anonymous existence … suddenly finding herself in the bright and hot light of the blue-glowing studio lamps’ surrounded by jealous enemies.67
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Figure 11.12 Illustration from Woman of the Night, Pour Vous, 6 December 1934. Public domain.

In Paul Hain’s Filmzauber (Film Magic, 1934) two youngsters skip school to act in the studio, imbibing the whiff of ‘make-up, colours and hot flesh’ and, of course, eventually making it to Hollywood. In contrast to this, two highly critical accounts published in 1933 portray the exploitative and abusive treatment meted out, particularly to women in the studio. Grete Garzarolli’s 1933 Filmkomparsin Maria Weidmann (Maria Weidmann, Film Extra, 1933) gave a blistering account of disrespectful and negligent treatment, a reality that would have come as no surprise to anyone who had studied or worked in the industry for any time. Whether the book was autobiographical or a form of reportage, several critics were convinced of its authenticity.68 Forced to show her stamina by looking directly into the studio lights without flinching, Weidmann relates: ‘I looked up again and stared wide-eyed into the glowing bulbs and charcoal sticks, wanting to show that I could look into them, the stabbing pain pierced right to the crown of my head, it was like the constant twisting of coiled steel.’69 The title of Sybil Morel’s novel, Liebe im Tonfilmatelier (Love in the Sound Film Studio, 1933) appears deliberately ironic for a tale of sexual harassment, stalking and attempted rape of the heroine, Lotte. Morel was an accomplished actress in silent films, and the novel’s descriptions of Babelsberg mark her out as someone familiar with the landscape. Describing a scenario that has persisted through the decades, the narrative illustrates the hubris of men using their power to destroy the careers of women who refuse to succumb to their advances.70 Likewise, Reinhard Köster, a screenwriter and industry insider, in Lampen an – Lampen aus! (Lights On – Lights Off!, 1935) describes sexual harassment, at least giving his female character, Marianne, a strong voice when she rebuffs the director: ‘If I “become great” I shall become great all by myself and not because of you!’71 Like Lotte and Barbara, Marianne has the presence of mind to walk away from the studio and its abusers.

The dark side of the film studio for girls was also the focus of a few British and Italian novels which acted as cautionary tales: in Annabel Lee’s Mills and Boon romance Star Stuff(1937) English heroine Clemency Scarton discovers that acting success is hollow, and she only experiences fulfilment having stepped out of the studio and into the arms of her paramour, Hugh. A predictably harsher take comes from Italy: the 1961 novel Processo a Cinecittà (Cinecittà on Trial, 1961) by Amelia Del Frate. The book echoes the Italian films and press discourse of the 1950s about the pernicious nature of the film industry for girls, and its young protagonist is exploited and driven to suicide by her experience of acting. The novel lightly fictionalizes aspects of Cinecittà such as (again) the famed doorman Pappalardo (here named ‘Pappastrutto’, in an untranslatable pun) who controls ‘the magical gates of Cinecittà’.72

However, there were also fictional accounts of women’s studio experience that emphasized their labour and skills, rather than the tragic fates destined to befall them. Richard Starr’s Wendy’s Family (1935) presents the fictional Monitor studio as a site of opportunity, a place where Wendy Waters escapes the drudgery of an unrewarding job and an impoverished home life and swaps her uninspiring boyfriend for Bob Smedley, a studio electrician. Wendy’s developing sense of self requires the acquisition of new skills, necessitating more detailed consideration of the sites, labour and language of film production. As Wendy learns, so does the reader, allowing them to become invested in her growth and eventual success. Angela Mack’s Continuity Girl (1958) showed the studio as a potential workplace, even if it did encourage its young female readership to recognize certain roles as ‘more germane to female participation than others’.73 Richard Starr’s The Stunt Girl (1931) showed milliner’s assistant Margery Brown afforded the chance to become a film parachutist while delivering a hat to an actress; an unconventional entry into an uncommon job, but one that indicated just how many different types of labour went into film production. Likewise, German novelist and scriptwriter Käthe Lambert provided rich detail of work and relationships in the studio for Das Leben führt Regie (Life Directs, 1954). The perhaps clichéd scenario of the once-famous actress who has been betrayed by her director husband for someone younger is handled with psychological depth and compassion.

Other novels took the shine off the industry in a less explicitly gendered way: in Das Gralswunder (The Miracle of the Holy Grail, 1926) Wolfgang Goetz mocked the opacity of an industry ensnared by bureaucracy and the unimaginative thinking of self-satisfied figures. A searing account of film industry practices, Die goldene Galeere (The Golden Galleon, 1930) published in 1930 by Fritz Rosenfeld was described by one critic as a ‘social film novel’ and ‘the first of its kind’.74 Rosenfeld paints a bitter picture of life at the edge for many of its workers:

The world of the film studio had nothing in common with the world that was portrayed in it … an extra, for a fee of a few marks, mimed the extravagant mood of a great lady with feigned exuberance, while worrying about tomorrow’s fee … those who were starving played the wealthy, in order to force the idea in the cinema on those who might have to starve tomorrow that the world was full of satiated people.75

Guido Bagier’s 1943 contribution to the literature about film production, Das tönende Licht (The Sounding Light, 1943), defies genre categorization. Written in an epistolary format as a dual period narrative, Bagier traces the history of the moving image, covering its progression from 1888 to 1928. Although his central characters are clearly fictional, most of the book’s references are to genuine historical persons, organizations and studios. Bagier, a film practitioner himself, strove to document the history of film in general and the production companies, such as Ufa, in particular. Another practitioner, Italian director Mario Soldati,also drew on his own experiences of the industry to write 24 ore in uno studio cinematografico (24 Hours in a Film Studio, 1935). Based on his time at Cines, Soldati wrote the book under a pseudonym, intending to satisfy the curiosity of film fans about the workings of a film studio, which he then further developed in his 1940 film Dora Nelson, as we have discussed above. Soldati’s book has the caustic edge of the experienced cineaste addressing naïve fans, telling them that once they see how the sausage is made, they will definitely lose their appetite.76
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Figure 11.13 Cover of Ins Zauberreich des Films (Into the Magical Kingdom of Film, 1930). Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

Finally, non-fiction guides to a career in film for younger people flourished in Germany, in particular: Ann Margret Geissler’s text, Ein Mädel will zum Film (A Girl Wants to get Into Film, 1933) and Ursula dreht einen Film (Ursula Makes a Film, 1936), were clearly addressed to girls, while Georg Victor Mendel’s Ins Zauberreich des Films (Into the Magical Kingdom of Film, 1930) guided his central character, Kurt, through the journey towards becoming a cameraman. Meanwhile Wendler’s Der Junge mit der grossen Klappe (The Boy with the Large Clapperboard, 1949), first published in 1949, gave a detailed insight into working practices at DEFA.
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Figure 11.14 Cover of Der Junge mit der grossen Klappe (The Boy with the Large Clapperboard, 1949). Photo: Eleanor Halsall.

Radio

Particularly in the earlier period of cinema, radio aimed to exploit the popularity of films – and the spaces within which they were made – to its own advantage, as examples from Britain and Germany illustrate. During cinema’s silent period, the radio, an acoustic medium, could offer something that film could not: sound. The BBC travelled to Shepherd’s Bush studio in March 1926 for ‘A Film in the Making’, a live broadcast which allowed listeners to hear conversations between crew and actors, and the sounds of camera ‘whirrs’ and arc lights ‘sputtering’ as two scenes of London Love (1926) were taken.77 Radio programmes used film production for the basis of musicals, for instance Hold That! (broadcast 12 January 1934), dramas and children’s programming, but often referred to the studio’s status as a workplace. This happened both directly in terms of interviews with stars and high-profile personnel and factual explorations of filmmaking – see ‘Silence for Take’ (30 January 1939) which focused on the production of The Four Just Men (1939) at Ealing – and indirectly in shows such as Works Wonders, which on 28 April 1948 featured employees at Pinewood showing off their talents in a concert to be enjoyed by their workmates and the nation at large.78 That such programmes helped to maintain the profile of the studio, its products and inhabitants might explain why managers welcomed the Corporation’s mics.


[image: ]
Figure 11.15 Listing for Hold That! in Radio Times (5 January 1934: 57). © Radio Times.

Similarly, German radio reports, which frequently involved film practitioners, might be as brief as ten minutes, but could last anywhere between 15 and 30 minutes. Beyond the title, however, detail is generally sparse. In July 1930, Carl Froelich introduced listeners to ‘problems that confront film directors’,79 while another broadcast in 1931 promised ‘a brief moment in a film studio’.80 German actor Herbert Nussbaum’s ten-minute report from a film studio seems to have focused on activities from an actor’s perspective;81 while film critic Dr Hans Feld’s talk about successful new developments in German film production was almost certainly focused on technology.82 Studio visits were clearly popular, although the headlines frequently omitted the studio’s name.

Under the series title of Frauenstunde (Woman’s Hour) a 25-minute session with Maria Saarburg discussed a working day in a film studio and was clearly aimed at a female audience.83 Saarburg may have worked below-the-line in a studio, and it is possible that the subtitle of this broadcast, ‘a woman doesn’t lose her courage’, hints at a battle for recognition. Aimed at a young audience was Jugendstunde (Youth Hour), a programme promising to cover the film studio from A to Z,84 and, also in 1935, a production of Hans im Glück (Hans in Luck, 1935, Herlth/Rohrig) traced the work at Babelsberg.85 Two documentary-style programmes broadcast from Hamburg in the 1930s may have provided a deeper understanding of studio activities. Tausend Meter Tonfilm (A Thousand Metres of Sound Film) combined a medley of film music with slices of activity accounting for the time spent in a studio as experienced by a film extra.86 In Ton ab – Aufnahme! Ein Film entsteht (Sound, Action! A Film Is Born) this 90-minute radio documentary took the listener through the stages of script-writing and pre-production before describing what happens when a film ‘goes into the studio’ and even including explanations of distribution and exhibition.87 In the post-war period, radio stations broadcast programmes with broad titles that might relate to any aspect of film. Achtung, Aufnahme (Attention, Action!) was a 90-minute programme which is likely to have been about studio work.88 Two specific examples during this period stand out: Dr Hannes Schmidt gave a lengthy talk about film production;89 and the long-standing programme, Das Film-Magazin, discussed film studios ‘from studio to studio’.90

Radio dramas also addressed the studio: two radio plays featured in the summer of 1929 when the transition to sound was under way in Germany (see Chapter 3). The first, Der Zwischenfall (The Incident, 1929) written by Tilla Bunzl, is described as ‘a short audio comedy from a film studio’ which may imply that it was recorded in a studio rather than being specifically about studio work;91 however, the second, by scriptwriter Wilhelm Lichtenberg, is unambiguously described as a ‘film grotesque which takes place in a studio’.92 Karriere (Career, 1955) was a radio play from 1955 written by Christian Bock and described as providing a tale about the dangers of ambitious mothers pushing their daughters into film studios, ploughing yet again the familiar cautionary furrow we have already seen.93

Other media

Britain had a particularly symbiotic relationship between film and the nascent television industry: the BBC was established to inform, educate and entertain, and its television output, the first regular broadcasts of which took place in November 1936, was similarly interested in British film studios. During the autumn and winter of 1937, the BBC visited Pinewood, Denham and the Associated-British studio at Elstree to make ‘Round the Film Studios’ (two 15-minute programmes a day for a total of thirteen days). Unsurprisingly, film personalities were much in evidence, but studio managers were also keen that the TV cameras took in grounds and backlots, dressing rooms, prop stores and editing suites. While Picturegoer sneered that ‘one look at a … plasterers’ shop is enough for all time’, the studios were insistent that such spaces feature.94 At the time of broadcast, Pinewood, for instance, offered production space for hire, and so its managers were as interested in using television to advertise the studio to prospective tenants as they were in promoting the films being made there.95 There were practical considerations, too, not least that film studios could generate the electricity needed to power the BBC’s mobile production units and had space to erect temporary masts for signal transmission. The stability this afforded gave the BBC the confidence to broadcast a world first: a live remote conversation between a presenter at Alexandra Palace and interviewee Walter Mycroft, the studio’s head of production, at Elstree.96

After the war, the BBC converted Shepherd’s Bush for television production and, in 1953, built a ‘fake film studio’ on one of its stages for Stand-by to Shoot.97 A six-part murder-mystery set in a film studio, the programme investigated who killed caddish leading man Stirling Carr by replacing blanks with real bullets in guns used in a firing-squad sequence, and showing how the association between crime and the studio endured across different cultural forms. The decision to set a Saturday night drama in a film studio indicates the continuing cultural prestige of such a place in an age of increasing television ownership, even if presenting the studio as dangerous and chaotic might be understood as a tentative denigration of the older medium by the newer.

In France, the magazine L’Écran français was a leading voice in the defence of the post-war cinema industry and a key element of its strategy was to harvest public support by apprising cinemagoers of the work done behind the scenes. The work of studio professionals was given unprecedented visibility over sixteen illustrated features gathered under the series headline ‘Comment on fait un film’ (‘How a Film Is Made’), published between December 1946 and April 1947. The twin aims of informing and demystifying the world of studio activity were clearly set out in the first editorial: ‘Our readers will find in these articles a comprehensive and coherent panorama of how a film is made.’98 The articles showcased the many ‘métiers’ (crafts) of studio workers, foregrounding their artistry and creative skills in order to ‘shed light on the thousand and one secrets that, for you viewers, are the cinema’. Detailed explanations and accompanying images revealed aspects of filmmaking, from focal lengths to camera movements, from painting and decorating to set building, to editing and montage.

The magazine built on this by hosting a number of public events in association with the Association Travail et Culture.99 These were held in Parisian cinemas in spring 1948, and featured workers talking about and demonstrating their professions to the general public, and even school children. Jose Zendel, writing in April 1948, recounts the experience of a group of children who spent the afternoon watching a reconstruction of the shooting of a scene from Le Jour se lève (Daybreak, 1939), having seen the set erected, the lights adjusted and the dolly rig installed. For Zendel and his colleagues, this experience ‘is a masterstroke, letting us bring spectators comfortably sat in armchairs right into the heart of the studio’.100 A subsequent series, in 1951, revisited the studio professions, at the precise moment when the Joinville and Saint-Maurice studios were being threatened with closure. Once again, detailed and richly illustrated feature articles aimed to convince the public of the value, and the need to support an industry increasingly under threat.

Because film studios permeated the cultural imaginary, the cultural forms they appeared in were multifarious; they spanned theatre,101 magazine articles, art exhibitions,102 aerial photographs of studios published in the press,103 pop songs,104 cigarette cards105 and even mini-golf courses.106 Other forms of representation were less easily classifiable: for example, the Ufa-Lehrschau was a unique and ambitious archive with a library and an exhibition space that opened officially in January 1936 at Ufa’s Babelsberg site. The exhibition included descriptions of film production roles, costume sketches, models of film sets and illustrations of special effects.107 Such an example shows the desire of the studios to participate in their own representation and also to direct audiences towards a particular image of the studio.
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Figure 11.16 A feature in L’Écran français, 1951, on the shooting of the film Agence matrimoniale. L’Écran français no. 326, 10–16 October 1951. Public domain.

Conclusion

As we have seen, questions of branding and promotion are often closely linked to popular representations of the studio, and the mythologizing of studio activities benefitted producers and studio bosses. However, many of the types of production that used the studio as a setting or engaged with its activities fell outside of the studios’ control, and were free to indulge in sensationalist and negative depictions, often relying, across all of the countries studied, on similar tropes of physical and moral danger, especially for girls and women. While Steven Cohan has argued that the Hollywood backstudio picture ‘mystifies labour’, this was not always the case in the French, British, Italian and German representations examined in this chapter.108 Labour practices were shown, and to a certain extent demystified, and women’s work could be represented, and not just in a scandalous way. However, even within more sensationalist genres like crime films and novels, these accounts of studio life, in visual, literary, audio and other forms, could still be illuminating for audiences, and clearly responded to a desire for information about the mysterious and glamorous world of film production to which readers, listeners and spectators were inevitably outsiders. As ‘machines for enframing the world’, the studios’ self-reflexive and meta-cinematic processes of framing were subject to critique and praise, with the machinery often laid bare but just as often exaggerated and sensationalized.
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List of Studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy

Britain

Studios operating as film production facilities in the period 1930–60; as indicated, some continue as primarily TV studios. Not all studios operated continuously.

Beaconsfield (1922–70): Station Road, Beaconsfield.

Blackheath (GPO, Crown Film Units, 1933–43): Bennett Park, Blackheath.

Bray (Hammer Film Productions,1951–70): Windsor Road, Bray.

Brighton (1948–c.1960s): St Nicholas Road, Brighton.

Bushey (1913–85): Melbourne Road, Bushey.

Carlton Hill (1940s–c.1953): 72a Carlton Hill, St John’s Wood, London NW8.

Cricklewood (1920–38): Langton Road, Temple Road, Cricklewood, London.

Denham (1936–52): North Orbital Road, Denham, Buckinghamshire.

Ealing (1902–55): Ealing Green, London W5.

Elstree. There were, at different times, six film studios in Elstree, a small town located about 15 miles north-west of central London. Several of these had different names at different times. Dates refer to year of opening.

1.1914: Neptune, Ideal Blattner, Rock, British National (aka National), ATV, BBC: Clarendon Road/Eldon Avenue.

2.1925: British International Pictures (BIP), Associated British Picture Corporation (ABPC); EMI; aka ‘Elstree studio’: Shenley Road, Elstree.

3.1928: Whitehall, Audible Filmcraft, Consolidated, Julius Hagen Studios, MP Studios, Gate Studio (Rank): Station Road, Elstree.

4.1929: British and Dominions (aka Imperial studios): Shenley Road, Elstree.

5.1949 (built 1938): Amalgamated, MGM-British: Elstree Way, Boreham Wood.

6.c.1955: New Elstree, Danzigers: Watford Road, Elstree.

Hammersmith (1933–54): River Street, Hammersmith.

Highbury (1937–56), 96a Highbury New Park, Highbury, London N5.

Islington (Gainsborough, 1919–49): Poole Street, Islington, London.

Kensington (Viking) (1947–50): St Mary Abbot’s Place, Kensington, London.

Manchester (1947–54): Dickenson Road, Rusholme, Manchester.

Marylebone (1932–56): 245 Marylebone Road, London NW1.

Merton Park (1931–67): 269 Kingston Road, London SW19.

Moor Hall (Animation Studios, 1946–50): Cookham, Berkshire.

Pinewood (1936 to present): Iver Heath, Buckinghamshire.

Regent’s Park (1930s): 73–5 Albany Street, Regent’s Park, London.

Shepherd’s Bush (1912–49): Lime Grove, Shepherd’s Bush, London.

Shepperton (Sound City, 1932–present): Squires Bridge, Shepperton, Middlesex.

Southall (1924–56): Gladstone Road, Southall.

St John’s Wood (1957–73): St John’s Terrace, St John’s Wood, London.

Stroud (Halas & Batchelor Animation Studio, 1940–early 1970s): Cainscross, Stroud, Gloucestershire.

Teddington (1912–13): Broom Road, Teddington, London.

Twickenham (1913–present): The Baron’s, St Margaret’s, Twickenham.

Walton-on-Thames (1899–1961): Hurst Grove, Walton-on-Thames.

Welwyn (1928–50): Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden City.

Wembley (1926–2016): Raglan Gardens, Wembley Park.

Worton Hall, Isleworth (1913–52): Isleworth, London.

France

Names and addresses of French studio facilities active between 1930 and 1960 (addresses given according to current toponymy). This list only takes into account shooting studios and therefore does not include the thirty or so studios specializing in dubbing and post-synchronization work.

Apollo (1928–35): 5, rue de Puteaux, Paris.

Billancourt (1922–92): 49, quai du Point du jour, Billancourt.

Boulogne (1942–90): 2, rue Silly and 137, rue Jean-Baptiste Clément, Boulogne-sur- Seine.

Buttes-Chaumont – Gaumont (1905–53): 53, rue de la Villette, Paris.

Éclair (1907–present): avenue De Lattre Tassigny, Épinay-sur-Seine.

Francœur (1926–92): 6, rue Francœur, Paris.

François 1er (1935–late 1940s): 26bis, rue François 1er, Paris.

Haïk (1929–early 1950s): 178, rue Armand Silvestre, Courbevoie.

Jenner (1949–67): 25, rue Jenner, Paris.

Joinville – Pathé (1910–87): 20, avenue du Général Gallieni, Joinville-le-Pont.

Kraemer (1930s): 16, rue de Châteaudun, Asnière-sur-Seine.

La Garenne (1930s): 12, rue du Château, La Garenne-Colombes.

La Victorine (1919–present): 16, avenue Edouard Grinda, Nice.

Lhomond/Panthéon (1950–60): rue Lhomond, Paris.

Montsouris (1907–late 1930s): 90–92, rue de l’Amiral Mouchez and 6bis, Bd Jourdan, Paris.

Nicea-Film (1921–44): Saint-Laurent-du-Var.

Nord Film/Radio Cinéma/porte des Ternes (1919–39): 3, Bd Aurelles de Paladine, Paris.

Pagnol/Studios Gaumont de Marseille/Studios Saint-Maurice de Marseille (1934– 62): 14, impasse des Peupliers and 111, rue Jean Mermoz, Marseille.

Paramount – Studios de Saint-Maurice (1913–71): 7, rue des Réservoirs, Saint- Maurice.

Photosonor (1934–late 1940s): 17bis, quai de la Seine, Courbevoie.

Place Clichy – Forest – Studio de Montmartre (1929–early 1950s): 15, rue Forest, Paris.

Tobis/Filmsonor/Éclair (1913–present): 10 rue du Mont, Épinay-sur-Seine.

Sainte-Marthe – Paul Ricard (1952–61): 60, chemin des Bessons, Marseille.

Studios de Neuilly (1937–60): 42bis, Bd du Château, Neuilly-sur-Seine.

Studios de Royan (1937–44): rue Victor et Pierre Billault, Royan.

Vézelay (1936–1937): 16, rue Vézelay, Paris.

Germany

Names and addresses of studios active between 1930 and 1960, including studios specializing in particular products (animation, documentary). Some are likely to have been very temporary.

Althoff Atelier (1939–97): Alt Nowawes 116; 14482 Potsdam.

Ammersee Film-Atelier GmbH (1930s–78): Filmstraße 2, 82266 Inning am Ammersee.

Arca Atelier Berlin-Pichelsberg (1953–): Havelchausse 161, 14055 Berlin-Westend.

Atelier Deutschlandhalle (1935–43): Messedamm 26; 14055 Westend, Berlin.

Babelsberg (1912–): August Bebel-Strasse 26–53, 14482 Potsdam.

BB Atelier/Sirius-Atelier Steglitz (1909–early 1930s): Berlinickestraße 11; 12165 Berlin-Steglitz.

Bendestorf (1948–2015): Am Schierenberg 2, 21227 Bendestorf.

Bioskop (1907–early 1930s): Chaussestrasse 123; 10115 Berlin-Mitte.

Carlton-Film Atelier/ Atelier Munich (late 1940s to 1960s): Tulbeckstraße 27(/29) 80339 München.

CCC (1949–) Daumstrasse 49–51, 13599 Berlin-Spandau.

Divina-Atelier Baldham (1954–early 1960s): Waldstrasse 17, Baldham, 85598 Vaterstetten.

Dresden-Gorbitz (1938–2000): Kesselsdorfer Straße 208, Dresden.

Düsseldorf-Benrath (1948–50s): Hochbunker, Paulsmühlenstrasse 26, Düsseldorf and Urdenbacher Dorfstrasse 59.

EFA-Atelier (1925–43): Cicerostrasse 2–6, Berlin-Halensee.

Filmwerke Staaken (1923–34): Filmwerkeweg, 13591 Spandau, Berlin.

Geiselgasteig (1919–): Bavariafilmplatz 7, 82031 Munich-Grünwald.

Göttingen (1948–61): August-Spindler-Strasse 11, 37079 Göttingen.

Hamburg-Heiligengeistfeld/Pontus-Atelier (1950–9): Feldstraße Bunker (Flakturm IV/’St. Pauli-Bunker’).

Hamburg-Ohlstedt/Alster-Film Atelier Breckwoldt & Co. (late 1940s): Schulweg 9, Hamburg-Ohlstedt.

Hamburg-Rahlstedt (late 1940s): Rahlstedter Kamp/Sieker Landstrasse; Hamburg-Rahlstedt.

Johannisthal/Jofa-Atelier (1920–91): Strasse am Flugplatz 6a, 12487 Berlin- Johannisthal.

Lignose-Hörfilm-Atelier/Tobis-Melofilm-Atelier/Vitascope (1912–30s): Lindenstrasse 32, 10969 Berlin.

Ondia-Film Studio (late 1940s): formerly Kaiserallee, today Bundesallee 1–2, Berlin-Wilmersdorf.

Studio Hamburg Wandsbek (1948–): Tonndorfer Hauptsstrasse 90, Hamburg-Wandsbek.

Tempelhof (1913–): Oberlandstraße 26–35, 12099 Berlin-Tempelhof.

Terra Glashaus, Berlin-Marienfelde (1913–39): Wilhelm von Siemens-Strasse 46–48, Berlin-Marienfelde.

Tobis-Atelier, Berlin-Grunewald (1924–44): Eichkampstrasse 152/Am Königsweg 1, Berlin-Grunewald.

Tonfilmstudio Carl Froelich, Tempelhof (1918–43): Borussia-Strasse 45–49, Berlin-Tempelhof.

Vera-Filmwerke (1919–32): Alsterkrugchaussee 192, Hamburg-Alsterdorf.

Wiesbaden/AFIFA/Taunus (1949–98): Unter den Eichen 5, 65195 Wiesbaden Nordost.

Italy

Names and addresses of Italian studio facilities active between 1930 and 1960 (addresses given according to current toponymy).

Caesar (Quirinus > Scalera > Titanus): Via di Circonvallazione Appia 110, Rome.

Capitani: Via degli Avignonesi 30, Rome.

Centro Sperimentale di Cinematografia: Via Tuscolana 1524, Rome.

Cinecittà: Via Tuscolana 1055, Rome.

Cinelandia (ICET-De Paolis): Viale Europa 44, Cologno Monzese (Milan).

Cines: Via Vejo 54, Rome.

Cinisello Balsamo: Via De Vizzi 35, Cologno Monzese (Milan).

De Paolis (Elica Film): Via Tiburtina 521, Rome.

Dinocittà: Via di Castel Romano 200, Rome.

Elios: Via Tiburtina 1361, Rome.

Farnesina (Titanus): Via della Farnesina 15, Rome.

Fert: Via Corso Lombardia 194, Turin.

Icet: Via Pestalozzi 18, Milan.

Incom (Dear): Via Nomentana 833, Rome.

Istituto LUCE: Piazza di Cinecittà 11, Rome.

Itala Film (Positiva): Via Luisa del Carretto 44, Turin.

Milano Films: Via di Baldinucci 60, Milan.

OFS (Sicania): Via Bentinvenga 68, Palermo.

Pisorno (Cosmopolitan): Via Antonio Valente, 60, Tirrenia.

Ponti-De Laurentiis: Via della Vasca Navale 58, Rome.

SAFA-Palatino: Piazza San Giovanni e Paolo, Rome.

SAFIR (ACI): Lungotevere Armando Diaz, Rome.

Scalera (Venice): Fondamenta delle Convertite 732, Isle of Giudecca (Venice).

Videa: Via Livigno 50, Rome.
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Corbeau, Le (The Raven, 1943) here

Cordy, Raymond here

Corpse in the Coupe, The (1951) here

Correll, Ernst Hugo here

Corsaire, Le (The Pirate, 1939) here

Corti, Francesco here

Cosmopolitan Film see Pisorno studio

cost tests here

Costil, Edgar here

Côte d’Argent studios see Royan studios

Cottet, André here

Cotton, Joseph here

country house studios here

Courbevoie studios

Haïk, Studios de la Seine here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Photosonor here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Courmes, Marcel here

Couzinet, Émile here, here

Craig, Sir Edward Gordon here

Cricklewood here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Cristaldi, Franco here, here

Cristiani, Luigi here

Crosby, Bing here

Cross, Bette here

Cserépy, Arzén von here

CTM Laboratories here

Cummings, Constance here

Cunynghame, David here

Czinner, Paul here

D’Abbes, Ingram here

D’Ancora, Maurizio here

D’Angelo, Salvo here, here

Dachorganisation der Filmschaffenden Deutschlands (DACHO) here

Dagover, Lil here

Dall’Olio, Claudio here

Daniel-Norman, Jean here

Danziger brothers here

Daquin, Louis here, here

Darrieux, Danielle here, here

Daven, André here

David, Charles here, here

Davidson, Paul here, here, here

Dawson, Norma here

Day at Denham, A (1939) here, here

Day, Josette here

De Angelis, Augusto here

De Benedetti, Aldo here

De Forest, Lee here, here

De Klap (The Clapperboard, magazine) here

De Lane Lea, William here

De Laurentiis, Dino here, here, here, here, here, here

De Laurentiis, Luigi here

De Matteis, Maria here, here

De Paolis, Angelo here

De Paolis studio here, here, here

De Robertis, Francesco here

De Sica, Vittorio here, here

De Venloo film company here

Deadlock (1931) here

Dear Film (company) here

Death on the Set (1935) here

Death Took a Greek God (1937) here

Decision Before Dawn (1950) here

Decla-Bioscop company here

Decoin, Henri here

DEFA here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Deferre Plan, Marseille here

Deferre, Gaston here

Del Bufalo, Luciano here

Del Frate, Amelia here

Del Giudice, Filippo here, here, here, here, here

Delac, Charles here

Delacommune, Charles here

Delacroix, Charles here

Delli Colli, Tonino here

Deluxe here

Denham Studios here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Denis, Auguste here

Derain, Lucie here, here

Dernier des six, Le (The Last One of the Six, 1941) here

Désiré (1937) here

Despair (1978) here

Deutsch, Oscar here

Deutsche Arbeitsfront (DAF) here, here

Deutsche Bank here

Deutsche Bioskop-Gmbh here, here, here

Deutsche Film Aktiengesellschaft see DEFA

Deutsche Filmakademie here

Deutsche Mutoskop- und Biograph GmbH here

Deutsche Vitascope GmbH here, here, here, here

Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (DGB) here

Dey, Charlotte here

Deyers, Lien here

Dickinson, Thorold here

Diehl Brothers here

Dieterle, William (Wilhelm) here

Dietrich, Marlene here, here, here, here, here

Dillon, Carmen here, here

Dinocittà here, here, here, here, here

Dior, Christian here

Direzione Generale per la Cinematografia (DGC) here

Discina here

Dissolvenza al nero (Fade to Black, 1994) here

Distel, Hermann here

Divieto di sosta (No Waiting, 1941) here

Divina Studios, Baldham here, here

Divorzio all’italiana (Divorce, Italian- Style, 1961) here

Dolce Vita, La (The Sweet Life, 1960) here

Domani èun altro giorno (Tomorrow is Another Day, 1951) here, here

Don Bosco here

donna della montagna, La (The Mountain Woman, 1944) here

Donnez-moi ma chance (Give Me My Chance, 1957) here

Dopolavoro here, here, here, here–here

Dora Nelson (1935) here

Dora Nelson (1940) here, here, here

Dörfler, Ferdinand here

Doro, Mino here

Douarinou, Jean here

Douy, Max here

Down Place, Bray here

Dr Mabuse, der Spieler (Dr Mabuse The Gambler, 1921) here, here

Drama in der Filmfabrik, Das (Drama in the Film Studio, 1923) here

Draufgänger, Der (The Daredevil, 1931) here

Drei wunderschöneTage (Three Wonderful Days, 1938) here

Dreizehn Mann und eine Kanone (Thirteen Men and a Gun, 1938) here

Dresden-Gorbitz studio here, here

Dréville, Jean here

Drôle de Drame (Bizarre, Bizarre, 1937) here

Drum, The (1938) here

dubbing here, here, here, here, here, here

facilities here–here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here–here, here

tax here

Duchesse de Langeais, La (Wicked Duchess, 1941) here

Due cuori felici (Two Happy Hearts, 1932) here

Due cuori fra le belve (Two Hearts Among the Beasts, 1942) here

Due lettere anonime (Two Anonymous Letters, 1946) here

Due milioni per un sorriso (Two Million for a Smile, 1939) here

Duel in the Jungle (1954) here

Dufay, Louis here

Dufaycolor here

Dugromacolor here

Dulac, Germaine here

Dumesnil, Gaston here

Dupont, E. A. here

Duskes company here

Duskes, Alfred here

Düsseldorf-Benrath here

Duvivier, Julien here, here, here

Dymschitz, Major Alexander here

Ealing Corporation here

Ealing Studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Eastlake, Sam here

Eastman Color here, here, here, here, here

Eastman Kodak here

Ebner, Eva here

Éclair studios (Épinay-sur-Seine) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

École des femmes, L’ (School for Wives, 1662, play) here

École technique de photographie et de cinématographie here

Economic Cooperation Administration (ECA) here

Edison, Thomas A. here

EFA-Atelier (Europäische Film-Allianz), Berlin Halensee here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Eggerth, Marta here, here, here

Ehe im Schatten (Marriage in the Shadows, 1947) here

Eichberg, Richard here

Einbrecher (Burglars, 1930) here

Eisenstein, Sergei here

Electrical Trades Union (ETU) here, here, here, here, here

electricity here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here

accidents here–here

lighting here, here, here, here

shortages here, here, here, here

electrocution here, here, here

Elica Film studio here, here, here

see also De Paolis studio

Elios Film studio here, here

Elios-Titanus here

Elisabeth geht zum Tonfilm (Elisabeth Gets into Sound Film, 1932) here–here

Elizabeth, Princess (future Elizabeth II) here

Elstree here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

see also Amalgamated/MGM British, Elstree; Associated British Picture Corporation (ABPC); British & Dominion, Elstree; British International Pictures (BIP), Elstree; Neptune studio, Elstree

Elstree Calling (1930) here

Elton, Arthur here

Elusive Pimpernel, The (1950) here

Elvin, George here

Emelka company (see also Geiselgasteig) here, here, here, here

employment, terms and conditions here–here

Enfants du paradis, Les (Children of Paradise, 1943) here

Enfants terribles, Les (The Strange Ones, 1949) here

Enock, Arthur Guy here

Ensink, Elsa here

Ente Autonomo Tirrenia here

Ente Nazionale di Previdenza e Assistenza Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (ENPALS) here

Ente Nazionale Industrie Cinematografiche (ENIC) here

Ente nazionale per la cinematografia (ENAC) here

Épinay studios see Éclair studios (Épinay-sur-Seine) and Tobis studios

Épinay-sur-Seine Eraclit (insulation material) here, here

Esher, Surrey, proposed studio here, here

Esway, Alexandre here

Établissements Braunberger-Richebé here, here, here, here

Etna film here

European Recovery Program (ERP; Marshall Plan) here, here

Fabic, Stanislav here

Fabiola (1949) here

Fabuleux destin de Désirée Clary, Le (Mlle Desiree, 1942) here

Face on the Cutting Room Floor, The (1937) here

Fade Into Murder (1947) here

Faesite (insulation material) here

Fahrenkamp, Emil here

Fame is the Spur (1947) here

Famous Players Lasky here–here, here, here

Fanck, Arnold here

Fantasmi in Cinecittà (Ghosts in Cinecittà, 1940) here

Farbfilm Versuchsgebäude (colour laboratory) here

Farnesina studio here, here, here, here, here, here

see also Titanus

Fassbinder, Rainer Werner here

Fatto di cronaca (News Story, 1945) here

Fauny, Pierre here

Fédération Nationale des Syndicats d’Artisans Français du Film (FNSAFF) here, here, here

Federazione Italiana Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (FILS) here

Federazione Nazionale Fascista dei Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (FULS) here, here

Federazione Nazionale Fascista delle Industrie del Teatro, Cinematografo e Affini here

Federazione Unitaria Lavoratori dello Spettacolo (FULS) here

Fedorov here

Fehling, Ilse here

Feinde (Enemies, 1940) here

Feld, Hans here

Feldman, Simon here, here

Fellini, Federico here, here

FEMIS here

Femme de la Nuit, La (Woman of the Night, 1934) here

Femme invisible, La (The Invisible Woman, 1933) here

Ferida, Luisa here

Fernandel here, here

Fernsehsender studios, Paris here

Ferrania film here, here, here, here, here

Ferraniacolor here, here, here, here

Ferrario, Davide

Fert here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

festive events here–here

Feuillère, Edwige here, here

Feyder, Jacques here, here, here, here, here, here, here

fiction films about studios here–here

Fides et Labor here

Film d’Arte Italiana here

Film Europe project here

Film mit Hindernissen (Film with Hurdles, 1931) here

Film Producers Group of the Federation of British Industries here

Film Studio Murder (1937) here

Film University Babelsberg Konrad Wolf here

Filma company here

Filmaufbau GmbH here

Film-Finanz GmbH here

Filmkomparsin Maria Weidmann (Maria Weidmann, Film Extra, 1933) here

Film-Kopierwek Friedrich and Ludwig Epkens, Cologne here

Film-Lehrschau here

Film-Magazin, Das (radio programme) here

Film-Union (German distributor) here

Films Act (UK) here, here

Films Bank (UK) here

Films Borderie here

Filmstad Amsterdam here

Filmstad Den Haag here

Filmwerke Staaken here, here, here, here, here

Filmzauber (Film Magic, 1934) here

Final Test, The (1952) here

Finalmente l’alba (Finally Dawn, 2023) here

financial crisis (1937) here

fires here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here

First National here, here, here

Fleck, Luise here

Florey, Robert here, here

Flying Doctor, The (1936) here

Fono Film here

Fono Roma here, here

Fontaine, Joan here

Ford, Aleksander here

Foreign Affair, A (1948) here

Foreman, Carl here

Foreman Went to France, The (1942) here

Forfaiture (The Cheat, 1937) 654

Forrest, Norman

Forst, Willi here

fortuna di Zanze, La (Zanze’s Luck, 1933) here

Forzano, Giovacchino here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Fosse, Bob here

Fotocinema (later Boschi) here

Fotovox (dubbing) here, here

Four Feathers, The (1939) here

Four Just Men, The (1939) here

Fourré-Cormeray, Michel here, here

Fox here, here

Fox-British here, here

France-Libre Actualités here

Francita here, here, here

Franco-Film here

François hereer studios here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

François Villon (1945) here

François-Poncet, André here

Francour studios see Pathé studios, Francoeur (Paris) Frank, Nino here, here, here

Franstudio group here, here, here

see also Pathé studios and Gaumont studios)

Frauen sind doch bessere Diplomaten (Women are Better Diplomats, 1941) here, here

Frauenstunde (Woman’s Hour, radio programme) here

Fräulein von Scuderi, Das (Mademoiselle de Scuderi, 1955) here

Freddi, Luigi here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Freedom Radio (1941) here, here

Freiburg studio here

Freie Deutsche Jugend (FDJ) here

Freier Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund (FDGB) here

Freilichtatelier (outdoor studio) here

Freiwillige Selbstkontrolle der Filmwirtschaft (FSK) here

Frensel-lensed spotlights here

Freshman, William here

Fresnay, Pierre here

Frič, Martin (Martin Fritsch) here

Fritsch, Willy here

Fritzkarl und Mieze Meyer, eine Filmdetektivgeschichte (Fritzkarl and Mieze Meyer, a Movie Detective Story, 1919) here

Froelich, Carl here, here, here, here

Fröhlich, Gustav here

Fry, Maxwell here

Fuga a due voci (Music on the Run, 1943) here

Full Screen Ahead (1957) here

Furse, Roger K. here, here

Gabin, Jean here, here, here, here, here

Gad, Urban here

Gainsborough Studios, Islington here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Gallone, Carmine here, here, here, here, here

Galloping Major, The (1951) here

Gamberini, Italo here

Gance, Abel here, here

Gandolfi, Arturo here

Gang in die Nacht, Der (Journey Into the Night, 1920) here

Garat, Henri here

Garavellone, Francesco here

Garbuglia, Mario here, here, here

Garozzo, Nella here

Garson, Greer here

Garzarolli, Grete here

Gasparcolor here, here

Gate Studio, Elstree here–here

Gater, Sir George here

Gater report here, here

Gaumont, Léon here, here

Gaumont-British studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Gaumont-Palace here

Gaumont Franco Film Aubert group see GFFA

Gaumont-Petersen-Poulsen here

Gaumont studios

Buttes-Chaumont (Paris) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Victorine (Nice) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

GDB (dubbing) here

Geiselgasteig studios, Munich here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

German Propaganda Staffel here, here

Germanin – Die Geschichte einer kolonialen Tat (The Story of a Colonial Deed, 1942) here

Germi, Pietro here

Gesetz zur Ordnung der nationalen Arbeit (AOG) here

Gevacolor here

Geyer-Werke here, here, here

GFFA here, here, here, here

Giacalone, Alberto here

Giarabub (1942) here

Giardini della Biennale here, see also Cinevillaggio

Gigli, Benjamino here, here

Girl Died Singing, A (1952) here

Giudecca studio see Scalera studio, Venice

Giuseppe Verdi (1938) here

Gloria here

Glory, Marie here, here

Glover, C. W., and partners (1930) here

Godard, Jean-Luc here

Goebbels, Joseph here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Goetz, Wolfgang here

goldene Galeere, Die (The Golden Galleon, 1930) here

goldene Stadt, Die (The Golden City, 1942) here, here

Goldilocks’ zone here

Goodbye Mr Chips (1939) here

Gorgone, Francesco here

Göttingen studio here, here, here, here, here, here

Grade, Lew here

Gralswunder, Das (The Miracle of the Holy Grail, 1926) here

Granger and Leathart here

Granger, Stewart here

Gray, Hugh here

Great Depression here

Green for Danger (1946) here

Green, Edward here

Greenbaum, Jules here

Greene, Graham here

Greifer, Der (The Copper, 1930) here

Greven, Alfred here, here, here, here

Gréville, Edmond T. here, here

Grieving, Hermann here, here, here

Gropius, Walter here, here, here, here, here, here

große Bluff, Der (The Big Bluff, 1932–here) here

große Regisseur, Der (The Great Director, 1955) here

große Sehnsucht, Die (The Great Desire, 1930) here, here

Großes Festspielhaus, Salzburg here

Grossman, Joe here

Grosz, Wilhelm here

Grune, Karl here

Grunewald-Atelier here

Gualino, Riccardo here

Gualtierotti, Gualtiero here

Guerra e pace/War and Peace (1956) here, here, here

Guggenheim, Fritz here

Guidi, Cestelli here

Guissart René here, here

Guitry, Sacha here, here

Gulbrand here

Guy-Blaché, Alice here

Hackenberger, Willi here

Hagen, Julius here, here

Haggiag, Robert here

Hahn, Manon here

Haïk studios, see Courbevoie studios, Haïk, studios de la Seine

Haïk, Jacques here, here, here, here, here, here

Hain, Paul here

Hamburg-Heiligengeistfeld/Pontus-Atelier here, here–here, here

Hamburg-Rahlstedt here, here, here, here

Hamlet (1948) here, here, here

Hammer (film production company) here

Hammersmith Studios here, here

Handjian, Roger here

Hands of Orlac, The/Les Mains d’Orlac (1960) here

Hans im Glück (Hans in Luck, 1935) here

Happé, Bernard here

Happy Ever After (1954) here

Harispuru, Édouard here

Harker, Gordon here

Harlan, Veit here

Harlem (1943) here, here, here, here

Harvey, Lilian here, here, here, here, here, here

Hassan, Prince Sidi (future King of Morocco) here

Hasso, Signe here

health and safety here–here

Heatherden Hall here

Heckroth, Hein here–here

Heesters, Johannes here

Hegewald, Liddy here

Heidelberg glasshouse studio here

Heidmann, Josef here

Heimat film here, here

Heldmann, Josef here

Helm, Brigitte here

Henrion carbons here

Henry Boot (Garden Estates) Ltd. here

Henry V (1944) here, here

Herain, Pierre de here

Herrin der Welt, Die (Mistress of the World, 1918) here

Hess, Rudolf here

Het Groene Blaadje (The Green Sheet, magazine) here

Hexer, Der (The Ringer, 1956, TV programme) here

Highbury here, here

Hippler, Fritz here

Hiscott, Leslie here

Hitchcock, Alfred here, here, here, here, here, here

Hitler Jugend (Hitler Youth) here

Hitler m’a dit (HitlerTold Me, 1940) here

Hitler, Adolf here, here, here, here, here, here

Hochet, Louis here

Höhn, Carola here

Hold Your Hats (abandoned film project) here

Holiday with Pay Act (1938) here

Hollaender, Friedrich here

Hollywood here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Hollywood on the Tiber phenomenon here, here, here, here, here

Holmes, Philipps here

Holmes, Samuel here

Homme qui cherche la vérité, L’ (The Man Who Seeks the Truth, 1939) here

Höppener-Flatow, Wolfgang here, here

Hörbiger, Paul here

Horn, Camilla here, here

Horney, Brigitte here

Hostivař studio here

Hotel Adlon here

Hôtel du Nord (1938) here

How I Won The War (1967) here

How Talkies Talk (1935) here

Howard, E. and partners (1931) here

Hugenberg, Alfred here, here

Hugo, Victor here

Huisman, Georges here

Hussain, Ahmed here

I Know Where I’m Going! (1945) here

ICI (Industrie Cinematografiche Italiane) here

ICD (Information Control Division) here

Icet studio, Milan here, here, here

Ich denke oft an Piroschka (I often think of Piroschka, 1955) here

Ideal Home Exhibition (1947) here

Idéal Sonore (sound projection system) here

IDHEC here, here

Imbarco a Mezzanotte/Stranger on the Prowl (1952) here

in-house magazines here–here

In Which We Serve (1942) here, here, here

INCIR-De Paolis here

Incom studio here, here, here, here

Independent Frame here, here, here

indische Grabmal, Das (The Indian Tomb, 1921) here

industrial cinematographic zone, Italy here, here, here, here

Ingram, Rex here

innocente Casimiro, L’ (The Innocent Casimiro,1945) here

Ins Zauberreich des Films (Into the Magical Kingdom of Film, 1930) here, here

Institut des Hautes Études Cinématographiques (French Institute of Advanced Film Studies)

insulation

acoustic here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

electric wiring here

International Congress of Motion Picture Technique (Turin) here

International Film Union (IFU) here

International Labour Office (ILO) here, here

international traffic, wartime here–here

Intimate Stranger, The (1956) here

intoccabili, Gli (Machine Gun McCain,1969) here–here

Inventiamo l’amore (Let’s Invent Love, 1938) here

invincibili tre, Gli (3 Avengers, 1964) here

Irgendwo in Berlin (Somewhere in Berlin, 1946) here

Iribe, Marie-Louise here

Irmen-Tschet, Konstantin here, here

Islington here

Shepherd’s Bush here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

ISTAT here

Istituto LUCE here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Istituto Mobiliare Italiano (IMI) here, here, here

Itala Acustica (dubbing) here, here

Itala Film here, here, here

Italian Association of Cinema Technicians (ATIC) here

Ivan Grozny (Ivan the Terrible, 1944–here) here

Ivanhoe (1952) here, here

Ivens, Joris here

Jacobini, Vincenzo here

Jacoby, Georg here

Jagd nach der Filmdiva, Die (The Hunt for the Film Diva, 1930) here

Jannings, Emil here, here

Januskopf, Der (The Head of Janus, 1920) here

Jenner Studios here, here

Joffres, Robert here

Johannisthal studios (Jofa-Atelier; Tobis), Berlin here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Joinville studios, see Pathé studios, Joinville-le-PontJougla here

jour se lève, Le (Daybreak, 1939) here, here, here

Jugendstunde (Youth Hour, radio programme) here

Jülich, Herta here

Junge mit der grossen Klappe, Der (The Boy with the Large Clapperboard, 1949) here

Junge, Alfred here, here, here

Junge, Helmut here, here

Junge-Film-Union here

Jupiter lamps here

Jürgensen, Peter here

Jutzi, Phil here

Kalmus, Natalie here

kalte Herz, Das (The Cold Heart, 1950) here

Kamenka, Sacha here

Kampf der Tertia, Der (The Battle of the Tertia, 1928) here

Kane, Robert T. here

Karma/Naagan Ki Raagini (1933) here

Karriere (Career, 1955) here

Kay’s Lab here

Keaton, Buster here

Kelber, Michel here

Kendall, Henry here

Kenwood, Clive

Kermesse héroïque, La (Carnival in Flanders, 1935) here, here

Kerr, Deborah here

Kettelhut, Erich here

Kiepura, Jan here, here

Kimmich, Max here

Kind der Donau, Das (The Child of the Donau, 1950) here

King of the Damned (1935) here

King Solomon’s Mines (1937) here

Kipps (1941) here, here

Kirby, Joyce here

Kitchen sink dramas here

Klangfilm here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Klaus, Cornelia here

kleine Konditorei, Die (The Little Pastry Shop, 1930) here

Kleine, George here

Klieg light here

Koch, Carl here, here

Kodak factory, Vincennes here

Kohtz, Otto here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here

Kolberg (1944) here

Kongreß tanzt, Der/Congress Dances/Le congrès s’amuse (1931) here

Koppel, Walter here

Korda, Alexander here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Korda, Vincent here

Korting & Mathiessen here

Kortner, Fritz here

Koss, Irene here

Koster, Reinhard here

Kraft durch Freude (KdF) here, here, here

Krampf, Günther here

Kreuth, Wildbad (Bavaria) here

Kreutzberg, Lola here

Krier, Jacques here

Krish, John here

Krupp, Friedrich here, here

Kubaschewski, Ilse here, here

Kubrick, Stanley here

Küchenmeister-Tobis-Klangfilm conglomerate here

Küsse, die töten (Kisses That Kill, 1958) here

L. C. B. Filmstad Den Haag in Wassenaar, here

L’Herbier, Marcel here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Labrely, Henri here

Lachman, Harry here

Lacombe, Georges here, here, here

Lagorio, Alexander von here

Lall, Dewan Ram here

Lambert, Käthe here

Lamberti, Edoardo here

Lampen an – Lampen aus! (Lights On – Lights Off!, 1935) here

Lanchester, Elsa here

Land ohne Frauen, Das (The Land Without Women, 1929) here

Lang, André here

Lang, Fritz here, here, here, here

Lauer, Marc here, here

Launder, Frank here

Laurent, Hugues here

Laye, Evelyn here

Le Bon, Roger here

Le Chanois, Jean-Paul here, here, here, here, here

Le Corbusier here, here

Le Prieur, Yves here

League of Nations’ sanctions (1935–here) here

Leander, Zarah here

Leben führt Regie, Das (Life Directs, 1954) here

Leblond, Georges here

Lechner, Theo here

Lee, Annabel here

Legends of the Lost (1957) here

Leighton, Margaret here

Leise flehen meine Lieder (Gently My Songs Entreat, 1933) here

Leni, Paul here

Lennon, John here

Lenzi, Umberto here

Leonardo (studio) here

LeRoy, Mervyn here

Lester, Richard here

letzte Mann, Der (The Last Laugh, 1924) here

Leuchtfeuer (The Beacon, 1954) here

Leverkusen (city) here

Levy, Benn here

Levy, Eady here, here

Ley, Robert here

Lhomond studio here, here

Libera, Adalberto here

Lichtenberg, Wilhelm here

Liebe im Tonfilmatelier (Love in the Sound Film Studio, 1933) here

Liebeswalzer (Love Waltz, 1930) here

Life and Death of Colonel Blimp, The (1943) here, here, here

lighting

arc here, here, here, here, here, here

artificial here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here

equipment here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here

incandescent here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Klieg here

natural here, here, here, here, here, here

Lion, Yves here

Literaria production company here

Littlejohn, John here

Livermann, Carl S. here, here

Lola Montès (1955) here

Lollobrigida, Gina here

Lombardi, Angelo here

Lombardo, Goffredo here, here, here

Lombardo, Gustavo here, here

Lombardo Film here

London Airport here

London Film Productions here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Loren, Sophia here, here, here

Lorre, Peter here

Losey, Joseph here, here

Love Lottery, The (1954) here

Love Story (1944) here

Lubitsch, Ernst here, here, here

Lucarelli Film here

LUCE see Istituto LUCE

Lüdecke, Wenzel here

Lumière, Auguste and Louis here

Luna Park (2021) here

Lunde, Dr. Gulbrand (Little Goebbels) here, here

Lütge, Karl here

Lux here

Machatý, Gustav here

Maciste series here

Mack, Angela here

Madame Bovary (1937) here

Madame Sans-Gêne (1941) here, here

Madame Sans-Gêne/Madame (1961) here

Mädel will zum Film, Ein (A Girl Wants to get Into Film, 1933) here

Magic Box, The (ABPC Elstree, 1951) here

Magic Fire (1955) here

Magnani, Anna here

Mahé, Henri here

Mainz, Friedrich here

Major Barbara (1941) here

Malasomma, Nunzio here

Malavasi, Antonio here

Malenotti, Maleno here

Malheurs de Sophie, Les (Sophie’s Misfortune, 1945) here

Mallet-Stevens, Robert here, here

Malo, Georges here

Man lebt nur zweimal (You Only Live Twice, 1950) here

Man on a Tightrope (1953) here

Manchester here, here, here

Mancunian Studios, Manchester here, here

Mangano, Silvana here

Mann, Ned here, here

Mantegazza, Carlo here

Manurita, Giovanni here

Marais, Jean here

Marchetti, Roger here

Marchi, Virgilio here

Mariage de Chiffon, Le (The Marriage of Chiffon, 1942) here

Mariage de Ramuntcho, Le (The Marriage of Ramuntcho, 1946) here

Marignan-Pathé here

Marion, Denis here

Marlène (1949) here

Marseille studios see Pagnol studios (Marseille); Paul Ricard studios (Marseille)

Marshall Plan here, here

Marzola, Luci here

Mascarini, Giovanni here

Mason, William H. here

Masonite here

Matter of Life and Death, A (1946) here

Maur, Meinhart here

May, Joe here, here

Maytime in Mayfair (1949) here

McCabe, Cameron here

Mediaset here

Medin, Gastone here

Meerson, Lazare here, here, here, here, here

Méliès studio (Montreuil) here

Méliès, Georges here, here, here, here

Melodie des Herzens (Melody of the Heart, 1929) here

Melville, Jean-Pierre here

Menaces (Threats, 1939) here

Menardi, Christoph here

Menchen studios see Tobis studios, Épinay-sur-Seine Mendel, Georg Victor here

Menjou, Adolphe here

Mépris, Le (Contempt, 1963) here

Mercanton, Louis here

Merton Park here

Messel, Oliver here

Messrs Joseph here, here, here

Messter, Oskar here, here, here, here, here

Messter-Atelier, Blücherstrasse here

Metropolis (1927) here, here

Metropolitan studio, Southall here

Meyer, Dr Erwin here

Meyer, Rolf here, here

Mezzasoma, Ferdinando here

MGM here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

MGM-British (Elstree) here, here, here, here

Michael and Mary (1931) here

Microtecnica here

Milano Films here, here, here

Miller, Arthur here

Minerva Film here

Ministries of Labour and Supply here

Ministry of Aircraft Production here

Ministry of Popular Culture here

Ministry of Press and Propaganda here

Miniver Story, The (1950) here

Minnelli, Vincente here

Miracolo a Milano (Miracle in Milan, 1951) here–here

Misérables, Les/Die Elenden (The Miserables, 1958) here

miserie del Signor Travet, Le (His Young Wife) here

mistero di Cinecittà, Il (The Mystery of Cinecittà, 1941) here–here

Mittenwald (Bavaria) here

Möbius P. P. here

Modern Architecture Research Group here

Moguy, Léonide here, here, here

Mole-Richardson here, here, here

Molière here, here

Mon gosse de père (The Parisian, 1930) here, here

Mondi, Bruno here

Monnet Plan here, here, here

montage here, here, here

Montand, Yves here

Monteleoni, Giulio here

Montreuil here

Vincennes here

Montsouris studios here, here, here, here

Mord auf Zelluloid (Death on Celluloid, 1951) here

Mord im Filmatelier (Death in the Film Studio, 1955) here

Mörder sind unter uns, Die (The Murderers are Among Us, 1946) here

Mordprozess Dr Jordan (Murder Trial Dr Jordan, 1949) here

Morel, Sybil here

Morgan, Michèle here

Morland, Nigel here

Morlay, Gaby here

Mörlenbach (Hesse) here

Most, William here, here

Mougins project here, here, here, here, here

Movietone company here, here

Moviola here

Mr Arkadin (Confidential Report, 1955) here

Mügge, Vera here

Mugler, Philippe here

Müller, Renate here

multi-language versions (MLVs) here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here

Münchhausen (1942) here, here, here

Münchner Kunstfilm-Atelier here

Münchner Lichtspielkunst GmbH here

Munich Agreement here

Murat, Jean here

Murder/Mary(1930) here

Murnau, Friedrich Wilhelm here

Mussolini, Benito here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Mussolini, Vittorio here, here, here, here

Muthesius, Hermann here

Muto-Atelier, Lankwitz here

Mutter Krausens Fahrt ins Glück (Mother Krause’s Journey to Happiness, 1929) here

My Lucky Star (1933) here, here

Mycroft, Walter here

Mystère de la Villa Rose, Le (1930) see At the Villa Rose

Nachbaur frères (1913) here

Nacht gehört uns, Die (The Night is Ours, 1929) here

Nachts wenn der Teufel kam (The Devil Came at Night, 1957) here

Nagy, Käthe von (Kate de Nagy) here

Nalpas, Louis here, here

Napoléon (1927) here

Nash, Percy here

Natan, Bernard here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Natan, Émile here

National Association of Theatrical (and Kine) Employees (NAT(K)E) here, here, here, here, here, here, here

National Film Finance Corporation here

National Socialist Workers’ Party (NSDAP) here

nave bianca, La (The White Ship, 1942) here

Neagle, Anna here

Negri, Pola here

Négrier, Camille here

Negulesco, Jean here

Nelissen, Suzette here

Neptune Film Company here

Neptune studios, Elstree here, here, here

Netflix here

Nettlefold Studio Bulletin here

Nettlefold studios, Walton-on-Thames here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Neubabelsberg (suburb) here, here, here

Neufeld, Max here, here

Neuilly studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Neumann, Elisabeth here

Neumann, Ilse here

New World Films studio here

Nice studios see Gaumont studios, Victorine (Nice)

Nicea-Film studios (Saint-Laurent-du- Var) here, here, here, here

Nicholas & Dixon-Spain (renovations, 1930–here) here

Nickel, Gitta here

Nielsen, Asta here, here

Niermans, Edouard-Jean here, here

Night People (1954) here

Nikkatsu studios, Tokyo here

Niven, David here

non-fiction films here–here

Non siamo sposati/Nous ne sommes pas mariés (We Are not Married, 1945) here

Nordische Film GmbH here

Nordisk company here

Normaton-Filmgesellschaft here

Notari, Elvira here

notti bianche, Le (White Nights, 1957) here

Nouveaux Messieurs, Les (The Temporary Gentleman, 1929) here

Nova and Bernini Film studio here, here, here

Noy, Wilfred here

Nuit est à nous, La (The Night is Ours, 1929) here, here, here

Nussbaum, Herbert here

O’Brien, Tom here

Obotrit-Film here, here

Oertel, Rudolf here

Offak studio, Schwerin here, here

Okey, Jack here, here, here, here

Oliva, Guido here

Olivetti, Guglielmo here, here

Olivier, Laurence here, here

Olympic Games (1936) here

Ondiacolor here

Ondia-Filmstudio, Berlin-Wilmersdorf here

Ondra, Anny here, here

One Night With You (1948) here

One, Two Three (1961) here

Opera Nazionale Dopolavoro (OND) here

Operation Crayfish here

Ophüls, Max here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Oppo, Ottavio here

Orders Are Orders (1954) here

Orenstein & Koppel (factory) here, here

Organizzazione Filmistica Siciliana (OFS) here, here

Oriental Film Artistes’ Union (OFAU) here

Orwocolor here

Osmy dzień tygodnia/Der achte Wochentag (The Eighth Day of the Week 1957) here

Osso, Adolph here

Ostermayr, Peter here, here, here

Oswald, Richard here

Othello (1951) here, here, here

Ozep, Fedor here

Pabst, Georg Wilhelm here, here, here

Paddon, Wreford here

Pagewood Studios, Sydney here

Pagliai, Otello here

Pagnol, Marcel here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here

Pagnol studios (Marseille) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Painlevé, Jean here

Palmieri, Sandro here

Panchromatic film here

Pandora here

Panik (1927) here

Pantachrom here, here

Panthéon studio see Lhomond studio

Papà Lebonnard/Le Père Lebonnard (1939) here

Pappalardo, Gaetano here

Parade en sept nuits (Parade in Seven Nights, 1940) here

Paramount studios (Saint-Maurice) here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Paris, Giovanni here

Parlo, Dita here

Pasquali (studio) here

Passaporto Rosso (Red Passport, 1935) here

Pathé, Charles here, here, here

Pathé-Baby here

Pathé compagny (also known as Pathé- Cinéma) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Pathé-Consortium-Cinéma here

Pathé Frères (Pathé brothers) here, here

Pathé Pictorial here

Pathé-Natan here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here

Pathé-Rural here

Pathé studios

Francoeur (Paris) here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Joinville-le-Pont here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Paths of Glory (1957) here

Patrick, Patricia here

Paul, Robert William here

Paul Ricard Studios (Marseille) here, here

Paulvé, André here

paura, La/Angst (Fear, 1954) here

Pavillon brûle, Le (The Pavillion Burns, 1941) here

pay see compensation

payroll robberies here

Peeping Tom (1960) here, here

Pension Imperial here

Pension Mimosas (1934) here

Peressutti, Gino here, here, here, here, here, here

Périnal, Georges here, here

Perret, Auguste (architect) here

Perspecta Sound here

Petersen, Wolfgang here

Petite Lise, La (Little Lise, 1930) here

petrol rationing WW here UK here

Petsche, Maurice here, here

Philipe, Gérard here

Philips equipment here

phoney war here, here

Phonofilm here, here

Photodrama studio here, here

Photosonor studios see Courbevoie Studios, Photosonor

Piccola posta (The Letters Page, 1955) here

Piccolis, Giovanni here

Pictographe here

Piel, Harry here

Pierotti, Federico here

Pimenoff, Serge here

Pimpernel Smith (1941) here

Pinewood studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, 292, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Pirandello, Luigi here

Pisorno studio (Tirrenia) here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here

Pittaluga, Stefano here, here, here

Pittermann, Otto here

Place Clichy studios here, here, here, here, here

Pleasure Garden, The (1925) here

Ploquin, Raoul here

Poelzig, Hans here, here, here

Pohle, Ursula here

Polifilm here

Pommer, Erich here, here, here, here, here, here

Ponti, Carlo here, here, here, here, here

Ponti-De Laurentiis (Vasca Navale) here, here

Pontus-Atelier here–here

Popular Front here

Porten, Henny here

Positiva, La (printing and developing) here, here

Powell, Michael here, here

Power, Tyrone here

Prag-Film AG here

Pregden, Bert here

Préjean, Albert here, here

Pressburger, Arnold here

Pressburger, Emeric here, here

Prévert brothers here

Prière aux étoiles, La (Prayer to the Stars, 1941) here

Princess Charming (1934) here

principessa del sogno, La (The Princess of Dreams, 1942) here

principessa Tarakanova, La/Tarakanova (1938) here

Prisonnier de mon coeur (Prisoner of my Heart, 1931) here

Pritlove, S. B. here, here

Processo a Cinecittà (Cinecittà on Trial, 1961) here

Prodax here

Profughi a Cinecittà (Refugees in Cinecittà, 2012) here

Projektions-Aktiengesellschaft Union (PAGU) here, here, here

Propaganda Abteilung here, here

Prudential Assurance Company here, here, here

public holidays here, here, here

PUFFERS here

purge committees here

Q Planes (1939) here

Quaderni di Serafino Gubbio, operatore (Shoot!, 1915) here

Quai des brumes, Le (Port of Shadows, 1938) here

Queen of Spades, The (1949) here

Quirinus Film-Phoebus studios, Rome here, here, here

see also Caesar studio

Quo Vadis (1950) here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Rabinovitch, Gregor here

Rabouilleuse, La/Trübe Wasser (The Opportunists, 1960) here

Radicchi Levi, Adalgisa here, here

radio here–here

Radio Audizioni Italiane (RAI, later Radiotelevisione italiana) here

Radio Luxembourg here

Radio-Télévision-Scolaire here

Radiodiffusion-Télévision Française (RTF) here, here, here, here

Radlice studio here

Rafferty, Chips here

Rai, Himansu here

Raichi, Marius here

Ralphs, Percy here–here

Rani, Davika here

Rank, J. Arthur here, here, here

Rank Organisation here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Rank Xerox company here

Rapid-Film Studios see Pathé studios, Francoeur (Paris)

Rawnsley, David here, here, here, here, here

Raycol here

RCA here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

re si diverte, Il (Rigoletto, 1946) here

Real-Film, Hamburg-Wandsbek here, here

reception space, studio as here–here

Red Beret (1953) here

Red Shoes, The (1948) here, here, here–here

Reed, Carol here

Reggiani, Serge here

Regina here

Reiber, Willy here

Reicher, Ernst here, here

Reichsfilmkammer (Reich Film Chamber) here

Reimann-Akademie here

Reis, Mr (D & P studio manager) here

Reisman, Philip here

Rembrandt (1942) here

Rennahan, Ray here, here, here

Renoir, Claude here

Renoir, Jean here, here, here, here, here, here

Renzis, Marcel de here

Réseau des syndicats (The Unions Network) here

restaurants and bars here, here–here

Resurrectio (1931) here

Rex here, here, here

Rey, Florian here

Ricci Bartoloni, Maria Teresa here–here, here

Richard III (1955) here

Richebé, Roger here

Richter, Ellen here

Richter, Hans here

Richter, Robert here

Riefenstahl, Leni here, here, here

Riganti, Dr Franco here

Rigaud, André here

Righelli, Gennaro here, here

Rimmler, Leo here

Riso amaro (Bitter Rice, 1949) here

Risso, Roberto here

Ritter, Karl here

RIVA company here

Rive gauche (Left Bank, 1931) here

Riviera Cinema Centre here

Rizzoli, Angelo here

Roach, Hal here

Robeson, Paul here

Robinson, Ein (Robinson, 1940) here

Robinson, Madeleine here

Rochefort, Charles de here

Rock, C.V. (Kurt Walter Roecken) here

Rock, Joe here

Rock Studios, Elstree (later British National) here, here, here, here

Rockwool here

Ročnik here/Jahrgang here (1958) here

Roi des galéjeurs, Le (The King of Jokes, 1939) here

Rökk, Marika here, here

Roma città aperta (Rome Open City, 1945) here

Roman de Werther, Le (The Novel of Werther, 1938) here

Roman Holiday (1953) here

Roncoroni, Carlo here

Rosada, Maria here

Rosay, Françoise here

Rosenfeld, Fritz here

Rosenhügel studios here, here

Rosi, Leopoldo here

Rossellini, Roberto here

Rotha, Paul here

Roussel, Henry here

Route est belle, La (The Road is Fine, 1929) here, here

Rouxcolor here

Royan studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here

RTF see Radiodiffusion-Télévison- Française

Rudatis, Domenico here

Rue des Réservoirs studios see Paramount studios (Saint-Maurice)

Rustichelli, Rodolfo here

Ruston and Hornsby engines here

Saarburg, Maria here

Saccomanni, Mario here

SACI here, here, here

sacrificato here

Safa, Rome here, here, here

SAFA-Palatino here, here, here, here, here

Saffi-Comerio (later Milano Films) here

SAFIR (ACI) here

Sainte-Marthe studios see Paul Ricard studios (Marseille)

Saint-Germain-Poissy (studio project) here

Saint-Laurent-du-Var studios see Nicea- Film studios (Saint-Laurent-du- Var)

Saint-Maurice studios see Paramount studios (Saint-Maurice)

Sally Sunday (film within a film) here

Salomon, Doc here, here

Salvatore Giuliano (1962) here

Sandberg, Serge here, here

Sant’Angelo studio complex here

Santa, Eugène here

Santini, Daria here

Sapène, Jean here, here

Saraband for Dead Lovers (1948) here

Sartre, Jean-Paul here, here

Saukel, Fritz here

Scalera brothers here, here, here, here

Scalera studio

(Giudecca), Venice here, here, here, here, here, here

Rome here, here, here, here, here, here

Scalera, La here

Scalera, Michele here

Scalera, Salvatore here

Scanlan, Dennis here

Schall, Ekkehard here

Schatzler-Perasini, Gebhard here

Schenk, Ralf here

Schmeling, Max here

Schmidt, Dr Hannes here

Schmitz, Sibylle here

Schonger, Hubert here

Schönheitsfleckchen, Das (The Beauty Spot, 1936) here

School for Scandal, The (1930) here

Schpountz, Le (Heartbeat, 1938) here

Schroedter, Franz here, here, here

Schubert, Franz here

Schüfftan, Eugen here, here

Schünemann, Emil here, here

Schünzel Reinhold here, here

Schuss am Rosenhügel, Der (Shooting at Rosenhügel, 1923) here

Schuss im Tonfilmatelier, Der (The Shot in the Sound Film Studio, 1930) here, here

Schwarzwaldmädel (Black Forest Girl, 1950) here

schweigende Stern, Der/Milcząca Gwiazda (Silent Star, 1960) here

Scroxton, H. S. here, here

Seeber, Guido here, here, here

Seegrenzschlachthof, Hamburg here

segretaria privata, La (The Private Secretary, 1931) here

Sei bambine e il Perseo (Six Girls and Perseus, 1939) here

Selznick, David O. here, here

Sensation in San Remo (1951) here

Senso (1954) here

Senza famiglia (Without Family, 1944) here

September Affair (1950) here

Serafini, Cherubino here

Serena, Nova and Bernini here

Service du Travail Obligatoire (STO) here, here

Services Film Units here

Settimana Incom, La (newsreels) (1946–here) here

Sexton Blake and the Hooded Terror (1938) here

Shadow Man, The (stage play) here

Shark, Ralf (Karl Hans Koizar) here

Shepherd’s Bush here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

accidents at here

BBC here, here, here

Gaumont-British studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Lime Grove here, here, here

Shepperton/Sound City here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Sherie, Fenn here

Shiva und die Galgenblume (Shiva and the Gallows Flower, 1945) here

Shooting Stars (1928) here

Shoreham here

Shurey, Dinah here

Siamo donne (We, the Women, 1953) here, here–here

Sicania company, Palermo here

Siemens here

Siemens-Schuckertwerke here

Sievering film studios, Vienna here, here

signora di tutti, La (Everybody’s Woman, 1934) here

signora senza camelie, La (The Lady Without Camelias, 1953) here, here, here

Signoret, Simone here

Silence est d’or, Le (Man About Town, 1947) here, here

silent tungsten incandescent lamps (‘inkies’) here

Silenzio si gira! (Silence on Set!, 1943) here

Simmel, Johannes Mario here

Simmonds, Sam here

Simon and Laura (1955) here

Simplifilm here

Singin’ in the Rain (1952) here

Sinners (abandoned film project) here

Siodmak, Kurt here

Siodmak, Robert here, here

Sivel, William-Robert here

Skipper of the Osprey, The (1933) here

Skladanowsky, Max and Emil here

Slavinsky, Vladimir here

Snowbound (1949) here

Societa Anonima Stefano Pittaluga (SASP) here, here, here, here

see also Pittaluga Stefano

Société des Établissements Gaumont (SEG) here

Société des films sonores Tobis here

Société Générale de Film, La here

Société Nouvelle des Établissements Gaumont (SNEG) here

Söderbaum, Kristina here

SOGEC (Société de Gestion et d’Exploitation de Cinémas) here

Soldati, Mario here, here

soliti ignoti, I (Big Deal on Madonna Street, 1958) here

Solo per te/Mutterlied (Mother Song, 1938) here

Song at Eventide (1934) here

Sorcières de Salem, Les/Die Hexen von Salem (The Crucible 1957) here

Sortilèges (The Bellman, 1945) here

sound

adoption of here–here

in British films here–here

impact of here, here–here

Italian studios here–here

MLVs and here–here

re-recording here–here

studio conventions here–here

technology here, here, here, here–here, here–here

Sound City see Shepperton/Sound City

soundproofing here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Sous les toits de Paris (Under the Roofs of Paris, 1930) here

Soviet Military Administration (SMAD) here

Spalding, Lily here

special effects here, here, here

Speer, Albert here

SPES here

Spitzenorganisation der Filmwirtschaft (SPIO) here, here

sport here–here

Staatliches Komitee für Filmwesen here, here

Stafford, John here

Stahl-Urach, Carl here, here, here

Stand-by to Shoot (1953, TV programme) here

Stapenhorst, Günther here

Star Fell from Heaven, A (1936) here

Star Stuff (1937) here

Starr, Richard here

Staudte, Wolfgang here, here

Stazione Termini/Indiscretion of an American Wife (1953) here, here

STEFER (Societa delle tramvie e ferrovie elettriche di Roma) tramline here

Steiner, Stanislaus here

Steinhoff, Hans here

Stella del cinema (The Star of Cinema, 1931) here, here, here

Steno here

Stern’sches Konservatorium here

Sternberg, Josef von here

Sterne/Звезди (Stars, 1959) here

Stevani, Mario Alberto here

Stevenson, Robert here, here, here

STO see, Service du Travail Obligatoire

Stock, Kenneth here

Stoll studio (Cricklewood) here, here, here

Stollwerck & Co here

Stone, E. A. here

Storr, Hermann here, here

strada, La (1954) here

Stradling, Harry here

Strasse, Die (The Street, 1923) here

Strength through Joy see Kraft durch Freude

strikes here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here

studio du mystère, Le (Mystery Studio, 1932) here

Studio Film GmbH here

studio-fire films here

Studio Hamburg, Wandsbek here, here, here, here, here, here

Studio Schönbrunn here

Studios de la Seine see Courbevoie studios, Haïk, studios de la Seine

Stunt Girl, The (1931) here

Suomi-Filmi here

Super Film here

Surrey Studios, Old Quarry Hall, Bletchingley here

Symphonie eines Lebens (Symphony of a Life, 1943) here

Syndicat des Techniciens de la Production here

Syndicat Général des Travailleurs de l’Industrie du Film (SGTIF) here, here, here

Synops here–here, here

Szekely, Stefan (István Székely; later Steve) here

Tagliavini, Ferruccio here

Tale of Five Cities, A (1950) here

Tales of Hoffmann, The (1951) here

Tannura, Phil here

Tanz ums Licht (Dance around the Light, 1925) here

Taunus here

Tausend Meter Tonfilm (A Thousand Metres of Sound Film, radio programme) here

Taut, Bruno here

Taylor, Alma here

Taylor, Elizabeth here, here

Taylor, Robert here

Technicolor here, here, here, here, here–here, here–here, here

Technicolor camera here, here, here, here, here

Technicolor-Pathé factory here

Tecnostampa (printing and developing) here, here

Teddington studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

bomb damage 1944 here, here

Teheran (1947) here, here

Teisseire, Robert here

telefonista, La (The Telephonist, 1932) here

Television Centre, White City here

television production in film studios here–here

Tempelhof studios (Ufa), Berlin here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

ten Kate, Rolf here

Tendre Ennemie, La (Tender Enemy, 1935) here, here

Teningen (Baden) here

Tentation, La (Temptation, 1929) here

Térac, Solange here

Terra here, here, here, here

Glashaus (former EIKO-Atelier), Berlin-Marienfelde here, here, here, here

Terror on Tiptoe (1942) here

Terrore ad Harlem (Terror in Harlem, 2009) here

Tespi Film here

testimone, Il (The Witness, 1946) here

Tetracolor here

theft here

Théodore et Cie (Theodore and Company 1932) here

They Drive By Night (1938) here, here

They Met in the Dark (1943) here, here

Thief of Bagdad, The (1940) here

Thiele, Heinrich here

Things to Come (1936) here

Thirteen Men and a Gun (1938) here, here

This Happy Breed (1944) here

Thomas, Paul here

Thomas, Pavot & Cie architects (1926) here

Thomson-Houston here

Thorak, Josef here

Three Coins in the Fountain (1954) here

Thursday’s Child (1943) here, here

Tiefland (Lowlands, 1933–here) here

time management here–here

Tirrenia see Pisorno studio

Titanus here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here–here

Tobis here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Tobis studios

Épinay-sur-Seine here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Grunewald, Berlin here, here

Tobis-Klangfilm here, here, here

Tobis-Melofilm Atelier/Lignose-Hörfilm- Atelier, Berlin here, here

Tochter des Samurai, Die (The Daughter of the Samurai, 1937) here

Tod der Filmdiva, Der (Death of a Film Diva, 1920) here

Todt organization here

Toeplitz, Ludovico here

Ton ab – Aufnahme! Ein Film entsteht (Sound, Action! A Film Is Born, radio programme) here

Tonbild-Syndikat AG (Tobis) here

Tonfilm-Atelier Schwantalerhöh here

tönende Licht, Das (The Sounding Light, 1943) here

Tonfilmschule Döblin (film school) here

Tonfilmstudio Carl Froelich (Carl Froelich-Atelier), Tempelhof here–here, here, here

Tonti, Aldo here

Topoly process here

Torfoleum (insulation material) here

Tosca (The Story of Tosca, 1940) here, here

Totentanz, Der (Dance of the Dead, 1912) here

Totò a colori (Totò in Colour, 1952) here, here, here

Tourjansky, Viktor here

Toutain, Roland here

Trades Union Congress here

Trafilco-Ateliers here

training and development here–here

Transatlantic-Film here

translators and interpreters here

transnational collaborations

post-war period here–here

second half of the 1930s here–here

studios as exile destinations here–here

war-time here–here

see also multiple-language versions (MLVs)

transport here–here

Traub, Hans here

Trauner, Alexandre here, here

Treasure Island (1950) here, here

Treaty of Versailles here

Trebitsch, Gyula here

Tredici uomini e un cannone (Thirteen Men and a Gun, 1936) here, here

Trenker, Luis here

Trentino, Vittorio here

Trianon-Film-Ateliers GmbH here

trick photography here, here, here–here

Trois masques, Les (The Three Masks, 1929) here

Tual, Denise see Batcheff, Denise

Tual, Roland here

Turned Out Nice Again (1941) here

Tuzzi, Jone here

Twentieth Century Fox here, here

Twickenham here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Two Cities Films here, here, here, here, here

Two Worlds/Zwei Welten (1930) here

Ufa here, here, here–here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here–here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Ufa-Film GmbH (UFI) here, here, here, here

Ufa Filmstad NV here

Ufa-Filmstadt Amsterdam here

Ufa-Filmstadt Den Haag here

Ufa-Lehrschau here, here, here

Ufa-Stadt here, here, here, here

Ufacolor here

Ultima giovinezza/Dernière Jeunesse (Second Childhood,1939) here

ultimi giorni di Pompei, Gli (The Last Days of Pompei, 1950) here

Umanità (Humanity, 1946) here, here

Un Carnet de bal (Christine/Life Dances On, 1937) here

Under the Greenwood Tree (1929) here

Une étoile disparaît (A Star Disappears, 1932) here

Unfinished Symphony (1934) here

Union des Artistes, L’ here

Unione Nazionale Associazione Cinetecnici (UNAC) here

Unione nazionale stabilimenti cinematografici here

unions and associations here, here, here–here

British here–here

French here

see also under names

United Artists here, here, here

United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA) here–here, here

Universalia here, here

Universum-Film-Aktiengesellschaft mbH see Ufa

Unsworth, Geoffrey here

urban periphery here–here

urban studios here–here

Ursula dreht einen Film (Ursula makes a film, 1936) here–here

Usigli, Arrigo here

Uva, Ernesto here

Vago, Pierre here

Valente, Antonio here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Valenti, Osvaldo here

Valentin, Albert here

Vandal, Marcel here

Vaucorbeil, Max de here

Veber, Serge here, here

Vegesack, Siegfried von here

Veidt, Conrad here, here, here

vendetta di Aquila Nera, La (Revenge of Black Eagle, 1951) here

Venice Biennale Art Festival here, here

Venice Film Festival here, here

Venturini, Giorgio here

Vera-Filmwerke, Hamburg here, here, here

Vereinigung der Rundfunk-, Film- und Fernsehschaffenden (VRFF) here

verkaufte Braut, Die (The Bartered Bride, 1932) here

Verlorene, Der (The Lost One, 1951) here

Vermorel, Claude here

Verneuil, Louis here, here

Verspieltes Leben (A Gambled Life, 1949) here

Verwirrung im Atelier here (Confusion in Studio here, 1941) here

Vetroflex (insulation material) here, here, here

Viale della speranza (Boulevard of Hope, 1953) here, here

Vickers here

Victorine Studios (Nice) see Gaumont Studios, Victorine (Nice)

Videa studio here, here, here

Vides Cinematografica here

Vie de Bohème, La/La Bohème (The Bohemian Life 1942) here, here

Viel, Marguerite here

Viking studio, Kensington here

Viktor und Viktoria (1933) here

Villafranca here

Villers, Robert here

Visatone here

Vischer, Eva and Melchior here–here

Visconti, Luchino here

Visiteurs du soir, Les (The Devil’s Envoys, 1942) here

vita ricomincia, La (Life Begins Anew,1945) here

Vitaphone disk system, here–here

voce del silenzio, La/La Maison du silence (Voice of Silence, 1953) here

voce senza volto, La (The Voice Without a Face, 1939) here, here

Volunteer, The (1943) here

Wachsfigurenkabinett, Das (Waxworks, 1924) here

Wagner, Richard here

Wagowski, Erich here

Wahrheit, Die (Truth, 1910) here

Waldman, Ronnie here

Wall Street crash here

Wallace, Edgar here

Walt Disney British Productions here

Walter, Jean here

Warl, Lucien here

Warner Brothers here, here, here, here, here, here

Warner Studios, Burbank, Hollywood here, here

Wassenaar studio here

Watch Out! (1953) here

Wayne, John here

We’ll Smile Again (1942) here, here, here

Wecker, Gero here

Wegener, Paul here

Weib des Pharao, Das (The Pharaoh’s Wife, 1922) here

Weinert (company) here

Welles, Orson here, here, here, here

Welwyn studios here, here, here, here, here

Wembley studios here, here, here, here, here, here, here

Wendler, Otto Bernhard here

Wendy’s Family (1935) here

Werkfeuerwehr (fire service) here

Western Electric here, here, here, here, here, here

Westfront 1918 (1930) here

Weston Homes here

Whole Truth, The (1958) here

Wiener Mädeln (Viennese Girls, 1949) here

Wien-Film here

Wiesbaden studio here–here, here, here

Wilcox, Herbert here, here

Wilder, Billy here, here

Williams, J. D. here

Willow Park studios, Canada here

Wilson, Harold here–here

Wilson, Syd here

Wings of the Morning (1937) here, here, here

Wirtshaus im Spessart, Das (The Spessart Inn, 1958) here

Witta-Montrobert, Jeanne here, here, here

Wohlbrück, Adolf here

Wohlrab, Hans Christoph here

Wolfratshausen (Bavaria) here

Women’s employment here–here

Wontner, Arthur here

working hours here–here

World War One here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

World War Two here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here, here

British studios here–here, here, here, here, here

French studios here–here

German studios here, here–here, here, here, here

Italian studios here–here, here, here

restaurants during here

transnational collaborations here

women’s employment during here, here, here

Worpswede (Lower Saxony) here

Worton Hall, Isleworth here, here, here, here, here, here

Wright, Orville here

Wulschleger, Henry here

Wysbar, Fritz here

xenophobia here, here

Yank at Oxford, A (1938) here

York, Eugen here

Young Egypt Party here

Young Mr Pitt, The (1942) here

Zampi, Mario here, here–here, here

ZDF (Zweites Deutsches Fernsehen) here

Zeiske, Erich here

Zeisler, Alfred here

Zendel, Jose here

Zoo-Atelier here, here

Zouzou (1934) here, here

Zukor, Adolph here

Zwischen Gestern und Morgen (Between Yesterday and Tomorrow, 1947) here

Zwischenfall im Fernsehsender (The Incident in the TV Studio, 1953) here, here

Zwischenfall, Der (The Incident, 1929, radio play) here

Zwobada, André here, here




THE BRITISH FILM INSTITUTE

Bloomsbury Publishing Plc, 50 Bedford Square, London, WC1B 3DP, UK

Bloomsbury Publishing Inc, 1359 Broadway, New York, NY 10018, USA

Bloomsbury Publishing Ireland, 29 Earlsfort Terrace, Dublin 2, D02 AY28, Ireland

BLOOMSBURY is a trademark of Bloomsbury Publishing Plc

First published in Great Britain 2026 by Bloomsbury on behalf of the British Film Institute 21 Stephen Street, London W1T 1LN www.bfi.org.uk

This electronic edition published in 2026 by Bloomsbury Publishing Plc

The BFI is the lead organisation for film in the UK and the distributor of Lottery funds for film. Our mission is to ensure that film is central to our cultural life, in particular by supporting and nurturing the next generation of filmmakers and audiences. We serve a public role which covers the cultural, creative and economic aspects of film in the UK.

Copyright © Sarah Street, Tim Bergfelder, Richard Farmer, Sue Harris, Eleanor Halsall, Morgan Lefeuvre, Carla Mereu Keating, Catherine O’Rawe, 2026

Sarah Street, Tim Bergfelder, Richard Farmer, Sue Harris, Eleanor Halsall, Morgan Lefeuvre, Carla Mereu Keating and Catherine O’Rawe have asserted their right under the Copyright, Designs and Patents Act, 1988, to be identified as authors of this work.

For legal purposes the Acknowledgements constitute an extension of this copyright page.

Cover design: Louise Dugdale

Cover image: Sueddeutsche Zeitung Photo/Alamy

This work is published open access subject to a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 International licence (CC BY-NC-ND 4.0, https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/). You may re-use, distribute, and reproduce this work in any medium for non-commercial purposes, provided you give attribution to the copyright holder and the publisher and provide a link to the Creative Commons licence.

All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be: i) reproduced or transmitted in any form, electronic or mechanical, including photocopying, recording or by means of any information storage or retrieval system without prior permission in writing from the publishers; or ii) used or reproduced in any way for the training, development or operation of artificial intelligence (AI) technologies, including generative AI technologies. The rights holders expressly reserve this publication from the text and data mining exception as per Article 4(3) of the Digital Single Market Directive (EU) 2019/790

Bloomsbury Publishing Plc does not have any control over, or responsibility for, any third-party websites referred to or in this book. All internet addresses given in this book were correct at the time of going to press. The author and publisher regret any inconvenience caused if addresses have changed or sites have ceased to exist, but can accept no responsibility for any such changes.

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

A catalog record for this book is available from the Library of Congress.

ISBN:        HB:    978-1-8390-2534-1

             ePDF:    978-1-8390-2536-5

            eBook:    978-1-8390-2535-8

Typeset by Integra Software Services Pvt. Ltd.

For product safety related questions contact productsafety@bloomsbury.com.

To find out more about our authors and books visit www.bloomsbury.com and sign up for our newsletters.


OEBPS/images/Ch09fig04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig05.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig06.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig15.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch08fig16.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig03.jpg
CINEMA






OEBPS/images/Ch06fig11.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig12.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig13.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch08fig14.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig14.jpg
IL COMPLESSO EDILIZIO E LA
VITA DI' CINECITTA IN ROMA






OEBPS/images/Ch08fig15.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig07.jpg
LONDOX





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig08.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig10.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig06.jpg
Lo oppiicazion del V@EPOFI@X necio nuovs

Cina Cinemetografica di Roma

Toni i soffv ol p e
‘acusticamente condizionati

« Vetroflex

S.A. Vetr. ltal. BAI

TTI MODIGLIANI






OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
e ————

FILM STUDIOS IN
BRITAIN, FRANCE,
GERMANY ANI%ITALY

Architecture vatio ﬁ(
| \“'\ i {. 5

Sarah Street | Tim Bergfelder
s Richard Farmer | Eleanor Halsall

Sue Harris | Morgan Lefeuvre

. Carla Mereu Keating | Catherine 0’Rawe





OEBPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml






Contents





		Cover



		Halftitle Page



		Title Page



		Contents



		List of Figures



		List of Tables



		Acknowledgements



		Abbreviations



		A Note on Film References



		Authors



		Introduction



		Part 1



		1 British studios, 1930–60



		2 French studios, 1930–60



		3 German studios, 1930–60



		4 Italian studios, 1930–60









		Part 2



		5 Geographical locations, physical environments and infrastructures



		6 Film studio architecture and design



		7 Negotiating new technologies



		8 Transnational collaborations between film studios



		9 Labour in the film studios



		10 Time and leisure in the studios



		11 Media representations of film studios









		List of Studios in Britain, France, Germany and Italy



		Bibliography



		Index



		Imprint













		Cover



		Frontmatter



		Table of Contents



		Begin Reading













		i



		iii



		v



		vi



		vii



		viii



		ix



		x



		xi



		xii



		xiii



		xiv



		xv



		xvi



		xvii



		xviii



		xix



		xx



		xxi



		xxii



		xxiii



		xxiv



		xxv



		xxvi



		1



		2



		3



		4



		5



		6



		7



		8



		9



		10



		11



		12



		13



		14



		15



		16



		17



		18



		19



		20



		21



		22



		23



		24



		25



		26



		27



		28



		29



		30



		31



		32



		33



		34



		35



		36



		37



		38



		39



		40



		41



		42



		43



		44



		45



		46



		47



		48



		49



		50



		51



		52



		53



		54



		55



		56



		57



		58



		59



		60



		61



		62



		63



		64



		65



		66



		67



		68



		69



		70



		71



		72



		73



		74



		75



		76



		77



		78



		79



		80



		81



		82



		83



		84



		85



		86



		87



		88



		89



		90



		91



		92



		93



		94



		95



		96



		97



		98



		99



		100



		101



		102



		103



		104



		105



		106



		107



		108



		109



		110



		111



		112



		113



		114



		115



		116



		117



		118



		119



		120



		121



		122



		123



		124



		125



		126



		127



		128



		129



		130



		131



		132



		133



		134



		135



		136



		137



		138



		139



		140



		141



		142



		143



		144



		145



		146



		147



		148



		149



		150



		151



		152



		153



		154



		155



		156



		157



		158



		159



		160



		161



		162



		163



		164



		165



		166



		167



		168



		169



		170



		171



		172



		173



		174



		175



		176



		177



		178



		179



		180



		181



		182



		183



		184



		185



		186



		187



		188



		189



		190



		191



		192



		193



		194



		195



		196



		197



		198



		199



		200



		201



		202



		203



		204



		205



		206



		207



		208



		209



		210



		211



		212



		213



		214



		215



		216



		217



		218



		219



		220



		221



		222



		223



		224



		225



		226



		227



		228



		229



		230



		231



		232



		233



		234



		235



		236



		237



		238



		239



		240



		241



		242



		243



		244



		245



		246



		247



		248



		249



		250



		251



		252



		253



		254



		255



		256



		257



		258



		259



		260



		261



		262



		263



		264



		265



		266



		267



		268



		269



		270



		271



		272



		273



		274



		275



		276



		277



		278



		279



		280



		281



		282



		283



		284



		285



		286



		287



		288



		289



		290



		291



		292



		293



		294



		295



		296



		297



		298



		299



		300



		301



		302



		303



		304



		305



		306



		307



		308



		309



		310



		311



		312



		313



		314



		315



		316



		317



		318



		319



		320



		321



		322



		323



		324



		325



		326



		327



		328



		329



		330



		331



		332



		333



		334



		335



		336



		337



		338



		339



		340



		341



		342



		343



		344



		345



		346



		347



		348



		349



		350



		351



		352



		353



		354



		355



		356



		357



		358



		359



		360



		361



		362



		363



		364



		365



		366



		367



		368



		369



		370



		371



		372



		373



		374



		375



		376



		377



		378



		379



		380



		381



		382



		383



		384



		385



		386



		387



		388



		389



		390



		391



		392



		393



		394



		395



		396



		397



		398



		399



		400



		401



		402



		403



		404



		405



		406



		407



		408



		409



		410



		411



		412



		413



		414



		415



		416



		417



		418



		419



		420



		421



		422



		423



		424



		425



		426



		427



		428



		429



		430



		431



		432



		433



		434



		435



		436



		437



		438



		439



		440



		441



		442



		443



		444



		445



		446



		447



		448



		449



		450



		451



		452



		453



		454



		455



		456



		457



		458



		459



		460



		461



		462



		463



		464



		465



		466



		467



		468



		469



		470



		471



		472



		473



		474



		475



		476



		477



		478



		479



		480



		481



		482



		483



		484



		485



		486



		487



		488



		489



		490



		491



		492



		493



		494



		495



		496



		497



		498



		499



		500



		501



		502



		503



		504



		505



		506



		507



		508



		509



		510



		511



		512



		513



		514



		515



		516



		517



		518



		519



		520



		521



		522



		523



		524



		525



		526



		527



		528



		529



		530



		531



		532



		533



		534



		535



		536



		537



		538



		539



		540



		541



		542



		543



		544



		545



		546



		iv













OEBPS/images/Ch09fig15.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig16.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch10fig01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig11.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig12.jpg
e . o
N\ Achtung. /'
; _,,ofeéenSﬂefahr/"

: ff]gbe'l;fgnj auf der Jol urlz’lerér‘ide 2
darfen nur auf fAnwelsumrgen des

- jeweiligen Neisters ausgefuhit..
dgerdbn. iy, i
3 e BT BBV






OEBPS/images/Ch09fig13.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig14.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig06.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig08.jpg
!'"Y"
ST

—Aco-ﬁlm

Nousabeissorg
Luisonsir, 94

BruM | &M






OEBPS/images/Ch07fig08.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch09fig10.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig05.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig16.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch07fig01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig10.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig11.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig05.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig06.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig08.jpg
o o
RN OGO 1 N7 10N N L CHIPATOGA o MBI JELIEIONS NOVTLE






OEBPS/images/Ch05fig02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig05.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig16.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch06fig03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig12.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig13.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig14.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch05fig15.jpg
Ak oncanisaTION

[k PINEWOOD
STUDIOS






OEBPS/images/Ch04fig01.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig12.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig08.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig13.jpg
TiddoubernobdesTlis

vor Gq Victor Mendel






OEBPS/images/Ch03fig09.jpg
“NANNRRRERAREEEEL






OEBPS/images/Ch11fig14.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig10.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig15.jpg
~ HOLD THAT/ |

An Hour in a Film Studio






OEBPS/images/Ch03fig03.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig08.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig04.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig05.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig10.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig06.jpg
HES |
m’ Mm,
HiEHHiHﬂHtHcHﬂ ﬂmﬂ }

R L 10





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig11.jpg
|
‘» ~ IMFERNSEH:
SENDER

AUFWARTS-VERLAG 5





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig06.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch03fig02.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch11fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/Ch04fig08.jpg





OEBPS/images/pg370-1.jpg
(B) WOMEN

Head  Women-— Women - Women -

scamstress_1st category _2nd category _3rd category

ZONEO
Milan 2001 1913 1,609 1,609
Turin 2089 1910 1,607 1576
Genoa 2088 1,909 1,606 1575
ZONE 1
Florence - Rome 2,087 1,909 1,606 1,575
ZONE2
Pisa 2083 1,906 1603 1572
ZONE 3
Venice 2081 1,904 1602 1570
ZONE 4
Naples 2077 1,899 1058 1567
ZONE 5

Palermo 2,071 1,897 1,056 1,565






OEBPS/images/Ch04fig09.jpg





OEBPS/images/pg379-1.jpg
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stills photographer
stills photographer
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100ct1938 Fixedterm 30 Daily
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Editor 31May 1938 Fixedterm 200  Weekly

F
M
M
M
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F
M
M
Assistantdirector M 13Sept 1938 Fixedterm 200 Weekly
M
M
M
M
M
M
M

Continuity

Artist 29Sept 1938 Fixedterm 200 Weekly
Senior editor 26Sept 1938 Fixedterm 325 Weekly
Unit producer 01Sept 1938 Fixedterm 375 Weekly
Architect 12Sept 1938 Fixedterm 375 Weekly
15Sept 1938 Fixedterm 750  Weekly
27)uly 1938 Fixedterm 5,000 Fee

15 Aug 1938 Fixedterm 6,000 (Pauschal)

Cameraman
Producer
Direction and editorial

supervisor
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Male 2,504 2436 4,980 5,240
Female 364 455 805 872
Total 2,868 2,891 5,785 6,112






OEBPS/images/Ch04fig07.jpg





OEBPS/images/pg369-1.jpg
Pay Scales for Studio Workers in Force from 1 October 1959 - Daily Wages (in Italian Lira)
(A) Men
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Modellers  Team - Team  specialist Qualified Specialist manual Unskilled Cleaning

fﬁ?‘.;v'ifl ooy oty workers workers  labourers  labourers personnel Apprent

e T LT S e S < e

2841 2663 2486 2380 2230 2103 207 188 1466
ZONE 1 Florence - Rome 2,841 2,663 2,485 2,380 2,230 2,103 2,037 1,858 1,466
ZONE 2 Pisa 2,835 2,658 2,480 2,375 2,227 2,100 2,034 1,854 1,463
‘ZONE 3 Venice 2,832 2,656 2,478 2,373 2,225 2,098 2,032 1,852 1,462
ZONE 4 Naples 2,826 2,649 2472 2367 2219 2,093 208 1848 1,458
ZONE 5 Palermo

2,820 2,644 2468 2362 2216 2,000 2025 1,845 1,457
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