The Hollywood Dream Factory and Dreams that Work
The Dream Factory

1. Jane M. Gaines, ‘with or without clear agreement as to what counts as the entertainment commodity, the film industry is often used as the example of how everything under capitalism has become commodified, and certainly this commodification of everything is exemplified in the term ‘dream factory’. There is a certain ludicrous contradictoriness captured in the concept, in the idea that dreams, of all things, could be produced on the assembly line’

‘DreamWorks’

A double meaning:

1. ‘Dreams that work’, as Thomas Elsaesser points out, ‘DreamWorks, the name that [Steven] Spielberg, David Geffen and Jerry (sic) Katzenberg have chosen for their new studio, is brilliantly and nonchalantly candid: the manufacture of dreams that “work” (i.e., “function,” but also “do their job”).’

2. A correlation with, say, Ironworks, that is, the place where dreams are worked, shaped, produced

From clip: contradictions in these terms

1. The personal v. the societal

2. Personal dreams v. collective visions (a compromised dream – Gaines)

3. The creative v. the corporate

4. leisure v. work

The first film: ‘Workers leaving the factory’

1. Marx: A quick lesson in Marx’s theory of the commodity (that’s Karl Marx and not the Marx brothers). (Incorrect picture on powerpoint?) ‘A commodity is… an object outside us, a thing that by its properties satisfies human wants of some sort or another’ (p. 303). ‘The utility of a thing makes it a use-value’ (p. 303), that is, if it is used or consumed, for any reason whatsoever, the commodity has use-value. But commodities also have exchange-value, that is at a basic level what a commodity is worth when compared with another commodity (to use Marx’ example, ‘a quarter of wheat for x stocking, y silk or z gold’.) What Marx suggests is that in a capitalist society, use-value is no longer relevant. It is the exchange value that gives the commodity worth; ‘as exchange-values they are merely different quantities, and consequently do not contain an atom of use-value’ (p. 305). The property that is left is that the commodity is a product of labour, and not as specific labour but as labour only in the abstract. When we look at a table, we know that human hands may have created it but we do not consider how it is made; the forest worker who chopped down the tree, the truck driver who carried the tree to the factory, the joiner who created and put together the table, the person who painted or varnished the table etc. The exchange-value of a commodity then is determined not only by how much labour went into the commodity but the various circumstances of that labour; the skill of the labourer, as well as the social conditions of production and by physical conditions. One important point here is that a commodity is defined as being the product of human labour, that it is created not for themselves but for others (social use-values), and that it be transferred to another by means of an exchange. (Gundrisse quotes here, first two anyway) Production at a definite stage of social development. Let’s look at the first film that was made. This isn’t the place to provide the detail of the history of the development of the moving image, but suffice it to say that the Lumiere brothers first film is not an isolated incident but the development of both the technological means of being able to record a moving image and the enlightenment ideals of ‘capturing nature’ (most obviously seen in Eadward Muybridge). In other words, society was changing, their needs were changing and film appeared at a time when ways of meeting those changing needs was required (which I’ll come back to in a minute). And interestingly, the first film is of factory workers leaving work. This then becomes a direct example of individuals, the Lumiere brothers, working in and through the needs of their society with the methods it made available to them, but then also having to work within a society that required that exchange-value was determined by the give and take of the very human labour shown in the film on the one hand that made the cameras and the films, and whether these films would succeed in the market place. Brian Winston argues that social needs determine whether a technology will succeed. At any other stage of history film could have been used for completely different purposes, but because films emerged at a time of modernity, mass immigration and urbanisation, coinciding with the rise of America as a major power politically, culturally and economically, films took on the form it did. What’s more interesting is that these workers were not filmed at work but leaving work, so we already, in the very first film, have the beginnings of that contradictory struggle between work and leisure, and the personal and the collective, that would be embodied in the term, ‘the dream factory’. As Sean Cubitt has said, ‘the theme of the first movie is the crowd at leisure’ (p. 16), ‘the contradiction between work and leisure’ (p. 19), that moment when one ends and the other begins, thus a two-way process between both factory owner and factory labourer.

2. Quote lecture notes re Grundrisse: the suggestion is that society shapes production and production shapes society. In the Marxist philosophy, both are true, society develops means of production (eg technology that will be dealt with in future lectures) and changing ways of producing alter the social relations of society. PRODUCTION IS SOCIAL. (Gaines, p. 102. Eg digital technology and the ways this has impacted upon the ‘reality’ of the photographic or filmic image (introduce Baudrillard here?).
The ‘Dream Factory’ and the history of the production of dreams

1. The origin of the term is a little hazy but it was certainly in place by the 1930s when Hollywood countered the effects of the depression with, amongst others, lavish musical spectaculars that featured the height of luxury and stardom in a world in which depravity and poverty was not seen to exist.
2. What is Hollywood and how did it rise to dominate the global film industry?

a. The Nickelodeon boom, leading off from modernisation and urbanisation. An increasingly urbanised population that increasingly had more leisure time available had more time for entertainment. And movies were cheap, and catered to mass audiences, many of them immigrants. Nickelodeons clustered in business districts and working-class neighbourhoods. The success of these theatres drove the need for more films and Bordwell and Thompson estimate that the average nickelodeon required 450 films per year.

b. In 1905-1910 there were a lot of successful foreign producers selling films to the American market, including England, France, Germany, and Norway. Those people that we particularly associate with the birth of the American studio system actually began as distributers or exhibitors of these films, such as the Warner Bros., Carl Laemmle (Universal), Louis B Meyer (MGM), and William Fox. 

c. The rise of a more refined cinema. By 1908, movie exhibitors wanted to appeal to a greater audience so larger, more grand theatres were converted or built to show films (hence the name picture palaces). The feature film as we now know it developed from the move towards longer programmes in these better movie houses. 

d. To escape aggressive business tactics by the owners of companies that patented cameras and projectors, filmmakers moved to California to make movies outside the system. Here, the factory style of producing films took off. With the better weather conditions, many films could be filmed at the same time, and movies could be churned out in increasingly larger numbers. 

e. By 1910-1915, American films were being exported in greater quantities. While France and Italy still provided stiff competition, US films were being sold in increasing numbers in foreign markets. Eg, by 1911, 60-70% of all films imported into Britain were American. The first world war offered the chance for American companies to take over the world. The French industry slowed down to almost nothing, while the Italians were less affected. With less other product, Americans rushed in to fill the gap. 

f. Production budgets were based on what a film could earn. In the early 1910s, most US films made their money back on the domestic market so they could be sold cheaply on the foreign market to undercut the local production. By 1917, production budgets were based on both domestic and foreign markets, hence the Americans could make very expensive and very lavish productions that others could not match. 

g. In the 1910s, the studio system was truly put into place, and again most national industries could not match the type of production seen in America, where film specialists, stages, permanent sets etc were all located in the same place. 
3. The studio system was well in place. A Fordist model based on the production line model. The studios had specific departments that handled specific tasks, from the teams of writers and directors, musicians, stars who were under contract and actors who were nurtured into stars by inhouse publicity departments, set designers and builders, down to the security guard on the front gate and the messengers who rode around the studio on bicycles. In terms of the actual filmmaking process, all personnel basically moved from one production to the next as the studio saw fit. For example, as a contract player Humphrey Bogart made 5 films in 1936, 7 in 1937, 6 in 1938, and 7 in 1939. Imagine, say, Tom Cruise or Cameron Diaz making that number of movies today…
4. This ties into what I was saying earlier about culture shaping society and society shaping culture, and the methods of production and the ways in which it incorporated these notions of capitalist consumption and production on the one hand and conveyed powerful visions of the American dream on the other. 

‘DreamWorks’, the end of the studio system, the beginning of networking: put LOTR clip here?
1. Read the Miller reading, ‘cause there’s a lot of good information in there of how Hollywood took over the world. So I’ll jump to the present day, and the increasingly indistinct notion of what Hollywood actually is. 

2. America as cultural power base, but a hazy notion of what Hollywood is. 
3. But contrasting this with the contradictions in the word ‘Hollywood’, from the geographical anomaly (only Paramount is actually based in the place called Hollywood, and New York is as important to the movie industry as California), through to the ways in which foreign talent, technologies, styles, etc have been incorporated into American film, as well as funding, and the increased importance of foreign audiences and territories to the financial success of American film.
· Hollywood cinema as both cutting edge and formulaic (relating back to original LOTR clip with the studio v director conflict, and also mentioning William Goldman’s maxim, ‘Nobody knows anything’, hence the risks that must be taken measured against the attempts to minimise risk)

· Fresh, new and cutting edge – The risks involved, including a director who was clearly talented but did not have mainstream commercial success, a genre that in its more obvious form (eg, Legend, Labyrinth), was traditionally only fairly successful, and the development of computer generated imagery that could create believable battle sequences and CGI characters (Gollum was the first successful computer generated character in a leading role in a live-action film). 

· Technologically standardised; from the means by which the film was projected on a screen in cinemas through to the ways in which CGI was only developed not invented. (Gollum was not the first CGI character in live action films). 

i. Technically formulaic; a genre that if you broaden to include the likes of Star Wars, LOTR fits into, a basic good v. evil narrative, no radical departures from standard plot structures.

· Manuel Castells, the network enterprise. The tendency of businesses since the Oil Crisis of the 1970s (actually occurred earlier in Hollywood as the studio system collapsed), Castells argues that the typical organisation of the late 20th/early 21st century is the network enterprise.
· Reduce the number of permanent workers on the payroll: Creative personnel on contract on a film-by-film or number-of-films basis, eg Peter Jackson makes Lord of the Rings for New Line and King Kong for Universal, Pixar who have a five (check this) film deal with Disney. 

· Move from mass production to flexible production: Studios no longer churn out films but produce them on a film-by-film basis, depending upon the needs of the market, eg. Summer or Christmas ‘tentpole’ movies, mid-range movies that may or may not succeed at any time of the year, and the acquisition of ‘indie’ features that may or may not make a small but significant profit.

· To use information technologies to automate and to link increasingly autonomous (self-governing, self-motivating) divisions: Most of the major film studios (DreamWorks is, I think, the exception), and many of the minor studios are part of bigger conglomerations of companies, but each of which basically acts autonomously. They may need to answer to higher powers but overall they operate within their own mandate. (Eg, reports suggest that New Line would have been dismantled and incorporated into its parent, Warner Bros., if LOTR failed. Even so, the amount of money that New Line put into LOTR had already placed a cap of how much New Line could spend on any given project – but where the money went was up to the executives of New Line.)

· Establish networks of smaller suppliers: The example of George Lucas is a case in point here. He’s not just the director of the Star Wars movies but is also the founder of a number of companies that profoundly effect the movie industry but do not answer to any one studio. The Star Wars movies are, to some degree of the definition, independent films. Back in the late 1970s, after the first film, believing there to be no real future in the sequels, 20th Century Fox made two errors; firstly to relinquish to Lucas all rights to spin-off merchandise (toys and the like), and secondly to be distributor only (that it, they did not act as producer of the movies and provided only the necessity for access to distribution channels). This meant that, while their profit margins would still have been quite large, it was only a fraction of what it could have been, and Lucas, being able to fully finance the films through revenue from the spin-off merchandise was able to invest in other filmic technologies, two of the most obvious being THX, the sound system that you now often see as a standard on DVDs (as a rival to Dolby), and Industrial Light and Magic, the special effects company that has provided the effects for movies from Star Wars to War of the Worlds via The Abyss, Terminator 2, etc etc etc.

ii. Shift from vertical hierarchies to the ‘horizontal’ corporation: The corporation may own a front-line studio but also often acquires other studios that retain a certain level of autonomy from the parent. Eg Disney owns Miramax, Fox has Fox Searchlight, Time Warner owns New Line (although not strictly an independent) which makes a mockery of the headlines of Christmas 2001 which signalled the proposed battle of the wizards, LOTR v Harry Potter. Warners made HR, New Line made LOTR. Time Warner won both ways. Each studio is then part of a wider network of companies that controls television broadcasts, magazine production (through which movies are written about and advertised – it’s no coincidence that Time magazine put LOTR on it’s cover (although they also did Star Wars etc), distribution networks (although not exhibition, as a court case of 1948 decreed that studios could not own cinemas), and often the technologies by which software may be utilised. Eg Sony owns Columbia Studios, Sony of course make all kinds of media technology.

� Elsaesser, Thomas (2001), ‘The Blockbuster: Everything Connects, but Not Everything Goes’, in Lewis, Jon (ed.), p. 13. 





