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ABSTRACT

More than Movies: Art House Cinemas in the Digital Age

William Fech, Ph.D.
Concordia University, 2021

This thesioffersa cultural and industriahappingof US-basedart house cinemas
smalltheatricalexhibitors specializing iforeign, independent, documentary, repertorynar
commercial studidilmd since the digital transition in projectio@chnology near the turn of this
century.For much of their history, art house cinemas offeredsol | ed fAsop-hi sti cat
going experiences catered to appeals of cultural distinction and cineBhilien reaction tahe
challengeposed by the costsf digital projecton, which threatened to and somecases did
closesmall exhibitorsthe sectorsoughtto re-imagine iself. Manyart housesestructured under
nonprofit organizationwith operationamandategar different fromthose of theipredecessors
This studyattends to these reconfigurations

Thefollowing chaptergirawfrom a rich tradition of exhibition scholarship, theories of
cultural tastemaking, and o+the-ground discourses among art house administrdtossult
film programs, promotional materjalewspapeatrticles personal interviews, anddustrydata
reports inpositingareconceptualization adirt houses as mulgiurpose cultural institutionsot
mere receptacles for leisure and encountersfarthignlanguage film Central to this reworking
has been Art House Convergence, a resource network of art houses and their dtlgess that
promoted professionalizatipnonprofitization and politicizatiorof the art house spasece
2006. | also focus a two case studie3 he Hollywood Theatre in Portland, Oregon, and
FilmScene in lowa City, lowé theatresvhose transformations over the |aStyears speak

concretelyto the larger trajectory of the sectvhere distinction and cinephilia once reigraed



pillars ofthese exhibitorsdynamicand diversapproaches to programming, commusagntric
servicesand leftliberal cultural projectdhave ascended to the foBy creating an aggregate
portrait of a new industrial common sense, comprised of chapgaugices and ideas about
cinema place in cultural formations, this projgmints toa pressingneed to view art houses
differently than previous models alloand toprovoke a rthinking about theirolein film

culture today.
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Chapter 1 |Introduction: More than Movies

fiWe sell tickets to theaters, not picturés

Travelers on layover at Portland International Airport had a-h&aghg new option for
passing timestarting in February 2017. Across from a long moving walkway, wedged between
Gates C3 and C5 of the concourse, sits the PDX Hollywoodsadt/microcineroutpost of
Portlandds Holl ywood T h eohcharge watkn theathednuitese ci n e ma
ticketed passengers to settle down with-boar programs of short-@ted films commissioned
from Pacific Northwest filmmakers, run on a loop, 24 hauday,sevendays a weekts parent
cinema operatingmiles awayin northeast Portlansince 1927s a vaudeville theatre, secend
run cinemaand nownonprofitart househas built anationalreputationramong theatrical
exhibitorsfor its zany programming and locally targeted curatigut the new airport site goes a
step further by integrating h e t hvelladtablish@&dsbrand intosphere of consuméransit
culture.Situatedwithin an airport know for its local business outlets and unique Portland flavor,
the stateof-the-art theatre, complete with a-28ot marquee and tepotch sound system, seems
both appropriate and nowval its setting Traveler Leslie Galvin captured the enthusiasm of many
for the airpofit dshinekv atmési awes ome: I mean, ho
perfectly with all the othef artisanal things
Across the countryanother art house cinemasheghe usual contours of speciality
exhibition. Fromafarthe Jacob Burns Film Center in Pleasantville, New Yioibks likean

everydayenue for foreign, documentary, and independent filmsfiBetBurns 6 as it i s ¢

1 Early exhibition pioneer and MGM studio mogul Marcus Loew, quotegkinibition, The Film Readeed. Ina

Rae Hark (London: Routledge, 2002), 6.

2Aaron Scott, ADi nner and a Movie and a FIligregm Hol |l ywo
Public BroadcastingFebruary 2, 2017.



is no mere projection box. In 20@pened a 27,008quare foot Media Arts Lab complete with
classrooms, an animation studio, editing suites, recording studio, soundstage, and a workshop for
designing film sets. Operating under its ofiltearning Framewdo with the goal of
A[larticulating] the foundation of |iteracy fo
of courses for peK through 13" grades, teachers, and community organizations, instructing on
topicsranging from thdundamentals ofilm production to customizeprofessionatlevelopment

for media educator&egular film screenings across its five auditoriums are but one aspect of this
diversified slateJonathan DemmenaDscarwinning Hollywood director with ties to the

facility,cd | ed it fa force for soci ARrofiledtbytheyesy di s gui
York Timesn 2011 for itsrehabilitativeimpact on the Pleasantville ar¢he Burnsenter

exposedntriguing newtriangulationsamongart houses, education, and coumity.

Meanwhile, down in Miamia thirdart houseshiesi n t he ci tyobés eternal
2011 as part of a $60 million grant t@asrevita
all movie theaters waddtrough the costly transition to digital projection. Unlike laridpeatres
that invested fullyn the newindustrystandarcequipment O Cinema threw its weight behind
more flexible formats like BkRay and DVD(known collectively as-€inema) These options
all ow the theatre to nimbly and creatively ar
distributors to suit its central audie@c&20-s o met hi ng hi pst e Wththisar t i st s
target in mind, the O Cinema partners with national and local organizations to present several
regular series of interest to Miagnowds Highlights inclueeL i ft Every Vimsce, f e

that highlight the experience of People of Color, the LGBTQ community, and the Caribbean

SAAbout, 0 Jacob Burns Film Center.
‘KareemTabsheggyuot ed in Lisa Dombrowski, #ANot | f, But When an
H o u sFdm History 24 (2012): 245.



di asmpnrda,Cd i mate Change Cinema, Ascreenings an
environmental issues with tangiblepact on our | iveso in South FI
precariously between the Everglades and the Atlamicembracing the economics otamema
in service of diverse and dynamic curation, the O Cinema showsdmwtheatres an At hi nk
outside the box [imargeting] a demograpldcyoung peopld [that] many in the art house
community find?®difficult to attract. o

These three expressionsspiecialty film exhibitiod an airport micrecinema, a well
established education lab, and a kaleidosedlyitocal film progran® would have been hard to
imagineeven20years ago. When theatrical exhibitors started to comevemasséo digital
projection in thanid-2000s, many small, independent cineéha$ which art houses are a
subsed worried abousheer survivalCosts ran anywhere from $65,000 to $100,000 per screen
to install new digitally compliant equipmehf range of publications signaled the danger that
digital conversion posed guchtheatersvithoutthe financial backing of parent companfes.
These acamnts came tethered to studies about chnmedia consumption habits among
audiences who are increasingly turning thame delivery platforms like Netflix for their movie
fix.® More recently, other challenges to indie exhibitors have arisen, incladigging
adjustments to or flabut eschewals of theatrical exhibition windows. As more streaming

companies venture into the productiorttedir ownfeaturelength films, the prospect of studios

SAiCl i mate Change .Cinema, o O Cinema
5Dombrowski, ANot I f, But When, o 245.
7 lbid., 236.

8St e p hani eVh@eerSwitchctdOigital iProjectors Means the End of the Srialb wn Mo v i eCiyTheat er ,
Lab, August 28, 2013Gary Susmamfif How Di gi t al Conversion is Rolhg i ng I nde
Stone September 4,2018li ck Lkohe$Smalil Theat er s, BlobtmbergrFebyuary &) Fut
2012Mi chael Hurl ey, fAWeb6re About to Lose 1,000 Smal/l
IndieWire February 23, 2012

9 Among other studies, see Chuck Tyr@m-Demand Culture: Digital Delivery and the Future of Movibew

Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2013).
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bypassing theatres altogether in favor of streal®asing loms like a storm cloud. It might
appear that art houses areagjingoutpost fighting for relevance in a mediaturated world.

Yet these hanavringing reportsareat odds with a very different set of developmehts
havecatalyzed this project and opened this introductionteniablesigns of a resilient, even
robust art house culture. Instead of art house marquees going dark, new ones keep lighting up.
The same medi a o getrl eathse adundoselizasbearafmgted iiodhatae
tenacity of such theaters to carrydoaven excd in precarious times. Just a year befogda2
doomsday article on thdemiseof small theatredndieWirepublished anotablydifferent take on
the situation aiThedvihgwAt b BHBoeateCinema (Al
article conveys a cadio attitude among ahouseoperators who have innovated ways to rebrand
themselves as fAmofttg@def haBemgd s EilmConenanardctes . 20 15
ASure Se@h elrts Owt , 06 backs this up, describing
revival o owing to the flexibility of content
dynamic communitymi nded programming. Bergbs rdeport hi
lent by Art House Convergence (AHC), a consortium of art house operators and their allies
founded in 2008Both Berg and AHC stressat per annum attendance to North American art
cinemas has held steady over the last 50 yé&efeatists about the fabf art houses may be
conflating change with decline.

For most ofits history, art houseexhibition, with some detours along the wayas

dedicated tgpresentingso-calledfisophisticated  fsorlupacale experiences to paying

A T h e -AilmBobrels FuelingaRiseinAllouse TICe ati erds, Ne w, Ségtamker BBusi nes s
2017

I Anthony Kaufmanif How t o Create a Thriving ArInhdieWioelsye2, 20ilnema ( Al
2jeff Berg, ASure Seaters Toughto uste CHixthRimi@bhteiecdhinondg i n on
1 (January/February 2015): 54.



consumerd and to be clear, that remains the case today. Moviegoers still visit art houses to
catch the latest festival hit or discowdrscurdilmmakersor exemplars of national cinemas
Outings to art houses, whose ornatielitoriums, elegant lobbies, and fancy concession
comprised of organic or locally made treats often confer a refined taechtill understood as
different from large chain theatres replete with the markingswimercial popular cultureln
the Unied States and Canad&gple still visit art houses out of a fundamental interest in cinema
defined beyond current, industrial entertainmémgy want tae-watchdustyclassicscatcha
critical hit, ortake in acharacter piecantouched byhe Marvel miverse.

Butthee x hi bi ti on arm of whatindwtewhasicmphged cal | t h
dramatically over the lag0 years Broad forces along technological, industrial, and cultural
lines have compelled art houses tormagine themselve® remainfiscally viable and culturally
relevant Instead of relying on theprevious foundations @fppealgo cultural distinction and
cinephilig many have charted new ground as multiuse media arts cesyiesstionedor a
digital landscape. Some of these changes conssignéicantmigrations away from themalt
business modejualities of the mietentury art house boom in the United Stafétkers display a
(some would say worrying) accommodatiorcommercialpractices out of step with ttairaof
independent arts organizatioisill others mark a return, in spirit if nekactdetail, to
vaudeville or silent moviera attractions of live éartainment, showmanship, and audience
interaction What is clear is that sinaceughly 2005, when digital projection began to foment
among the nati ono6s have beemsing the dexibilityefdigitalalelitery h o us e s
systems to their advamge, programming a wider variety of media (both filmic and-fiomc)
on their screens to as many audiedemographicaspossible To afford the high costs of

installing digital projectors, or simply because market conditions for exhibitors &eugtt,



scores of art houses have transitioned into nonprofits to be eligible for tax breaks, grants, and
philanthropic supportJsing digital delivery of media as a fulcrum and nonprofitization as a
business modeinany cinemagave initiated éucation programs and filmmaksupport
enterprises in tandem with community or academic partmeking then influential centers for
localfilm production and knowledgereation Communications directgrdevelopment officers,
andevent managers work alongside tickaers and popcorsellers in theatres restructured as
missionrdriven service providensith cleargoals forcommunity impactA pronounced turn

toward social justicaction inclusive content quotas, and racial/gender paritgcreen and on
staff has risen in tandem with social movements like BlackLivesMatter and M&Ealicated

trade onferences and workshops spotlight beatfices in the biz, stressing nonprofit
professionalizationdata managemergnd new operational normA culture of starup
entrepreneurialism and camaraderie, boosted by the networking potential of AHC, has fueled
coordinated change acrastherwiseindependently managed theatres and contributed to an
integration of art houses intwider arenas of social and cultural practicAd houses no longer
define themselves chiefly in oppositional terms to the megaplex industry; more often they exist
for somehing, not in reaction to it.

Thisthesischartsa number ofhesepractices and developmeatsome radically new,
some mere recasts of old phenoménaloing so ireconceptualizeart houses as muliurpose
cultural institutionsnot mere receptacles for leisure and encounters with felaiguage film
Where distinction and cinephilia once reigéeahnd, ok, a healthy dose of réght pruriencé
communitycentric practicesdynamtc programmingand leftprogressive projectsave ascended
to the fore, producing a number of questions about how cultural institutions project and

accomplish their missions in contemporary neoliberal economies. These practices across



increasingly connectkeart housegeverberate withvhat scholar Charles Acland, in speaking
about the rise of multiplex cinemas and associated business strategies in the 1980s, dubs an
i ndustri al Pthatispracicesaaddsayrsies promoted and realized bgrenou
actors to become commonplace. My thesis doese®k to dwell on or even celebréte
idiosyncratic actions of a few theatres like the Hollywood or the Jacob .Bratiser py creating

an aggregate portrait of a new industrial common sense, compfiskdnging practices and
ideas about cinema and its place in cultural formations, this ppmets toa pressingieed to

view art houses differentlhan previous models alloand toprovokea rehinking about their

rolein film culture today.

1.1 Situating My Study

My projectis an exhibition studyhat draws orthe New Cinema History turn ithe
discipline of film studiesThis analytical movementascendant near the end of the twentieth
century,decenters film textas objects of study exchange for alternative waysayproaching
film history. Film Studies is a young discipline that early on was shapékebgrimacy of
aestheticsgreat directorsnationalsensibilities or apparatus theories of the relationdgpyveen
spectator and screéhAs the field has grown and diversifieseveral pioneering scholdrave
examined the material history of film and the social experience of cigemmg as part of a

wider economic and cultural infrastructure. Movie theatres, their itinerant precedents, audience

13 Charkes Acland Screen Traffic: Movies, Multiplexes, and Global Cult(Pairham, NC: Duke University Press,

2003).
YFor example, see Sergei Ei s e n s tFiégm Form: Efsdys iDFilm Thearydi ¢ Appr
and trans. Jay Leyda (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 194®%),315 Fr an-oi s Truf faut, AA

oft he Fr e n cCahigtidimlCeéma(Jaduary 1954); André BaziW/hat Is Cinema¥olume 1trans. Hugh

Gray (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1968); Andrew SaFhis, American Cinema: Directors and

Directions 19291968(New York: Dutton, 1968); Jeanouis Baudry and AlanW 1 | i ams, fl deol ogi cal
Basi c Cinemat o gFkimQuaiedy28np. 2 GMintet 1074 975): 3947.



reception, cinemgoing practices, programming, and extatualdiscourses became more

central*® This shift toward wider historical, or micocal, conditions is expressed by Richard

Mal t by and Melvyn Stokes as t hefinihikiorgyand nct i on
cinemahistory: between an aesthetic histof textual relations between individuals or
individual objects, and t héd®NewGnenmlHistory st ory of
approaches also draw from political or econoreams thatmpact moviegoing practices Such
areadnclude state fih censorship, demographic statistics, and labour moverfdRidbert

Allen underlines the importance of-tmlating film exhibition from wider cultural study,

favoringreceptionasan fAi ncl usi ve category of issues é& [\

theoretically and methodol ogically distinct <co
dimensions of exhibition and exhibition sites; the study of movie audiences as both a social and

di scursive phenomenon; the Ai mmedi ateedeaspd dioanlo,
other words the varieties of performance occurring at a cinema besides the projection of images;
and the activation of particular meanings of a text to particular audiences and ctrivbxts.

thesis follows this line and analyzadiscenible institutiond art cinemad as inextricably

bound to phenomena in economiteshnology politics, and social relations in our digital

15 Among others, see Robert Allen and Douglas Gonfély History: Theory and PracticéBoston: McGrawHill,
1985); Douglas Gomenghared Pleasures: A History of Movie Presentation in the United Sgitadison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1992); Janet Staigeeypretating Films: Studies in the Historical Reception of
American CineméPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 1992)egory WallerMain Street Amusements: Movies
and Commercial Entertainment in a Southern City, 28980(Washington: Smithsonian Institution Press, 1995);
Kathryn Fuller,At the Picture Show: Smattbwn Audiences and the Creation of Movie Fan Culture
(Charlottesville/London: University Press of Virginia, 1996); and Barbara Klingi@ema, New Technologies, and
the HomgBerkeley, University of California Press, 2006).

18 RichardMaltby and Melvin StokesGoing to the Movies: Hollywood and the Social Exgace of Cinema
(Exeter: University of Exeter Press, 2008)

17 Cinema, Audiences and Modernity: New Perspectives on European Cinema Hidtoraniel Biltereyst,
Richard Maltby, and Philippe Meers (New York: Routledge, 201-3), 2

BRobert Allen, AFrom Exhibition to ReceSgreeiBd,ma.4 Ref |l ect i
(December 1, 1990): 3436.

I
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setting.In my casehis also involves urban revitalization effortdyistorical preservation projects,
nonprofit businesmodels entrepreneurigdm, and the politics of taste and countercultures.

Art houses comprise the exhibition branch
industry. o This is less clearly demarcated th
ownership of production, distribution, and exhibition holdings consteuntore tangild,
everydaysense of @ectorthat one can speak about wiffeaterprecision. Nevertheless it is
possible tgperceivethe art housendustryas an interconnected gldbveeb that includes
production companies, distributors, festivals, publications, and other stakeholders in the
businesd and it is a businedsof creating or disseminating smlled art films for paying
audiences. As such my project also interfaces withlig@pline of media industry studies. This
line of inquiry, with several antecedents throughout the twentieth century, has surged in the last
20 years under the efforts of scholars like John Caldwell, Jennifer Holt, Alisa Perren, and
Charles Acland. Schalas hi p i n this vein covers fian extrao
economies, artistic traditions, business models, cultural policies, technologies, regulations, and
creat i ve ®aypysuitobusderstanding how media industries operate witbivag
and local settings. One thread of media industry studies that my thesis intervenss with
empirical, onthegr ound di scour ses dhelricué@tp mgd @aantoin@n fiw
film sets or at events where movers and shakers shape commtesraall practices for a
mediaindustry?® Whereas Caldwell in his bodkoduction Culture® x ami nes t he @i nd

sefanal ysiso of film/ TV production crews worKki.

¥Jennifer Holt and Alisa Perren, #dlntroductiMedia Does tI
Industries: History, Theory, Metho@ds. Jennifer Holt and Alisa Perren (WiBlackwell, Oxford, 2009): 1.

20 John CaldwellProduction Culture: Industrial Reflexivity and Critical Practice in Film and Televiguarham,

NC: Duke University Press, 2008); Charkes | and, WA Theatrical Ex fhebi ti on: Accel
Contemporary Hollywood Film Industrgds. Paul McDonald and Janet Wasko (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing,

2008);Media Industries: History, Theory, Methoeds. Jennifer Holt and Alisa Perren (WHBlackwell, Oxford,

2009).
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brings the fAcontact roup,Aeldoose Bdnvemanceaintotgredier use t r
relief for how they inform art house practices. Particularly in an era of transformative change
around the theatrical exhibition industry wrought by digital projection technologies and the
urgent need to competetivimobile delivery of media, peering into the geiflexive
understandings that art house stakeholders have for their industry, their labor, and their missions
as cultural institutions providessefulinsights into the sector.

Within film exhibition studies in the New Cinema History turn, much ink has been
spilled about the cultural significance of movie theaffé® majority of these accounts have
dealt withcommerciaktheatres n ¢ i n e maa@mduryfScholassthavexariinédthe social
functions of theatres in early twentieth century urbarliid case studies have documented
theatres aanimportant nexus potrfor understanding gender, race, class, urbanity, and leisure
during the decades of Classic Hollywood andtpar er&? Scholars such as Ross Melnick have
internationalized the Hollywood exhibition story eyamininglarge USowned circuitsn
operation overseamdthepolitical, cultural, and legal tensioisvolved?® Studies have likewise
explored thanultiplex/megaplexrend among mainstream theatres since the 1980s when AMC,

Cineplex Odeon, and other chains expanded their screen dominance considerably into malls and

21 Miriam HansenBabel and Babylon: Spectatorship in American Silent Edambridge: Harvard University

Press, 1991 Kathryn J. FullerAt the Picture Show: Small Town Audiences and the Creation of Fan Culture

(Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press, 200Mark Jancovich and Lucy Fairéhe Place of Audience:

Cultural Geographies of Film Consumpti@imondon: British Film Institute, 2003).

22Waller, Main Street Amusementhelley Stamp\Vovie-Struck Girls: Women and MotieRicture Culture After

the NickelodeofiPrinceton: Princeton University Press, 20Q@cqueline Najuma Stewalljgrating to the

Movies: Cinema and Black Urban Modern{Berkeley: University of California Press, 200Bmerican Movie

Audiences: From the Turn of the Century to the Early Sounddfim Melvyn Stokes and Richard Maltby (London:

British Film Institute, 1999); Ross Melnichmerican Showman: Samuel "Roxy" Rothafel and the Birth of the

Entertainment Industry19081935(New York: Columbia University Press, 2012).

23 SeeRoss MelnickHo | | ywoodoés Embassi es: How Movie Theatres Proj
(New York: Columbia University Press, 202®)e | ni ck, fAHol |l ywood Emhelawvsamrels, Labo
Gl obal Ci n e maHolywobd ahdi the Lapwads. BauliMoDonald, Emily Carman, Eric Hoyt, and Philip

Drake, 154180 (London: Bloomsbury Publishing, 2Q01®elnick,iHo | | ywoodds Muddl e East: Poc
Egyptand IsraelandthedOh s equences for Hol | ywood 6 $he MstaichllJaurn&daefst er n N
Film, Radio, and Televisio27 no. 2 (2017): 27294.
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suburbs. Theseorkshave stressed thensformations of commercialovie theatres, for

example, and the increasingly rapid circulation of media through thémthe last two decades,
asmovie-watching has shifted to locations outside of the theattention has understandably

turnedto past and contemporaajternative exhibition settings like microcinemas and-ppp
cinemas; fAuseful o cinema, educational, and mu
network; and mobile, @tome, or ordemand viewing of med&.We might explain theresent

daydearthof studies on theaters generally (and art houses in particuléug essult ofin

impression among scholars that theatrical mgamg has not changed that much since the

megdp | exing of commercial theatres iltheningef 1990s
theat er s i n%JohnBditennia inglaace, lsaightto downplay the hyperbole about

the digital switch in his 2002 article ADiIigit
to digital less as a new way of watching movleatas a lucrative avenue for media

congl omerates to sel]l products to consumers a
to a theater, he argued that Adigital project
the nature of the motiomi ct ur e é&Xpeugbnas. Acl and points ouil
about the fAfauxodo di gi t sextualexpeviemdesiaudieaces hpveint ai n s

theaterd the act of sitting in a dark auditorium peering up at images on a screen. Tééanov

24 Acland, Screen Traffic.

®Donna De Ville, fAThe Microcinema Movement and Montreal
De Ville, AThe Persistent Transi ence FibnfHistty2¢ noo3c i nema (i |
(2015): 1043 6; Rebecca Al vwihre, MbA i NisghtFrao m ArCineasit82ne.8 t o O Mi cr
(2007): 48; Charles Acland and Haidee Wasson, éffseful CinemgDurham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011);

Marijke de Valck,Film Festivals: From European Geopolitics to Global Cinephj#ansterdam: Amsterdam

University Press, 2007); télm Festival Yearbookeries published by St. Andrews University; Cindy Hifigk

Wong, Film Festivals: Culture, People, and Power on the Global Sc(Bem Brunswick: Rutgers University

Press, 2011); Tymg On-Demand CultureBarbara KlingerBeyond the Multiplex: Cinema, New Technologies, and

the HomgBerkeley: University of California Press, 2006).

2 Acland, Screen Traffid,99.

2’JohnBel t on, #ADigital Ci Ocapal00 (2002FaM.se Revolution, o
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digital did not fundamentally disrupt this ritual, especially for those uninitiated to the nuances
dividing celluloid and digital imageri? But digital possibilities certainly changed, as Acland
notes, 1its temporal it icelarated tirbuatiof ofimeslinthrough ci ne m
theatres fAthat would replicate pr &Behmmnag sc
scope could also not anticipate the operational shpkeany theaters went through in reaction
to digital projection Onecrucial impac¢ on art housesf re-equipping theaters with digital
projectors was thecommon legal restructuring into nonprofit organizations. While ostensibly a
financial strategy for operating within a certaieneficialtax structure, nonprofitizatioinas
compelled more involvement with local communities (sometimes as part of neighborhood
revitalization efforts) that theaten®w increasinglydepend on. Programmirand other
operationchanged to become more commuxagntric and as a result, art hossaow fill civic
rolesand political mandatehey were not initially intendefbr. Thedigital switchthus
reorderedhe fundamentadtructureof many art houssby virtue of otherindustrialrealities.

So where do art houses fit witHiteratureon exhibition?Scholars have generalliglked
aboutthese cinemas as alternative venues for film culture in distinction to otajonercial
theatrical exhibitors or the Hollywood industig.programming termdhese cinemas foreground
foreignlanguageniche,repertory, independent, or taboo movies for audiences seeking
artistically challengingr provocativeilms. Such theaters have tended to be designed to supply
upscale atmospheresmovedrom the din of negaplexes,a strategy that involved ornate theatre

space, policies encouraging respectful audience behavior, sophisticated promotional material,

28Dylan Skolnick,cedi r ect or of the Cinema Arts Centre in Hunting!
majority of our filmgoers, the transition to digital projection would hbveen essenti al ly i mpercep
for the el aborate fundraising campaign to finance the
were going to buy the new projectors monrteh sSeaaftteerrs ,toh eby6
29 Acland, Screen Traffic218.



13

and other practices differentiating them from mainstream theatres. In other words, art house
scholars have focuden the cultural valuenaking built on high taste that mow@ers helped
construct when visiting art houses, often located in large intelligentsia areas like New York or
Chicago Exhibition studies from Douglas Gomery and Barbara Wilinsky are the most
preeminent in this strandheyeachf ocus on t he fAgolden erao for
which they note begins witimhe end of World War land continueghrough the 1950and 60s.

G o me rSkhaéed Pleasurds a canonical text on the historyrmabvie presentation in the
United States, and he devotes one chapter to the rise of art Husss venues emerged in the
postwar era in large part due to industrial conditions impacting the largest commercial theatrical
circuits. Though this may seem cuaerintuitive,a majority of commercial movie theatres before
World War Il were not affiliated with major studios. The studios simply controlled the best
theatres in the best markets as part of the vertically integrated grip they held on production,
distribution, and exhibition. Since the late 1920s the five largest Hollywood com@anies
Paramount, Levx6 s / MGM, War ner Br os .-Fox, dhdRK@Tsaughtto i et h Ce
secure ownership of the circuits withsothe the
called Big Five controlled the vast majority of all firsin movie palace theatres in the ninety
two largest cities in the United States, those with cities with populations exceeding 100,000
citizens. o0 Small er ci r cudalagerpercentagaloftptal thechteea t t h
yet operated in less lucrative markets. Studios arranged for their popular features to screen in
their own theatres first and then distill down to other theatres as subseguéirhs months

later. Independent omaffiliated exhibitors were thus at a marked disadvantage in this
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environment fAand often had to compete with a

conditioning, stage shows

and grand service
The network of exhibitors that beme known as art houses only appeared in widespread

fashion after the 194Baramountdecision, an antitrust ruling that forced the studios to divest

themselves of their theatre holdinygith Hollywood without many ofits exhibition sites,

production of ew filmsslowed filmmaking costs rose, and studios released fewer, more

expensive features to cover their losses. This reduced the number of features the studios could

release each year, which led to fewer films available for exhibitors to book. Orhibgax

side, the thousands of theatres once affiliated with studios were sold off to successor

corporations that themselves could not acquire new theatres without first petitioning district

courts to prove that they psttoosloftenddatedvi ol at e an

jurisdictional backlogs in the courts and had little clear stantt@ther divested theatres came

under new ownership of individual proprietors now adrift on their own in uncharted exhibition

waters. Gomerghows how small theas@ whether independent businesses or select theatres of

the successor circufiscapitalized on the financial turmoil facitige studios by pivoting their

business model away fromlavel Hollywood features toward reissues, ibudget Bmovies,

and,particularly, foreign films from European distributors eager to export their national film

cultures after only a trickle of outpdtiring World War Il.Rather than go head-head with

other exhibitors vying for an increasingly small number of major studio reléadependent

theatre owners or smaller successor theatozked around the film shortage and created their

own niche foraudiences bieaning into availabléoreign films and cultivating sophisticated

experiences for serious fikviewing. These circumstancé®lped create aAmericanaudience

30 Gomery,Shared Pleasure$9-60.
3Mi chael Conant, AThe Parlawmand@ohtenPpaayrPeoblsdd Re 4 (988:i7% er ed, 0
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appetite for foreign flmamong theatres newly freed from the most restrictagetpolicies
plaguing unaffiliatedexhibitorsfor decades.

Gomer ybés account ofdheatres that gFandtibned ilouhouses ansoegs
large enclaves like New York and Chicago but also college towns like Ann Arbor, Michigan, and
Madison, Wigonsin, where students found refuge from mainstream theetdesnjoyed an
intellectual rigor associated with ascendant film appreciafibe number of theatres showing
art films on a full or parttime basis rose dramatically between 1947 and 1955] aiélm
critics, cinephile magazines, and repertory houses devoted to Hollywood classhmsuses
werea bright spot in an otherwise stagnant exhibition industry struggling to copthwith
Paramounffallout andcompetition from television. But at tlesd of his chapteGomery
(writing in the 1990s) abruptly decl ares fithe
1 9 8 Bandthe rise o¥HS home videaand basic or subscriber cable channdkscitesthe
closures of several repertory houses tlmlonger seemed viable when cineastes could access
classic films at home. While he labels the art house phenomenon dead, Gomery also anticipates
with optimism that Aentrepreneurs will seek t
longasgoig t o the movies cont i nu#¥HKispredictidntds beers way o
borne out in the years since his study, as this tbsiws though not in ways he could have
pinpointed at the time.

Adopting a more targeted approachhe social implications ddrt houses than Gomery,
Wilinsky publishedSure Seaters: The Emergence of Art House Ciner2@01, a detailed

account of how changes in the American film industry, waride distribution deals, and

32 A reference to the federal deregulatory policies and social conservatism associated with this decade in the United
States.
33 Gomery,Shared Pleasured 95.
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domesticsocial conditions @ntributed to a emergeninfrastructure for theatrical art house

exhibition in the late 1940%uilding on prewar precedents Her bookdés centr al |
Gomery: art houses rose as an alternative exhibition culture to maingtteywood

dominane, and this ascension had as much to do with economic imperatives and commercial
interests as it did with audience desire for riw experienceprovidedby European

suppliers** Using the ideas of French sociologist Pierre Bourdiéilinsky situates arhouse

viewers as involved in a clabased cultural politic seeking differentiation from an era they
perceived as turning individual srthonsestfthea fimas s
time consciously courtethis distinction among Americaaudiences who sought ways of
standing out from the herd Bghefudhedeiailsthe at i ng i
At heatre operations, theater environment/ serv
adoptedo cultivate sophisticated movgoing experiences for their clientelehese practices
included programming art or fslpnguageadwsreeld f i | ms
and fare like live stage shows that tied in thematically to a film. Outside of programming, many

art houss furthered their distinction through elegant interior design and designated areas for pre

or postfilm discussions, ofteaccompaniedvith coffee or tea. Children were barred from many

art houses or otherwise downplayed as prospective audiences in an effort to maintain a refined

at mosphere. Many theatres printed and distrib
productionorannounde upcoming titles, a Aprocedure [tha
the attendance of highbrow events such as the legitimate theatre, the symphony, and the opera,

whi ch al so h an%Thepromatibnal efforts @fra mssesd@lso differeanr

34 Barbara Wilinsky Sure Seaters: The Emergence of Art House Cin@firaneapolis: University of Mineapolis
Press, 2001), 10.

35 1bid., 129.

36 1bid., 114.
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those of mainstream theatres. Whereas the latter leaned heavily on large, flashy displays or
photographs to attract audiences, art houses were more likely to send out mailers to patrons with
the faith that menti oni n gopsés walidbeseoough toatsacttha me o
highbrow crowd art houses aimed at. The simplicity of their advertisements was designed to
iconnote sophi s t3LkaGomayWiliaskyds cadfubtgqualify the 0

interlocking commercial and artistinterests of art houses during a period of industrial
instability and technol ogi cal revolution: AVi
construction with its basis in socioeconomic and industrial conditions highlights the role of

monetary interestssbohi nd t he creation of art cinema. Des
focus attention on art cinemads refined artis
was an industrial reacti on t 0®Scthoaghagleogsesiare f i | m
often posi ti-pornoegdr aansmifincgoae netl nédu rilecco utimeyeetdioylandy wo o d
much later to multiplex networkbothWilinsky and Gomery have nuanced this understanding

by pointing out the economic necessities and manipulationssot e t hat compl i cat
values that art houses have historicaltgulated.

Much of the remaining scholarship on art houses takes the form of case studies exploring
their social relevance faxpressions oflass or tasteConsider JmLa@6s arti cl e on t |
Theatre in Cambridge, Massachusetts, a-amming art house on the fringe of Harvard
Universityés main campus. Opened as a movie t
public speaking venue, the Brattle became thtogonema for its uppecrust, Harvarecentric
community at a time of spiking appreciation for art films around the country. Theatre promotions

and press coverage situate the Brattle as fan

¥71bid., 121.
38 bid., 129.
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expressed intentiomf counteri ng mas s *bydacusiegroe foreig fillmsn  t h e
and recovered Hollywood classics. University students praised the chance to hear foreign
languages outside of their classroom lectures. Repoftisanlarvard Crimsonthe studentun
newspaper, cite the theatre as an indispensab
Aendowed with such cultural and i nygoeidghired¢t ual
a certain measure of whoafti tPioefr ¥dnosBtoiher cdtiieoun 6c.adl
Brattleds operations are in some ways particu
how art houses have traditionally capitalized on satisfying customer desire for a certain kind of
cinemaand an assodied value system But you di dndét need to be a
participate in art house distinction throughout the twentieth cerlfhigse cinemasonstituted a
sizable institution in the field of alternative cultural consumption: the numbgsnfun art
houses in the United States surged from 80 in 1950 to 450 irf1963.

Gomeryb6s chapter, Wi linskyés book, and Lan
approaches to art house cinemas as purveyors of distinction and satisfiers ofigimepéitings
designed for the serious contemplation of filmagtsbut whichpartly resulted from industrial
conditions that necessitated small theatres look outside of Hollyfiloodnd its distribution
systemdor product.These foundational studigdough,only account for the immediate postwar
moment of art house ascension and tend to skip over the ways in which art houses were sites of
hybridity, not pureness, as regards the high art/low art dichotomy. Other scholars have filled in
the gaps by stssing the art house as a more complicated stage for articulations ahthste

specialty programmindglaniel Metzand Jack Stevensdrave written about the transformation

®Jim Lane, ACritical and Cultural Reception of the Eur
Brattle Theatre ( CahibandHigoe24 n0M&/4($984: KB4s et t s ) , O
40pid., 59.

41 Film Daily Year Bookquoted in Wilinsky SureSeaters?2.
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of art houses into grindhouse or sexploitation theatres between the yeatt9¥35% period that

saw the incremental loosening of Hays Code censorship restrictions on sexual or violent film

content in the United Staté$As Met z summari zes, f@Athe period a
house is characterized by a turn away from tsghdards [sic] art films toward American

sexploitation and hardcore pornography. Beginning with a boom in the market created by the
sexually liberated body of Brigitte Bardot, these theatres found that exploiting sex was a path to

f i nanci alForsometoeates padicularly those in urban areas, sex or nudie films

compelled wholesale transformations into a new adult model, while others merely expanded their
Aartyo programming to accommodate films that
Eurgpean expressions of sex and outright sle@tleer scholarsuch as Mark Jancovich and Tim
Snelsorf? Eric Schaefef’and Joan Hawkins have complicated
houses by focusingadnt he degree t o whi ch hmageb,trapesjahdur e t r
themes t hat c h afdsavieprograneministoategiesmatkdting prendotions

and conditioned theatre atmosphekéawkins, in her monograph about film cultures at the

intersection of avangarde and horror, describes a New York art house scene in the 1950s and

60s where the cityds cultural elite mingled w

uninhibitedcounterculture youth smelling of marijuana who booed or yelled at films, creating in

“2Dani el Curran Met z, APrestige and Prurience: The Declii
Sexploitation, 1954 972, 6 ( Masters t hesi s, University of Texas, 2
B ey o Rrdm the Arthousetb he Gr i ndhouse: Hi ghbrow and Lowbr,ow Tr an:
eds. John Cline and Robert Weint29-152 (Lanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press: 2010).

“Met z, fAPrestige and Prurience, o0 61.

“Mark Jancovich and Ti msroads:eClassdGenderfattidasie atthe Riatomthe e Cr o s
Arthouse to the Grindhouse: Hi ghbr ow aneds lobmdlimreand Tr ans
Robert Weiner109-125 (Lanham, Maryland: Scarecrow Press).

®Eric ScBoldlBdrimgr, Shocking! True! 0o: A HilgsOurhgm NG:DUkex pl 0oi t a
University Press, 1999).

46 Joan HawkinsCutting Edge: ArHorror and the Horrific AvaniGarde(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press, 2000), 3.
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Hawkinsdés words fda | oud and unmediated carniyv
house,avany ar de and horror audi e ffdaacovibweeansvhileé,i nk ed i
sees art films of the 1960s and exploitation
film practice, but as sha%®Pwtdpretirsersaciossthe s and m
ostensi bly more Apur e o pastwarerd. Ad shtkssposterseandmthert h e
forms of promotion available to exhibitors frequently conflated sentiments of sex and art, often
by displaying women in licentious ways or constructing the impression that a film would reveal
socially taboo matesi! . As Jancovich sums up, #AClIlear cut
difficult to establish in most marketing materials for European art films in this period. They are
qui te fl uid “Nadativescabootarshousesag psrvegors of Aitthave
persisted to some degrdmiti t 6 s al so cl ear t hat getiisohmallt heatr e:
upscale pretense pursue businesSome have managed to do both simultaneously.

As the three theatre anecdotes opening this chapter suggestdational
understandings of what these cinemas do and mean for film culture need updating. With recent
upheavals to exhibition markets amejor shifts inconsumption patternpundits are starting to
reconsider the art house accordingnésv digital coodinates Researchers likalicia Kozmaand
Lisa Dombrowski have written about the transitional moment for art hdwsesgelluloid to
digital projection, accounting for the technical nuances and financial implications of moving

beyond celluloid for new formaf® Otherpunditshavenotednew organizational resources

47 Hawkins,Cutting Edge59.

48 Mark Jancovichii Ar t |, Expl oi t a Défimng Cult Moviese Thg CutiunahPalitias of Oppositional

Taste eds. MarkJancovich, Antonio Lazaro Reboll, Julian Stringer, and Andy Willis (Manchester: Manchester

University Press, 2003), 204.

4 1bid., 210.

®Dombrowski, fANot | f, But When.o0o; Alicia Kozma, fADownl ¢
Local Exhibiti on, TeaRrojettdre Jddma anlriimoMedid &hcth@u)tub®, no. 1 (Winter

2018): 3969.
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(namely the AHC) and new business structures (namely nonprofitizttier)ave emerged as
steadyingif-not-safe harbours for art housesrecent yearsTrade journals, entertainment
outlets, and local newspapers have spotlighted individual art houses across North America,
stressing their ingenuity and perseverancehndgile mediascapelhe Projectoyan
interdisciplinary academic journal of media and culture, dedicated-pavwspecial issue to
these venues in 204819 featuring interviews of key stakeholders in the art house sector, close
studies of theatre operati®rand overviews of trends in the business of specialty exhibition.
Art houses arenjoying a moment again.uBfew treatments go beyond discussing the hardships
faced by indie theaters in transitioning to digifthe work on this that does exist is frand
inadequate to fully assess the key changes in the sector.

By contrast, this thesadvances new formations of art housemastutiors for film
culture thashowcasevents and activities that include but expand well beyondvi&itthing
No longer an automated public viewing box where one can expect little else than a flat image on
screen, art houses have entered into a new phase of their histess pronounced than the
salacious slide into grindhouse that scholars limeeimentedThis project fills a gap in existing
understandings about a newly imagined and integrated theatrical network for art films, weaving
strands of film studies (theatrical exhibition, art cinema, cinephilia) with those of cultural studies
(distinction, taste, ancultural intermediaries) tmapout the newterationso f t oday és art
housesAs suggested before, a good deal of writing on art house cinemas tends to be localized
case studies. What my thesis does is work toward a more holistic approach, strivingrtormap
broad changes across the entire sector. This is important if we are to establish a common sense

about a particular exhibition form that has endured since the 1920s but seen tumultuous change

“\iRei nvesti gat iIExdii Adritt i WoThedrojecpre A& Jowrral om Kim, Meds, and Cultur8,
no 1&2, (Summer/Winter 2018).
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in the last20 years.Before turning to thenain body ofthis project | need to establistiefinitions

of key terms and theoretical underpinnings pertinent to my study.

1.2 Establishing Concepts
1.2.1 Art Cinema
Corralling a subjedike art house cinemas prompts us to get clear on a few thtirgg
what do we mean by 0Asa tategoiizingetemarbcinemds ndtariously f i | mo
messy; there is no shortage of colourful or stuffy definitions, though at the end of the day
Aschol ars wil|l |l i kely never produce an accept
are too compl ¥Akneejerlt reactiomsuch astthe dne offered partly in jest by
Peter Lev in his study of the Eufamerican art flmsugge st s t hat dAart fil ms i
art t RP@rastdefimition abandons all pretense to have anything to do with film content or
style and ultimately favamprogramming decisions made theater to theater. Setting aside the
guestion of theatres fohe momentwe might instinctuallyconceive ofart cinemaas one half of
a binary defined by what it is noArt cinema is not mainstream cinema. Art cinema iskangt
Af oreignd or with subt i tehdskysecognzabfe toddmearicah i | ms h a
cinemagoersOther loose ascriptions include stylistic differentiations such asttheihama is
slow and meandering; mainstream cinema has quick cuts fod. &t cinema aspires to
something edifying; noart cinema lets people escape into entertainment. These oppgsitions
while containing kernels of truth for everyday use, also leave much to be desiredl.raipget

too far into art film taxonomyfinding it ultimately futie,b ut i t 6 s havergsenseoa nt t o

2Todd Berliner, fdALegally I ndependeHidtoricalDdumal &Kilm,i bi ti on of
Radio and Televisio8, no.1 (2018): 5472.
53 peter Lev,The EureAmerican Cinem#Austin: The University of Texas Press, 1993), 4.
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how scholars havenderstood thibazycategory of flmsecausdt clarifies the discoursebat
art houses haveonstructed to differentiate themselves from the majority of movie theatres.

One starting point i s Wiapproackegybdtea not e t hat
At heoretical constructo and Apragmatic indust
is embedded in a certain historical context (the postwar US market). Shewri t hat nAart f
and the discourse surrounding art films, focused on high culture and intellectual engagement to
reflect shifts in US taste cultures and cl ass
themselves are slippery concepts, Wilingkp e s on t hat the creation of
categorizationo depended a great deal on a | a
distributors, theatres, film societies and, later, film publications and academic attention. These
pil |l ar s f areund aot Gimsraddgmovide them with the desired meanings and values
i n the post wa¥WHilethisfhighlyrargaetedagpmach to history serves
Wilinskydés post war st didtgentargdrtihqusesrgquiesiarrathery o f t
different framework.

For years discussiormbout art filmwere centered in textual features as critics sought to
distinguish the aesthetic or thematic characteristi¢sisfcategoryfrom mainstream films.
Influential scholars such &avid Bordwell and Per Wollen leaned osuch approaches
Bordwell sets art film i n ceffect naarative stiuciureslo! | y wo
proposing two frameworks for art cinema analy
objective or subjective vaimiltudeoBor dwel | 6 s concepttheal i zati on

discernible presence of an author who breaks down the-eéfaselogic of the narrative’,

54 Wilinsky, Sure Seatersl 3.
David Bordwel |, AThe Art CFimg€nticismd,$o.52 Mode of Film Pr act
(Fall 1979): 57.
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Wollentootheorized art cinema as a style counter to Hollywood commercial cinema, though his
schematic breakdown goes further than Bordwel
the terms of European auteur ddam ¢ Godar d. Wol |l en&s sliinstoi magq of
dominant flmmaking (narrative transitivity, pleasure, closete)isopposed t o fiseven
virtueso of acinemm(narrative intransitivity,cunptedsere, aperture, ¥tc.).

Going beyond textual features, Stephen Nealecs i der ed art ci nema as
complex system of interdependencies among filmmaker, films, governments, private companies,
national and internat i Y0@neaythatartcinéema marks itsslfin a n d
opposition to commetal industrieds as initiatives among European nations to resist American
cultural hegemony and foster films of artistic quality. Postwar French artgfdrhaps the main
body of work that lent momentum to art film appreciation in the United States ttnid was
facilitated byFrenchstate funding agencies aiming to protect film culture from the massive
import of American and other filmguota systems and levied taxes on imports were redirected
in support of domestic productions. A simitaliefinth e s t a af lgiesing natidnad
cinemas | ed to | ater interventions in the 195
distribution, and eXThésdandsimiansitationséndtaiyeahdi t y f i | m
Germany point to the broad institutia | and state support that nat.
pressure and presence of SMemeyedi BvenasartdneHso | | ywo oo
addr essed fn acausen bydollywgnd eadnohcemegiialso appealed to

international values ofrband culture on the international festival circuit: art cinemas often are

amplified on international stages in ways tfuamhenttheir status as national cinema

56 peter Wollen, "Godard and Counter CineMant d'Est' Afterimage4 (Autumn 1972): 617.
57 Berliner, 62.

%8 bid., 20.

% 1bid., 30.
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Neal ebs approach t o ar-tandcegiodeveladubtie® ught out
involvedin distributing and promoting art films, but his understanding of art cinema as an
institution lacked one key thing: art house theatbea.vi d Andr ews updates Nes
text by examining how the institutions that Neale omits are in fact crucighéming what art
films are today. Andrews believes that a vague term like art ciheémaaet by slippery formal
criteria established by Bordwelland otheiss bet t er served by institu
[understand] the formal heterogeneity implied bytthe r m [ a r tthroughma suppte] ¢é
cultural schema that relates the genreb6s dive
festival, and t he %dutAndrews devaies nearly allfofihis atteniontod i e s .
these latter two entities, offering only two paragraphs recapping the broad history of an art house
apparatus that thrived in the 1950s, fell on hard times in the 1980s owing to cable television and
VHS, and stabilized again in the 1990s in tandem with the American indie film movement.

Though he ment i on s-scigenarplexesyand eben airangesof mul t i

mi crocinemaso as new instituti owclhdetalahot | et s f o
these new venueAndrewsargues hat art houses | ack the fAcul tu
festivals because the |l atter get to dictate w

As a necessary asidejisagree with AndrewBere That art house cinersdunction as
yearround institutions (unlike the temporal, sometimes financially prohibitive nature of film
festivals) challenges his assertion that fitst theaters are not significant parts of film culture.
Al so, Andr ews 6s mectarnicces ifso ra nccuhlotruerda It os iagnn iefxih i
flmsasproduédéi n ot her words, he doesndét aenekmgi der th

that takes place in and around art houses, such as com+huihating or civic functions

Davi d An dCimemasas Indiitatiort, Redux: Art Houses, Film Festivals, and Film Sia&iespel 8
(2010): 15.
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Elementdike thesehave transformed many art houses frexhibitorsto crucialgenerators and
preserversf film culture Finally, Andrews omits the fact that many art houses now not only
host film festivals bubriginate festivals themselves. This one importantvay how arthouses
are adaptingthey now often operate as central hubddoal culturesin waysthat aremore
accessiblandlesscostprohibitive to attend.

Perhaps a final, most useful understanding of how to grapple with art film is supplied by
RosalindGalt and Karl Schoonoveln their anthologyGlobal Art Cinematheyclaim that
whatever art cinema means is best approached with an eye to its complexities of what they call
A i mp wWrthe peyvérsion of the usual frameworks for understanding film. Talkayeate five
ways of thinking about art icsiitulienahspéacduli mpur e es
around exhibition settings and extextual discourses; as ambivalentdoationgiven its
cosmopolitan movements and national iderbityiding; asambivalent tacritical and industrial
categoriesof film history because it opposes but also collaborates with dominant entities like
Hollywood; as troublesome tgenresince the parametrics used to describe film types are hard to
apply to the corpus of &film; and as a producer of impuspectatordecause its audiences have
historically included both the sophisticated purveyors of taste and those seeking taboo depictions
of adult materiaf! Art cinema defies categorization, they claim, and can onlgym® more
speculations than answeitgis reading is ultimately in line with the reasoning that Lev lands on
when compiling definitions from other prominent art film scholars:

éwe can say that the art fil m astheneedafthegory i s
viewer for a relatively stable system of interpretation and by the unifying institutional network;

yet it is also pulled toward diversity by the idea of art as something new, unique, surprising. The

art fil mbés s pa ason The sotiah effthe artdilch wilh nevet ble entrelyt e

fRosal ind Galt and Karl Schoonover GloballAit roducti on: The
Cinema: New Theories and Historjexis. Galt and Schoonover (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 7.
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stable, but will be created by the tension between standardization and diversity, as worked out in
specific historical circumstancés.

Sincemy thesis centers on the exhibitiohtheart film, I am focusing on but one of the complex

strands of the agglomeration that scholars like Galt and Schoonover group under the very broad
category of art cinemaVhat follows expands thinking on this onéarea by including not just

the showing of films but the whole of the discourses, ways of knowpgyating, organizing

and the politics that are currently thriving in and around and nearbyditrssreens. For my

pur poses, | usefiaht ¢tenemaartkerimpeifestionsbsul | wel |
descriptos yet seeing no way around it for talking about the operations of organizations that call

t hemsel ves #dnart house cinemas. 0

1.2.2 Art HouseCinemas

Without goingdown too many rabbit holes, | also need to distingaishouse from
mainstream, independegtindhouseandsmall exhibitorsAgain, instinctually, we likely
understand art housesfagd-site exhibitionvenuesdesigned or imagined in distinctiondo
dominant, hegemonic film exhibition culture. There were multiple articulations of this
throughout the twentieth century. In the 1920s and 30s cinephiles in the United States sought
avantgarde cinema from Europe in small, refined atmospheric theatresedlub Al i t t | e ci n
Later theatres prioritized showing foreianguage cinema from European and Japanese auteurs
during the foreign film craze on North American screens in the 1950s andlréBsuseave
also longspecialized in repertory screenirafsHollywood classicd films deemed valuable to

film history and culturd and not just firstun releases. The second half of the century saw more

62 Lev, The EureAmerican Cinemga6.
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elasticversionsof the art house. The social movements of the 1960s and 70s brought out a
barrage of experimeal, politically conscious, neanommercial films that needexditlets and
smaller independent venues often played host. During the same decades, many art houses
capitalized on relaxed attitudes toward sexually graphic or violent contegtemdo include
grindhouse or sexploitation flics. When the multiplex trend swept across North American
exhibition in the 1980s, the independent singletwin-screen downtown firstun cinema (those
still standing) seemed like aging relieaxd some became outpostsddrcinemaSelect
Abouti qued cinema chains emerged in the 90s,
atmospheres, itheatre dining and beverage options, higihly curated programs. As the new
millennium approached, many smileatersat dormantvictims of the negalex eraand the
rise of VHS andthenDVDs. By the year 2005t was clear that digital technologies would have
a pronouncednpact on the business model &t houses

For the purposes of this studse canconceive otwentiethhcentury art houses as
exhibition venueshat encouraged appreciation for flmsastath ough t hi s art was
in the United States often imbued with cultural and class associations that suggested a degree of
privilege, higher educatiorosmopolitanis;pae nd fidi st i nctionodo i n the se
defined it. It was also i mpure in the sense t
shifted since its naming, takimgultiple forms according to particular industrial andiabc
constraintsMost art houses at some point screened #fraswdly Hollywood fare. Others
dabbled in Anudied movies or outriThiet pornogr
flexibility in meaning has increased in the digital aGéven the relatig ease and lowost of
transferring and downl oading digital files fo

mention the large number of screens in megaplexes, mainstream theatres have been able to
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justify programming more films that would normaflay at a designated art house. Art houses,
for their part, have proven more than willing to program films one would assowiagavith
commerciaHo |l | ywood f il mmaking than sentiments of
i a & whatever thosevordsmean.

All of that said, the keynderstanding of contemporary art housesny thesiscomes
from Art House Convergence whi ch descri bes art houses as al
based and missiedriven. Many art houses show independent and foreign filmihatis not a
requirement At houses can be in a range of spaces, from a sngf@gse movie theatre to a
multipurpose venue, t o a®*Qnuia ® thisunderstandirdstheni ver s
de-centeredole thatspecific kinds ofilms play in the designation. According to the most
prominenttrade group of art house operators in North Amesggajbitingforeignlanguage or
niche films are no longer a defining even qualifyindeature ottheir theatresNor does iseem
to matter thatn art house operates exclusively in a traditional theatre setttoghmitment to
local audiences and a clear mandate for missased servicmakesart houses art houses.

Despite obvious hurdles to nailing down a definition of art houses, attenyetbéan
made to catalogue these cinemas. A 2015 repor
the US that primarily screen dito u s e favhilé AHE,, which maintains a running

database, declares that around 300 of the 5,869 theatresinthe @S e i t h e thas@dc o mmu n i

andmissiodr i veno or erstwhile make a halanguageof scr
f i | %srt.hdusesomprise the main street esereener with a retro marquee; the university

53 Barbara Twist, Managig Di rect or of Art House Convergence, quoted
Community: An Interview with the Founder TH®waRoelanagi ng |
A Journal on Film, Media, and Cultut8, no. 1 (2018)8.

“Berg, fASure Seaters, o 55.

Anuosha Sakoui, ATarantino Shows ABloombtmGeptersber@an St i | |

2019.
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affiliated media arts center witiirhmaking studios and academic speakers; the quirky converted
space with didhard fans lining up for midnight movies; and indie multiplex chains like

Landmark Cinemas and Alamo Drafthouse that offer reclining seats anthdaipgons. As this
diversity ofvenues and settings suggests, landing on a definition of art houses is not as relevant
to my study as articulating what dynamics are bornenoiltis range of spacésboth as physical

sites for media consumption and for the symbolic currencies they geraraong audiences

who, after all, have choseéa go out to a theat@ver Netflix on the couchMicrocinemas, pop

up cinemas, museum installations, and other ephemeral media do not come under consideration
here, unless those efforts are satellites ofstabéished art house theatre, such as the Hollywood
Theatreds PDX aFormpyownpurposes, t limic myragphcation of the term to

the distinction articulated by AHC above: theatres that are mislsieen as opposed to

commercially driven pothat otherwise emphasize alternative or fordagrguage films.

1.2.3 Distinction and Taste

More than any other theoretical framing, notions of distinction and taste in consumer
culture dominate scholarly approaches to art house theatrdsousg culture ascended in
postwar North America in tandem with sociological interest in how people perceived or realized
their class status. In the U/8nerican context, the rise of a robust middle class after World War
I, fueled in part by the G.I.Billmd #Awhi te flighto to sprawling

widespread participation in leisure activities. On the one hand, the emergence of a strong middle

class helped reduce perceived class divisions

AmericanDrem0 and economic stability. On th-e other

class compelled individuals to seek out other ways of standing out from the crowd. Sociologists

S
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examinedhe intersection of economics, class, and leisure culture in this redtdiural milieu,

leading to a rich tradition of scholarship on the desire for alternative cultural experiences.
Theorists began to question the forces undergirding the formation of social stratification,

realizing the importance of understanding how peaptivatetheir class status through their
behaviors, associations, or acquired tastes. One touchstone for conceiving how society generates
difference, and thus distinction, is symbolic capital, of which there are several subsets, including
cultural captal and social capit&P.

Until the 1960s capital was mainly theorized in economic t@ring/as something to be
counted and measured, like income, property, and investf{e&usial and political scientists
examined the transfer of monetary capital tovhlele represented by social contacts or cultural
associations, with the most sustained conversations emerging irB@geal@i90s. The common
argument across these accounts is that power in society cannot be reduced solely to material,
economic goods, buather that capital includes the benefits one gleans from relationships,
associations, education, and cultural activities. For sociologists interested in economic and social
inequality, symbolic capital represented a starting block for unpacking aavige of cultural
and subcultural phenomena. French social scientist Pierre Bourdieu stands as the most

comprehensive examiner of the intersection between capital, culture, and inequality. His body of

%pPierre Bourdieu, Hahdbeok df BheonyanddRéseatth fprithe Sociglogy of Education

JG.R chardson (New York: Greenwood Press, 1986); James C
Ca p i AnzeticandJournal of Sociolog4 (19881989): 95120; Robert PutnanBowling Alone: The Collapse and

Revival of American Communifidew York: Simon and Schuster, 2000).

There is an i mportant exception to this: capital was
regard to how the 6goodwill, fellowship, rurabAmered sy mpat |
conrbut ed to collective economic prosperity. Thdee L. J. Ha

ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Sc&naeo. 1 (September 1916): 138.
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wor k was Aconcerned wi t hratificaten iprepmdueed, sv&ves by whi

forms of economic and cultural®capital, and t
References to Bourdieubs writings on symbo

associated with trips to cultural institutiondided as alternative tthe popular. According to his

seminal study of the relation between class and culiséinction: A Social Critique of the

Judgementof Taste t astes are socially constructed acc«
educatiorf® Differences intastewh at we | i k & sepanatks athcbsors peogdleibdsed
on these predispositions that align with ineqg

institution@Cawrfstirhu gths tafsotded dod! t aseé @ doaoe MmMgr i
the dominant group, béitin being socially constructed rather than inhedeatte subject to
negotiation by groups seeking "tloshartngste resulss or d
from a set of constructed formians that reinforces hierarchies between class groups. These

hi erarchies are enforced in part because thos
whose role is to |imit access or fAgategkeepodo s
the division of classes via restricted access to said culture. Institutions of art have been designed

or imagined to Al egitimate soci al di fferences

hi gher T asteo can access and

2

which those of

8Jennifer Smith Maguire, 0@ B®heCultiraloterrnediari€siReadards.ddnniférnt er me «
Smith Maguire and Julian Mathews (London: Sage Publications, 2014), 16.

59 Pierre BourdieuDistinction: A Social Critique of thdudgement of Tas{€ambridge, MassHarvard

University Press, 1984).

“iThe inequalities associated with cultural capital r e f
themselves reflect prior inequalities in the possession of culturalcap! . 0 Rober tPieM@mor e, ACapi t
Bourdieu: Key Concepi{Stocksfield: Acumen, 2008), 109.

“"Maguire, fABourdieu, o 16.

”?Jennifer Smith Maguire and Julian Mat hewsTheGulturalt r oduct i

Intermediaries Readeeds. Jennifer Smith Maguire and Julian Mathews (London: Sage Publications, 2014), 7.
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The social differences that taste makes readadfeexplairhow art houses have
historically positioned themselves relative to dominant exhibition culBetenlarship situates
art house cinemas as places where audiences actualize cultural distilacégperiences with
objects of Ahigher taste.o Wilinsky employs B
erageneratedloAger m economi ¢c gains by appearing fabo\
mainstream sibling. Disassociating the art house frassddollywood fare ancbmmercial
theatres courted favor among those see&iddgferentexperience, or those wishing to bolster a
counterculture identity through association with independeatternativeheatres. Investment
in such symbolic capital sins longterm returns in economic capital for theatres, since
customers ultimately purchase more than a movie tickety buy into a way of life or halsit
that realizes a soci al di stinction theys desir
to support the discursive separation between commercial entertainment and art through a
di savowal of economic inter &Artheusesnuttivaedtfiisocus o
distinction in several way$rogramming films from Europe was aykeelling point for art house
exhibitors throughout the 1950s and 60s to pitch themsehdiferent Operators were keen to
complement the sophistication on screen with that of their lobbies, adorned with modern, tasteful
décor. Wine or coffee were stdard concession choicesuch amenities did not come cheap, nor
did admission to the moviésthe upscale experience meant a steeper price, which many were
happy to pay as the cost of cultural distinction.

Butart houses have hi stroerfiicaldloy ntao rkperto mbir saendd
business. The ability of a subculture industry (like art cinemas) to subvert a dominant body (like

mainstream exhibition) depends on the stability of the basic principle of the major industry

3 Wilinsky, Sure Seaters34.
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(commercial capitalism) tavhich it inextricably belongs. The systematic denial that symbolic

capital does not eventually transubstantiate into economic capital was a blind spot Bourdieu

dubbed misrecognition, a Asymbolic violenceo
disinterestd sy stSeymmsb.od0l i ¢ capit al Al deni es] and [sup
proclaiming itself to be éiversasmdanetarysyairt uadériinesh d o f

all for-profit businessArt housesre still businesses amaust bring in dollars, andren appeals
tothenorc o mmer ci al Apurityo of artistic exhibitio
Art houses havidng staged complicated negotiations of taste cultures often withipré&dit

systems. Scholars have demonstrated the mapyswai n whi ch #@Ahigh cul ture
exhibitors throughout the twentieth century leaned on the same discourses that characterized

Al ow culture, 0 thereby complicating the i mpre
elite, or of softcore audienceas sexual voyeur8 One example here is the conscious marketing

of European art films (largely to American audiences) as risqué glimpgabiodenmaterial.l

should acknowledge here the nuances between how European film industries marketed their

films to their own audieres as art and the American distributor discursive reginframing

foreign films in other particular ways. French filmmakers and directors of the 1950s and 60s
often genuinely exported their films as Aart,
intelledualizednouvelle vagueThis is to say that while noting how European exporters often

mar keted their ofill msn &®clilsegi hiemat en t he Amer

films for art house crowdsvhich often flirted withor flat-out committedd sentiments of social

transgression or taboo.

74 Moore, Pierre Bourdieu: Key Concept$04.
5 bid., 103.
6 Hawkins,Cutting Edge3; SchaeferBold!, 331.
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The tendency to associate foreign films with perversion or obscenity was a strategy of the
US film industry as far back as the 1930s to differentiate Hollywood from Europearf fifrts.
cinemas, for their parcatered to licentiousness and secretly (or not so secretly) hoped their
films would cross over into mainstream appeal
that the popularity of imported European art film had to do with consumer appetitesréor
artistic content; many audiences wersteadd r awn t o t he Atastefully vi
that became in some cases synoiTgepomationali t h A Eu
material for European art film in the United States often addptedbw o wo expl oi t ati o
to concentrate on female sexuality "lasschi coni c
materials buxom starlets became more central to advertising materials than the films could
reasonably justifyNames of Eurogan auteur directors were relegated to the backgr&@ormde
art house exhibitors of the twentieth century claimed that they avoided titillating marketing
material and films in an effort to keep their refined clientele h&ppwt the point remains that
many art houseexhibitors catered to audience desires not to see prestige films from abroad but to
see some skirAs now, there was never a pure kind of art house exhibition stratbgy said,
art houses should not be collapseddlosely withothermodes ofxhibitiondevoted to sexual
titillation or cheap gore, such as grindhouspamography theatreboth ofwhich developed in
the1960s and 70m part because art houses did not satisfy audience demand for the provocative
content newly allowedroscreens at that timklost art houses, even as excessively sexual or

violent films have occasihavwesalghtgiscuisivé degamatioe d u p 0O

"TWilinsky, Sure Seaters37.

8Jancovichfi Art, Expl oitali2on, Underground, o

" 1bid., 206.

80 Tino Balio, The Foreign Film Renaissance démerican Screens, 194073(Madison: University of Wisconsin
Press, 2013), 123.
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from grind or porn theatres. Art houses use their culfpwaltionasupscalenstitutions to frame
their exhibitionsof sex or violence as tasteful transgressions rather than what might otherwise be
labeled exploitation for kicks.

To this pointabout differentiation of transgressive contextibitions in recent
scholarship art cinema agdestions of taste have intertwined with theoretical considerations of
what 6s been dubbed fdextr enkatremdOQinenmarhed Mat t i as
Transgressive Rhetori,c lododeldaydesf iAmaes Fti hims Cal:
productiolm t rend of graphically sexual or violent ¢
popul ar c8%drawingfrene filnsmakers like Lars von Trier, Takashi Miike, and
Gaspar No€As Frey points out, echoing others like Hawkins, art cinemaftes been
Aontologically connected to, or has |l egitimat
cont®and oextreme cinema fidepends on this i mage
other forms of media. Extreme cinema needs to be pedaiv different from sheer
pornography or violent exploitation in order to find cultural legitimization. To do so this cinema
depends on two distinctions: At he creatorso6 i
more sophisticated than horrorpo r nogr aphy; and criticséd and coc
rarefied taste to appreciate large, deeper meanings beyond the obvious or graphic violence or
s e £ In other wordsdiscourses oéxtreme cinemhaave worked tstrike a balance between
transgresing beyond the mainstream handling of a subject while gambling that audiences will
ascribe enough signification of meaningful art to their film. Extreme cinema shows the

variegated levels of distinction contained within a broad category like art cifidosa as

81 Mathias FreyExt r eme Ci nema: The Transgr ess iNeeBriéwick, Nt i ¢ of Tc
Rutgers University Press, 2018),

82 Frey,Extreme Cinemgal7.

83 1bid., 21.
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consuming art and foreiglanguage films constitutes one way to distinguish oneself from others
in middleclass society, the ability mppreciatésex and violence on an aesthetic rather than
prurient, physicalor psychological level becomes aans of establishing oneself as part of a
di scer ni n g %FoaRdy extremecihema, asidefrom its provocative content and art
cinema style, generates its particularities from its institutional setting within alternative art house,
festival, o independent markets where such films get signified as transgressions to an
establishe@ndrespectable cultural marketplace. Showing an extreme film in an art house
confers modicums of legitimacy that might otherwise not be ascribed. Some contemporary ar
houses, such as Brooklynés Nitehawk Cinema, h
cinema in order to lure in younger audiences desiringlM@aterial, and there is a long legacy
of repertory or art house theatres showcasing explicit sexuallentcontent.

In summation, art housésve always expressed varied taste discouvedsng to
enfold very different kinds of films$Bourdieu himself predicted that film would tend toward
various positionings wit hvenmoveltyasanartandul t ure HAbe
concomitant need t o c o®fHeeaselairfogant orcthid point;rara | |l egi
houses are microcosms for the enduring bal anc
Apopul ar 0inadsiinet indugtial fermatibn.Still, art cinemas haveften tried to
define themselves in opposition to mainstreaammerciakxhibitors and wider Hollywood
culture, even isome of their programminginsa f o u | of the perceived HAhi
house cultureThe shaping of cultural taste and consumer need does not occur at random,

however. The figures and institutions nudging culture along down the conveyor belt of society

841bid., 23.
8 bid., 20.
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operate in various forms at various levels. These forces, known as cultural inteiesedra

importantto addres$or their role in producing and promotion certain cultural formations.

1.2.4 Cultural Intermediaries

If distinction and taste are socially conditioned, who or what does the conditioning?
Bourdieuposedhis question irDistinctionand pinpointed cultural intermediarieskay forces
for the construction and perpetuationagteformations His original esearch, conducted in
Franceduringthe 1960s, identified intermediaries as the result of fractions among the French

middlec | ass near the middle of the century. He

d

devel opment associ at todofaccupationg mmediafing] betwieenshe i o n a |

fields of produc®iimmnl wdhidn g omwstu mpati olni, i t ed t
executives of firms in tourism and journalism, publishing and the cinema, fashion and
advertising, decoration and propert d e v e | 86Thesejobrblesdeflected a new economic
structure predicated on the creation of symbolic needs and wants rather than material items or
service® in other words on attempts to satisfy cultural capital in response to a perceived lack of
ecanomic capital. Consumer economy in the latter half of the twentieth century, Bourdieu

theorized, reorganized itself around a professional class of needs merchants and tastemakers.

o

Theorists of cultural economics have regul

how professional intermediaries foster cultural value. In their anthdlbgyCultural

Intermediaries Readeeditors Jennifer Smith Maguire and Julian Matthews present

~

intermediaries as Athe taste makers defining

%Maguire, ABourdieu, o 19.
87 Bourdieu,Distinction, 316311.
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marketplace. Working at the intersection of culture and economy, they perform critical

operations in the production and promotion of consumption, consiguetjitimacy and adding

value through t he®Alawnd forthe inharent vagueness of theoterrd,s . 0
Maguire and Matthews further map out intermediaries according to two criteria. The first is their

role invalue formation A Cu | tmediadds aré matket actors who construct value by

mediating how goods (or services, practices, people) are perceived and engaged with by others
(end consumers, and other mar ket ®astthsrs inclu
criteria can appli to any daily interaction in which people influence how others regard goods or
behaviors, one needs a second layer of definition, naexelgrt orientation and market context

I n the struggle to i nfl uenaukuraldntemediase8ar@ er cept i o
defined by their claims to professional expertise in taste and value within specific cultural fields

€ And they are differentiated byavisthedactors| ocati o
and stages of cultural produmi they negotiate with and between, and the goods that they

mediate), and by the autonomy, authority and arsenal of devices and resources that they deploy in
negotiating structural and subjective constraints to accomplishing their agéndas.

Intermediariegnust appear trustworthy and compelling if they are to sway consumers into
buying their values or goods, so their pitche
intermediaries are not simply tagteakers; they arprofessionatastema k e r s 0 istehce s e e X
depends on conferring legitimization onto geodservica. Bourdieu argued that professional
intermediaries developed strategies to establish (symbolic) sentiments of authority in contrast to

the authority enjoyed by members of an establishedgeoise. For example, intermediaries

pursue Achannels of professionalizationd that
Aper sonal assistanto and Abartender o into @Ami
promote their cultural fielde whol e as | egitimate: #ACul tur al

88 Maguire and MatthewsCultural Intermediaries Readgt.
81bid., 2.
91bid., 21.
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the-yéthegi t "Batednbdberring fAhall marks of establ
of abstract knowledge and the theoretical criteria for assessments of quality) onto auritusal f
and inviting those without sufficient cultural capital to partake in the appreciation that such
contact allows for, intermediaries raise the collective status of their cultural field.

Cultural intermediation frequents scholarship at the intersectienonomics and
culture. Studies abound of cultural workers in fields like advertising and marketing; fashion
retail; arts promotion; and museums and curation, but also in less obvious occupations, such as
personal training and fitness; music productjonrnalism; comic book shop ownership; and
food and drink establishments. Media exhibition outlets too have been frequent subjects of study
as cultural intermediarie¥hese sites frame experiences for consumers and add value to regular
consumptionFimand medi a schol ars have depl oyed Bour
accrues in the different life stages of media content. Madgkealck has written about the
valueforming role of film festivals on the global market, examining how they symbolically
create and gatekeep specialized varieties of cinema marked as different from regular e%hibitors.
Others such as Tamara Falicovave focused on the tertiary structures around festivals
themselvesndhow North American or European funding mechanismsshatp por t Af est i v
filmso from the GIlI obal South have shaped the
from those countri€sarea’® Outside of the festival setting, scholars have noted the intermediary
role essential to specialty distributors ohaime media, which have increasingly begun to

compete with theatrical exhibitors. James Kendrick and Daniel Herbert have cast looks at

9 1bid.

2Marijke de Valck, AFilm Festival s Can&liaruJoudnaleftFim and t he |
Studies 23 no.1 (Spring 2014): 7&9.

®Tamara Falicov, fAThe Festival Fi |l m@FilmfFestivas: Histos/t i val Fur
Theory, Method, Practiceeds. Marijke de Valck, Brendan Kredell, and Skadi Loist (London: Routledge, 2016),

227-247.
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distributors such as The Criterion Collection, Kino International, Facets Multimedia, Zeitgeist
Fil ms, and Mubi to understand their fAcreati

t he home ViEadck a theatmeserdiatribotors, to varyohegrees, facilitate discourses

on

of iqualityowr i t es Her bert, functioning fAanal ogously

described by Bourdieu, by having actively fostered exclusivity, cosmopolitanism,
intellectualism?® and social activism.?o

As venues signified as different frooommerciatheatres, art houses are natural cultural
intermediaries, though they have not often
instance, accounts for the sociological and industrial backdrops for the eneeojemt houses
after World War [|I1, but it doesndt consider
beyond alternative cinematic products. There are no references to cultural intermediaion in
study despite undergirdingwith Bourdieuiamotions of taste and class distinction to explain
the social dynamics that encouraged art houses to thrive. My study, in contrast, accounts for the
newer job roles, operational philosophies, and cultural walaking that takes place at art
houses today. Ehy of these developments signal a new professional turn in art house
management since the digital transitioa tidy circling back to a classical Bourdieuian
understanding of intermediaries as a new stratum of occupations in the culture inditstries.
cultural intermediation | have in mind involves programming in the classic sense of art house
scholarship, but it also accounts for a fuller range of cultural activities. Art houses generate
spaces, events, ways of talking and thinking, modes of organizatidmffinity-building. Under

this purview falls things like such as commurotganizing, civic partnerships, dataalysis,

“Dani el Herbert, AFrom Art House to Your House: The
Canadian Journal bFilm Studie<0, no. 2 (Fall 2011): 2.
% bid., 7.

be
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nonprofit professionalization, neighborhood revitalization efforts, and-ekteamatic events that

bring audiences together inrpaular space AHC stands as a prime example of this new

intermediary role given its documented attempts to understand art house audiences better,
maximize their audience reach, construct brand identities, and pitch the symbolic gains of

attending theit heatres. As such, my study reconsiders
intermediary not just for feelings of distinction within leisure culture but as conveyors of cultural

habits, political ideologies, and moral stances indicative of new turns in ¢tetoromies.

1.2.5 Cinephilia

Art houses do much more than screen fantisey cultivate passion for film culture by
celebrating filmmakers, exposing diverse brands of capamd encouraging critical discourses
about film as artistienterprise. One concept lurking just-effreerso far is cinephilia. As an
organizing concept to describe an intense, personal interest in films and film culture, cinephilia is
too broad an idea to captugccinctly. But it demandslarificationin relaion tomy studysince
| contend that appeals to cinephilia play a more nuanced role in the relevance of contemporary
art houses than before. Art houses have been crucial for the infrastructure of cinephilia (and vice
versa) since the little cinemamovement t he 1920s, even if the wor
English tongues in the 1960& France®® Discourse on art films and high film culture, however,
remained largely concentrated with select purveyors of taste throughout the twentieth century.
TheCahiers du Cinemarowd, major American critics like Andrew Sarris, Pauline Kael, and

Vincent Canbyand a handful of film magazines and journals fueled widespread interest in

®*Thomas El saesser, @ACinephi Cinephilim MovieshLeve,dsdeMemosds. Di senc h a
Marijke de Valck and Malte Hagener (Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2005), 27.
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movie-going and reflection, but sustained cinephilic discourse on film remameditio these

specialized gatekeepers and, until recent decades, the thiéatiaternet changed all of that.
Todayodés film culture is characterized by 0

to describe the changing practices of cineastes agarof the Internet and DVDs, a proliferation

of specialized film festivals, the ascension of many national and regional cinemas to global

audiences, and oth#ansformations othe prior modelshat supportedilm appreciation. Girsh

Shambu writes thdt p -intrnet film culture was characterised by a particular economy of

production and consumption: there were relatively few critics writing for a large number of

cinephile readers. € [But] the | ow ecamnomic b

large numbers of passionate generaisaisnateurd to enter the cinema discourse in a serious

and enga g ¥ the imaediadyloamcostand convenience of DVDs and streaming

platforms made reviewers and scholars less dependsimglglocation, scheduletheatre

screeningsBlogs, YouTube channels, vlogs, and Twitter feeds have become hosts for reviews,

analysesandnews on the worldfo f i | m. | f yesterdayds cinephil:

out , 0 todayds cinephi |l i%Thereachraedalasticitypfthye Intamet n s 1

has furthered exposure to cinemas from around the world historically on the margins of

American film culture. Finally, the explosion of film festivals in recent decades signals what de

Valck sees as the institutionalization phase of festival hisgince the 1990s, festivals have

professionalized and standardized their practices in the nanmspetialized, global film

culture. This gl obal net work of festivals has

great films and support a more diverse ci nema

97 Girish ShambuThe New Cinephili§Montreal: Caboose, 2014), A1.
98 Marijke de Valck andValte Hagener, "Down with Cinephilia? Long Live Cinephili@@inephilia: Movies, Love
and Memory(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2005), 13.
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programming models became sedferential, responding to what people had come to expect of
festivals and keeping the system, whi®ah | egi't
of these developments have created a more inclusive, decentralized canon of film culture away
from the grip of a few established gatekeepers and toward disassociated audiengastlyith

variedi nt er est s. A New cNewYoiklimdslm ariticoMarsoblarDargis i z e d

simultaneously embraces old and new, axgmmtle and mainstream, lhaetion al animation,

drama and documentary, celluloid and video. It supports modernist snobberies and promotes

post modern egalitarianism, worships dead maste
aspirations to art as a matter of course. Its adherents usgdhreet to track down cult directors

and post reviews of films famous and obscure. For these new movie lovers, old divides like trash
versus art, Hollywood versus the world have given way to an expansive inclusion of films from

around the glob&?

Wheredd t odaydés art houses fit in with this n
all theatres have surely suffered from the proliferation ei@mand streaming technologies.
Would-be moviegoers have become hordevellers with subscriptions and home theatr
equipment. Younger generations have more options for entertainment than their parents and
grandparents, leaving a void of interest for physical movie theatres across the board. Cinephilia
is easy to quench outside of the theatre. On the other haneéntoemtization of discourse
production andlisseminatiorthat the Internet has brought on has contributed to the kind of
robust and diversified film culture that Shambu and Darelsbraté and art houses remain a
persistent part of tha@obsmopolitan film culturéWhile they may no longer be easily deemed
centra) they plainlycontinue tasupport film culture, albeit in a transformed environment
Cinephilia remains fundamental &amy movietheatre putit is no longer enough for art houges

generate the cultural relevance they need to survive when cinephilia can be so easily satisfied

®Marijke de Valck, AFinding Audiences for Cdiming®oen Fest i
to a Festival Near You: Programming Film Festivasd. Jeffrey Rufd (St. Andrews, Scotland: St. Andrews

University, 2012), 33.

WManohl i a Da¥%Cging ,uriyT Hiw ik fildNey. D4, 2004.
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elsewhereThus while we might say that art houses are less central to film culture, and are one
part of an expanding group of films, platformaad discurse and taste configurations, it is also
true that film is similarly less central to the art house. This dissertation works to map these

changing constellations.

1.3 Methods and Scope

My study continues the New History tradition of focusing on discourses that inform
exhibition contexts rather than film content itself. My specific interest rests in pinpointing how a
network of alternative exhibition venuesrt house cineméshave changetheir cultural
formation practices in accordance with shifting conditions in the business of projecting
audiovisual contertb audienceaMly study chiefly covers the years since 2005, when Digital
Cinema Initiatives (DCI) released their specificationsdiigital projection in commercial
theatresGoi ng forward | will refer to this moment
di gi t al This marks d natura startioag point for my project since many of the dynamics
| 6m t r ac k iom the threasposked bg ttie dfgital transitionart housesind the
possible benefits it provided he geography of my study, meanwhile, residestly within the
United State$or reasons both personal and logistic. As acitien with onetime aspiratins to
work in the art house industry, | thought a project geared toward US nétidnatrial contexts
most beneficial. Logistically there are also more art houses operating in the United States than
CanadaThe Art House Convergence, the trade group sehactions to redefine contemporary
art houses cover in this thesis, ammprisedalmost entirelyof US theaters, with a smattering
in Canada and EuropEinally, regarding théheatred have selected for case studies in chapter

5, I have sought a corimation of theatres set in metropolitan and rural aregsh@uses were
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once predominantly an urban phenomenon centaradew key cities like New York City and
Chicagpand t he majority of schol ar shigwnorsralch as !
art housesThese dayssmall,independent theatreperating in an art house spaitenot
uncommonn smaller cities or college towns, and | account for thes@smproject.

One clear advantage | have over scholars of the twentieth centiieyseeer amount of
online coverage devoted to alternative exhibitors and trends in movie theatres. Within this study
| rely on a number of types of sources, especially trade publications, newspaper or magazine
articles, theatre promotional discourse (ofteebsites), reports and data supplied by AHC and
other associations, amersonalnterviewswith executive directors or other art house
administratorsPublications such dadieWire Variety, andBoxoffice are irreplaceable as
industry news outlets witlate-breaking informatioraboutexhibition markets. As many art
houses are ensconced in their communiteesl newspapers provide sharpened perspectives on
particulat heat r e pr act i cfeos repottsioublished bysAblC as pant eftheirt e d
administrative dat&keeping, not to mention the cache of resources that AHC members trade
freely over their Google Group, which vneonitored for five yearsAHC as a whole is the
singlemost i mportant source of i nfwholexhaptertont). f or m)
At its annual conference, for example, AHC spotlights art houses old and new in a popular series
titled AArt Ho umnate presdntat®ns,decdrded andpessed to the AHC
website, exhibitors tell stories about the fding of their cinemas, timelines of their operations,
architectural or design oddities of their theaters, trends in their regular or special programming,
business or cultural partnerships, their community interactions, and other inside details. These
presatations are excellent sources of information about the-gittyy of everydaytheatrdife.

A

16 ve al sxenstvelydranmreports commissioned by AH@akng down largescale
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programming and operational trends, as well as audience demographics and habits, among
hundreds oNorth American cinemasThese and other resources bring greater clarity to
operational trendand audience feedbatldata that is otherwise hard to come bguich a
decentralized network dérgely independeriheaters. Indeedbuilt-in challenge to my study in
contrast to those examining mainstream exhibition gtdee relative paucity of standardization
among independent art house operations, theirdackntralized recorteeping, and their
relatively scant (though increasing) popular press coverage. AHCdwlpterbalancthis
problembut it remains a disadvantageatibresearchers of independent theatres.
| chose theatres for analysisthis stug largelybased on their involvementith AHC,
as this the easiest way to locate art cineamasgather information about theAHC-associated
theaters are in many ways (but not all ways) representativenof s ect or 6 s shi ft t
nonprofitization Virtually all of the theatres mentioned in this thdsseeachfeatured in AHC
panels and workshops, and their programming, marketing, and community engagement efforts
may have caught the eye of media outlets and exhibition schldnite | sporadically mention
theatres that are not members of AHC, the art houses | focus on as case studies in chapter 5 are
regul ar participants at t he (¢ preferpobtsjoictAHEf er enc
possibly out of ignorance for the association (though thgstigsng harder to believeyhough
AHC funneled myresearch to specific theatréfiave notimitedmy interesto its membership.
Applying discourse analysi® these forméiashelpedme understand, theatre by theatre,
what art houses offer by way of regular programming, special series, or alternative content in
association with outside cultural groupf&any of these theatres have detailediatpate
websites with information on thaimission statements, histories, education programs, film

preservation efforts, and speci al programming
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helps me gauge how theaters position themselves as-pwitose community venues invested
in valuesbeyondcinephilia and distinction. My research also leans on priraadysecondary
interviewswith the directors, programmers, or community liaisons of theatersoWtemporary
art houses have ventured more into the public sphere rather than retreat emolétves of
elitism, their operators have become more-mdlexive. It is easy to find printed interviews with
administrators of todaydéds art houses in any n
Academically my study draws extensively from sehnsiwho have established foundational
ideasaboutfilm exhibition, cultural taste valueandwhose work defined and/or transformed the
shifting articulations of art cinema across the twentieth century and beyond. These scholars
include Barbara Wilinsky, Buglas GomeryMarc Betz Pierre BourdieuYannis Tzioumakis,
Charles AclandChris Horak, Haidee WassoRpss Melnick Eric Schaefer, Scott MacDonald,
Tino Balio,Joan HawkinsSarah Sinwell, Lisa DombrowsHKdaniel Metz, Karl Schoonover,
Rosalind Galt, dhn Caldwelland many others.

In the middle of the twentieth centul#t cinemas, situated somewhere between mass
culture movie palaces and avayarde experiments, devekgan identifiable set of internal
logicsand an infrastructurir delivering films topaying customers hungry for alternative
experiences. Qualities of prestigé the form of intellectualismartistic sophistication,
middlebrowbehaviorahormsin theatres, and discourse associations with Edramnerated
feelings of distinction that drew audiencesWhen market and social conditions shifted in
subsequent decades, this model tilted into the territory of sexploitation or outright pornography,
complicating theefinedl egacy of many of t hémoraredcedindés art
decades, with theontinuedblurring of high and low cultures and the commaodification of the

culture industries, scholars must take stock of how cultural institudi@enshaped by new



49

cultural intermediariesAc | and 6s c¢ al | -thinkothe speafibity of the calturalo  fir e
activity of t he %“maheiwake of the emérgemce of mdyapkex cultare is
thus echoed in my owmdpt ojdacyietwrlagystdy,otusc eunder
though, begins from a very different starting block: instead of the accelerated screen traffic in
global, commercial theater chains, my project looks at the comrromégted indie theater

invested in cultivatingdcal audiencewith different cultural projects in mind than just profit.
Whereas mainstream theaters, linked to Hollywood distributors, are tethered to the business
decisions of their global conglomerates, choreographing content amvidwpdecision

making, indie art houses veer the other way, toward local tastes, economies, and communities.
This communityminded, multilayered, and inclusive approach to curdtidnu b bed fAs | ow
curationo by s c % infarms aMbogsa operdtions at a time wialtural
gatekeepers like theaters are more sensitive to the representational politics of their programs and
the need t@ervecommunity interests. Perhaps the key reason that art house cinemas have
survived the digital transition is because they emloraather than eschewed their looalss,

even as they broadened their programming to appeal to new audiearc@geresting tension

point betweertapitalandcommunityvalues.

This dissertation puts art house cinsnmadialogue with observations of shifts in other
exhibition sectors since the digital transition. For instance, Acland has questioned how cultures
of commercial moviggoing changed with the advent of the megaplex boom in the 1980s and 90s
when theatres mmagined their services to emphasize multiple consumption options for the

whole family. What follows explores, among other things, the ways in which this insight applies

101 Acland, Screen Traffic221.
Megan Johnst on, -Thirkihgoand EQendira Sdcially Engagexl Art in the Context of Northern
| r el @mnCdratiog24 (December 2014): 233.
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to art cinemas, wherein Afamily friAsodlyo has
important,de Valck and other festival scholars and stakeholders have lamented a creeping
commercialization of the global festival circuit. Have art houses followed suit? If so, what does
the commercialization of the art house look like by compa?iddany art houses have gone into
survival mode, making highly commerci al moves
prestige exhibition. Art houses may shun Marvel blockbusters, but their prograreniaigty
invites the Apopusdardayntyoutar scjreetnsas Tlhiek el
high-profile film, the annual Best Picture Oscar winner, at an art house as you are in a chain
cineplex!® Examples like these prompt us to also consider how mainstream American cinema
(i.,e. Hollywooddhas changed and i mpacted todayods art hi
developments to the industry in later chapters and situate art houses in relation to this evolving
industrial form. For instance, one reaction against homogenized Hollywood cudtuse drart
houses doukldown on a highly politicized pattesof cultural progressivism to appeal to
subcultural associationE.art houses have typically promoted themselves as bastions for the
obscure or artistically daring (or the sexually titillafinthe last twenty years have shown us
different expressions dkey becomgurveyors of indideft progressivisnin context to the
unfolding Culture WarsMy thesis digs deeper into the different triangulations linking
commer ci al i s m, efidgatdtithe heart ohwhete apt hoesed sit witiese
shiftsd or if such a finding is even possible.

If the mid-century years saw tltementing of amrt house infrastructure in the form of

theatresatering to appeals of distinction, | contend that d ary hioisses are producing cultural

103 Recent Best Picture winners likéae Artist(dir. Michel Hazanavicius2011),Spotlight(dir. Tom McCarthy,
2015),The Shape of Watédir. Guillermo del Toro, 2017Moonlight(dir. Barry Jenkins, 2016), arithrasite(dir.
Bong Joorho, 2019) crossed liberally between art house and megaplex screens.
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capital in new ways: they are no longer solely about bringing togethenlikded cinephiles

around obscure orhighr t f i | ms . I t 6 s n olassics atondrgght, nboréco s cr eer
screen the latest Cannes festival sensation (though these things still §bawig movies with

a twist of difference or sophistication istremough to stay in business:!l f  t-tventietmi d

century arthouses reliedondishct i ons from mainstream movie th
cinemas have many more possible consumer activities with which to contend. Correspondingly,

if red wine and Europeasit yl e cof fee formerly sufficed to f
opg ati ons must pP*The folbwingchamens emholr et.hoe st ory of t
art houses offer by addressing issues raised in this introduction. Starting with a survey of art

house exhibition throughout the twentieth century, Chdbterents readers to the fuller history

of theatres (and other models) delivering art films to paying customers. Stressing that an
infrastructure for art houses emerged out of particular economic conditions that proved willing to
bend to commercial demands, thiepterdocumentshe foundational values that shaped an
understanding of art cinemas in the last centMiyy subsequent chapters then gradually home in

on contemporary art houses. Chapter 3, an establishing shot fromoataxtualizes the current
environment forart housescovering formative industrial conditiordigital developmentsanda

crucial new business modehonprofitizatio® that shapeart house operations today. Chapter

dollies in toexamine the contributions of an industrial trade orgaiozaArt House

Convergenc€AHC), on the reconfiguration of art houses since 2@33C has been at the

vanguard of revisioninthese movie theatr@sto nonprofit, communityminded cultural

institutions By considering the AHC ithe contextof other tra@& groups for independent

exhibitors, we will get an inside track into the valaeslstrategieshat precipitated many of the

104 Frey, Extreme CinemaB9.
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practices thamy final chapter trackChapter5 zooms irto two specificcase studie®
concretizenow cinemas are enacting theacticegpromoted by AHGand shaped by the digital
and industrial contexts untapped in chapters 3 alb®2ing beyond foundational attractions of
cinephilia and cultural distinction that art houses developed (and somettregeh) in the
twentieth centurythese case studiesvealt he new dynamics circul ating
theatresFinally, my conclusiordiagnoses how art houses have reacted to the CQ9ID
pandemicand otherrisesof the last two year#s thepandemic emerged while | was drafting
this thesis, my project is ideally suited to take stock of whether art hoagefollowedthrough
on theirnonprofitmandates at a time when pandemg@ated hardships have underlined the
disproportionate hardshipaded by marginalized or underserved communities.
Expanding thevork by Gomery and Wilinsky, whose focus on the postwar arena of
1950s taste culture form the backbone of art house scholatskithesisvidens the apertus
away from art houses asbanenclaves of foreigfanguage cinephilian the name of standing
out from the crowdThe changes taking place at art houses over the last 20 years are no less
worthy of close study than the postwar effervescence ti@atres or thie piecemeal slipage
into grindhousevenues Gomer y6s study prematurely decl are
1990s, though not withowtalid reason. The classically conceived art house that introduced
Americans to global film was clearly in declindi | i n s k yrdpls released @ dgcade after
G o me rcygnéleded by speculating on further research directions in ligheofrecent gains
by art house cinemas in the form of specialty cinemachdiesr st udy i s subtitl e
Emergence of Art Howhatidocimendsanameogenaen This thdsia t 0
extends our understanding of art hoysdsich are very much alive and kickirigto the wide

new terrain of a digital century.
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Chapter 2 | buitCoNmnte rkcn cad g h o : Hi storicizing Art

i N mnger is the art film a delicacy for the palates of a few connoisseufAg] the art film

emerges from the small screening rooms of asfeseializedfilm societies and aftilm theatres

and reaches for a mass audience, a greater understawodinothits peculiar appeal

and its potential Yarket becomes essential .o
BarbaraWilinsky opens her study of the paatorld War Il art house with an anecdote

on the term Asure seaters. o Originally a pejo

find a seato in the 1920s, by the 10®%0s the p

venues that were sure to fill their seats by showing foreign #ikis.6re seatesbecame

anything but a sure thing as the century progresmeyh Shifts in consumer demand and the

industrialmarketplace for art flmshanged the cultural relevance of these small exhibitors.

Venues that only two decades prior had been at the vanguardi@febing art film culture

were by the late 1960s increasingly in the business of screening nudie, sexploitation, or outright

pornographic movies in rundown theatres where the cineaste intelligentsia would blush to be

spied at. As mainstream chains turt@thew forms of exhibitiod the multiplex and later the

megaple® in the latter half of the century, the diminishing number of small exhibitors of

foreign, independent, repertory, or alternative films wondered if they were merely an exhibition

fad headed foantiquation much like nickelodeon cinemas of the 1910s and 1BR2ée were

industrial, economic, and social forces at play to encourage the rise of an art house infrastructure

in thepostwar period and also to feed its gradual demise in endagaglesWe need to account

for thesedevelopmenti orderto appreciatéhe recent and current contextstod art house

05John E.Twoney, fASome Consi der atFionns TofffieQubeerly BbiFineRadiofandt he Ar t
Televisionl0, no. 3 (April 1, 1956): 23947.
106 \ilinsky, Sure Seatersl.
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Indoingsolshouldagam!| ari fy that the terms fdart hou:
been pure categories. They have beennsistently applied to a range of products, practices,
and venues that sometimes overlap, often contradict, but rarely settle completely; they are mutts
of signifiers. Some of these applications within North America include films made outside of the
restidk i ons of Holl ywooddés production code and th
contain the exhibition of foreign films made expressly for the American market to sell European
or liberal sensibilities about sex or relationships. Still othersexpand i ncl ude Hol | ywo
calcul ated appropriation of qualities of firef
Major American studios have long promulgated discourses of quality and prestige, but such uses
were by and large descriptors to ketrfilms to as many audience segments as possible. Tony
Guzman writes that in the 1920s fAHoll ywood to
synonymous YMotrhe opvreorf,i tnnoobbody today would argue
doesndt pr ltydasomplishad fitlms. §dr goodaeason did Galt and Schoonover
suggest thinking about art film (and by exten
troubling to stable taxonomical fields of film culture. | acknowledge the blurred boundanmnes | a
working within. But from these applications of the term | hope to sift out a notion of art houses
as a coherent exhibition infrastructure in the United States that rose in earnest after World War 1I
within urban markets and aimed, with some caveatgrasnoviegoers desiring artistically
complex or provocative films in atmospheres distinct fraostcommercial cinemas.

With that preamblehis chaptesurveysterations ofart house exhibition throughout the
twentieth century until the digital transiti, marked here as the Hollywood industry release of

specifications for digital cinemarojectionin 2005. A series of questions rise to the surface:

¥Tony Guzman, AThe Little Theatre Movement: The Instit
Film History 17, no. 2/3 (June 2005): 263.
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What initial artisticvaluesor economic needselped build an infrastructure for the theatrical
exhibition of art films? What social dynamics circulated around and through these theatres? To
what extent and in what forms have art house theatres promoted distinction and sla¢i sfiyd
demands of sgalledcinephilia? How have art houses historically compuiszd their claims to
high-class prestige for the sakeafmplex taste formations or the imperatives of gousines?

What have been some alternative modletgh inside and outside the theatfi@)delivering
culturaldistinction anccatering to sentinrés ofcinephilia?By addressing these questions

through a historical survey, we can appreciate the legacies against which new models of art

house cinemas today can be grasped.

2.1 A Survey of Art House Exhibition
2.1.1 Precursors
The theatrical exhibition of films deemeflartistic value as opposed to mere
entertainmenhas had many permutations across cinema history. One entry point into this legacy
is the perceived need for films and venues outside of a hegeommninercial culire European
and American avargarde circles of the 1910s and 20s attemfuiguioduce andgcreen films
that reflexively challenged aesthetic norms anttlistrialstatus quosThese movements defined
themselvesgainstnascenpracticesof commercial flmmaking and sought to break ties with
newly established traditions of narrative mov
European avargarde culture reveals a network of transnational nodes (cities, institutions,
societiesspecal eventscontaininga mbi val ence ab earde waswneamtttobe he av &

andthesefpbosi ti oning of t h e'ghisyues forsalefinitionaknongg wi t h

108 Malte HagenerMoving Forward, Looking Back: The European Av&wrde and the Invention of Film Culture,
19191939(Amsterdam: Amsterdam University Press, 2007), 35.
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avantgardistsnvolved a wobbly relationship to artistic canonization: wasg tyeal to elevate

film to the level of other high arts like painting or literatweto break away from the bourgeois

values associated with therAfists and filmmakers working in this epoch experimented with

formal aesthetics of the medium in attentptsvork out this aporiaAn early collection of avant

gardists including Walter Ruttmann, Hans Richter, and Viktor Eggeling, advahs#dction

or the maximum elimination of references to outside reality nameharrative schemataas

formal qualitieso explore through their work. At the same tikd@gener finds it a mistake to

eguate the avargardewith apolitical personal expressions or formal experiments in line with

| 6art pMaoyravamgardiststidentified themselves countetramlitionalinstitutions of

art and their means of production and presentation, not as vanguards of new artistic fmguage

the sake of its newness:T h e -gandeawviewed itself more as a radical squiditical

revolutionary movement than as purveyors of anhaest i c °°8ut gslareundefined

assemblage of diverse individuals and groups across separate settings working at different times,
the avardgarde did not wholly buy into the crude dichotomy dividing it from the mainstream.

For somecommercialismnot flmmaking industries per se, whose resources and employment
benefited many avaigfarde artists, comprised their target of scorn. Hinopean avargarde

worked with mainstream industries in mutually beneficialwaye e f or mer needed t
resources and technologies, while industries depended onthegasantd e s i nnovati ve
discoveriesFor example, ite most commoavantgardebreak from the normative frameworks

of commercial cinema was a disavowaptdts progressed in clear, lingzarratves. But some

of the hallmarks of the avagtrde, like antharrative abstraction and poetic symbolism,

109pid., 233.



57

contributed to many nowlassic examples of art cinerfd The composite avaigarde
movement had one foot in and one foot out of industry.
In time, some urbanmoviegoersand film theoristsvondered ithere was something to be
had in this positiod a compromiséetween the narratiieased cinema that studios churned out
for maximum profit and the counteulture disruption of avargarde experiments. B¢ 1920s
films like Das Cabinet des Dr. Caligafdir. Robert Wiene, 1920) stood as exemplar cases of
this intermediate cinema that contained an air of seriousness and stylistic adventure but
embodied the narrative conventions of commercial cinema marglbdormal abstraction of
the avardgarde. This form was acknowledged at the tpmeriticsbut not marked as a separate
body of film until much later. French film theorist Germaine Dwlas among the first to speak
of the potential for this intermedecinema to become its own institution that would offer an
alternative to purely commercial movi€dhedefinediar t f i | m nei t her as a ¢
(fil med theater adaptation), but as a categor
to pander to nervous ignorads!! By this Dulac suggested a distilling of two related threads of
commercial filmmakingart film should seek more integration into mainstream culture than its
avantgarde forbearers had, but not at the expense aé#thetic and narrative complexities
necessary to differentiate it. The goal was not to alienate mathiis leisureseekers but to coax
them into an appreciation for alternate methods of flmmalédmgfilm wanted greater
institutionalization into commrec i al cul ture precisely in order
works it would ot her wi s%®Anenire inftastricaure wduld latern ot h e

emerge based on thpsoposecdcompromise betweesvantgarde disruption and commercial

110 pid., 41.

111 Andras Balint KovacsScreening ModernisnEuropean Art Cinema 9561980 (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 2007), 23.

112 Germaine Dulac, quoted in Kova&gre@ing Modernism23.
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integration asidistributors and exhibitors realized that the contradiction between the industrial
character of the cinema and the artistic useisfitidustrycould be resolved by a special
institutional network that gathers and concentrates paying aediém@ specific kind of
cinemao This cinema would find its niche among urban, educated cliettele.

On the other side of the panthnrChristopher Horak accounts fan American avant
gardebetween 1919 and 1945. This avgatde emerging as a major mement later than its
European counterpadoncretizednly when budding film studios established a dominant
methodof moviemakingn the mid1910s which for Hollywood tended to embody catesed
effect logics, continuity editing, and selbntained nartaves with satisfying resolutiongvant-
garde filmmakers formed film clubs and societies to produce and exhibit their own films out of
passion for the formal and aesthetic possibilities of the form. Unlike the American independent
filmmakers of the 1950&ho sought ways to professionalize their crafts autonomously, these
earlieravang ar di sts fviewed themselves as cineastes
to work in any arena furthering theultvatiogse of
istructures for distri bd'tAccordingfomMdrakethefirstbi t i ono
serious mention of what we today would call art houses appeared in 1922 in the magazine
Exceptional Photoplays publication of the National Board REview of Motion Pictures,
which foresaw the potential for alternative exhibition sites catered to the gasalg. The article
suggests that Ashowing experimental pictures

necessarily inspire woulde filmmékers to attempt avasgfarde work!'® Sporadic film clubs and

113 Kovacs,Screening Modernisn24.

114 JanChristopher Horak, edLovers of Cinema: The First American Film Av#garde, 19191945 (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1995), 15.

150. Spearing, 0 AExcémional RHotplays2 Svarchy1922) quated in Horakpvers of Cinema,
20.
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societies trading in ethnic cinema, newsreel presentations, and private film screenings helped
promotethis nascent brand aft film culture during thistimeo adegree but t he Al it t|
movement offered the first organizathiquely devotedlternativeto mainstream cinemas

Emerging in the mied920s, the little cinema movemesdrved amallurban moviegoing
public growing more discerning its tastes for film. These cinemas sprangmjarge US cities
(the majority in New York) andvere designed as intimate spaces for the thoughtful appreciation
of flmandtheatetTony Guzmanés research into little ci
[that] rejected Hol |blewmmspdodused ind impeusbnal cimemaacd di s p
entertainment designed to appeal to the broadest possible audience in favor of a personal cinema
that sought to expl oYameridareavangaweamhdundorerentionaf f i | m
European titles scraedin little cinemagegularly, congealing the twgpes of filmsas distinct
from classical, narrative Hollywood cinenmtdighly educated, often wealthy urban moviegoers
valued these fimore artisticd movi esmplistt contr a
American mainstream cinema. The first theatre to adopt regular art film programming was the
Cameo Theatre near Broadway in New York, leased by an organization called the International
Film Arts Guild in 1926. Syendon h@o uladne ot hiel h@u iS
Cinemao in its promotional mat erials. The the
films but also imported European mowdethe first antecedents of what would become a swarm
of foreignlanguage imports into Ameringheatres in later decades.

Theseforeignfilms proved valuable not just to audiences demanding different content
but to the growth of an alternative cinemaiucture Mike Budd writes that a film like

Caligari, which showed iargepalaces, only bemne an international hit when it screened

18Guz man, AiThe Little Theatre Movement, o 261.
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extensively in little cinemaseveral years after its release in 1920 d e monst rati ng ¢t h
films found their niche within *lhaheriwordsiast r i al
infrastructure of exhibition venues catering to prestige was instrumental in generating the success
of art filmsd perhaps moreo than the films themselveEhe success of films lik€aligari in
little cinemas fueled desire among majardsbs to recruit films and flmmakers from Europe,
marking not the last time that art cinemas and major commercial enterprises worked in
synergistic ways. But the studiosd gusto for
weregenerallyseen abox office risks compared to bankable studio system fare. Little cinemas,
working with a small number of independent distributord kept afloat by the sheer
entrepreneurial spirit of figures like Gould at the Cantszame crucial exhibition sites for
films but remained welbutside of Hollywood.

Equallyasimportant as the films that little cinemas screened was the atmosipbgre
created for audiences. Newspaper and industry reports from the 1920s describbyelittigs
cinema proprietor cultivate elegant experiences for patrons, moving away from the noisy and
crowded ambiance common at large movie palaces or nickelodeon cinemas. Guests enjoyed
coffee and cigarettes in plush lounges and found settings congedighitted postshow
discussionsTalking or moving about during films was discouragetderedlistracting from
the purist intellectual engagement with the screen. Small children were frequently banned from
little cinemas entirelyAn aura of undisturbefbcus onthe film became paramat for little
cinema operators whose clientele demanded a s
was to come between the viewers and their films, neither the dead hand of the theatrical past, nor

the architectural distraction of the movie palaageh as twinkling lights resembling stars in the

17Wilinsky, Sure Seaterst7.
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ceiling, nor fNMahylitlexinemasrenpiradititkéiugersdo become
memberswhich helped cinemagsitch themselves as exclusive havens for the eldeiegoer.

Such practices prefigure the cultural taste formations for audiences that would later emerge in the
postwar efflorescence of art house theaters.

Little cinemasas suclenjoyed only a brief rurOperating with low overhead and geared
toward a niche intelligentsia crowd, they never became giant-pnakersor widely
recognizable cultural phenomena outside of urban sc@tesn audiences caughiord of new
sound technologies in the largaovie mlaces near the end of the 1920s, their interest quickly
waned in the quirky houses showing silent foreign films. Still, the little cinema movement made
iAmerican dissatisfactions with Holl ywbdod and
apparentind anticipatedgoostwardemand for an entire infrastructdrg¢heaters, critical
movements, journadsto cultivate alternative cinerrgoing in the United States.

This alternative infrastructure had another important forebearer in institutions and
societies promoting films as works of art to
Museum of Modern Art beguMZ385 defails hend sme Pmdbosg riam t i &
totransbrmf i | ms fAfrom ephemeral enteme&itypyment to e
exhibiting them in a stable museological space or disseminating them nationally with the
MOMA seal of approval. Previously there existed only haphazard attempts to preserve films
beyond their brief commercial lives, and the Film Library emelgddre core structures of art

film circuitsd theaters, festivals, clubsconcretized in theountry The Film Program stored

118 Anne Morey,Hollywood Outsiders: The Adaptation of the Film Industry, 28934(Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 2003), 242.

1191bid., 235.

120 Haidee Wassoryluseum Movies: The Museum of Modern Art and the Birth of Art CigBer&eley: University
of California Press, 2005), 2.



62

movies as an object worthy of formal analysis and historical consequence. It also took up
preserving production materials, film pidations, and exhibition materiélsa sign that the
di scourses informing films were key for under
a history that matters to its publhe c in a dif
institutionalization of cinemaat MOMA did not assume singleset of textual features, national
origins (though the Eurdmerican canon was favored), auteur directors, or relational status to
maj or i n d wensciously artistic BuBopdari films were programmed vatécs literary
adaptations as we | ¥Whilenotadiouldtipng spnple ar hecessarilyf ar e . 0
coherent body of film aart cinemaMOMAG6s i nstitutionalizing effor
significant, nationaland lastingendorsements of cinema as an art form.

Concurrent to the work of MOMA to set down a cultural foothold for cinema as art,
private film societies ethnic cinemas, antewsreel cinemaaround the countrgontributed in
more scattershot fashion to alternative exhibition formstla@diability of afutureart cinema
market. As mentionedia Horak earlieravantgardistan the United Statelsad formeda select
few cinemaclubs as far back as the 1920s in resistancerumercialproduction values and
exhibition venues. Many of these clubs screened experimental works from around the world or
workshoppedheir ownavantgarde filmmaking. Other groups organized themselvesfoat
desire to screen artistic films that larger cinemas negle$tédother groups of amateur
cinematographers formed clubs for the sheer enjoyment of producing and viewing their own
moving picturesThe Amateur Cinema League, to take one examplefauasled in New York
in 1926 as a necnommercial organization but opened local chapters across the country.

Members hel ped each other master cinematograp|

21ywassonMuseum Movies.
122pid., 17.
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a monthly magazinéflovie Makersfor its thousands of amateur filmmalsebscribers?® Other
film societies with more overt political agendas sprang up too. In 1930 arose the Workers Film
and Photo League, an organization allied with the Community Party, USA, which set up national
distribution networks for 16mm prints of Soviet features-Veifig newsreels, and avagarde
films considered at odds with mainstream capi
in developing an®@udience for art films. o

Ethnic theatres and neweel theatres also became important urban gathering points for
audiences seeking foreign filmsmonfiction anddocumentary cinema. Foreign film
distributors leaned heavily on ethnic theatres in large ¢hiesighout the 1910s and 20s; they
became ewemore popular after the advent of sound projection and the ability for German,
Italian, Greek, and other immigrant populations to hear their native languages rather than just
read subtitlesThese cinemas, numbering approximately 500 during the 189&pedkeepthe
distribution lines for foreign films to the United States actthheugh research by Douglas
Gomery indicates that ethnic cinemas aimed at immigrant diaspora audiences were much more
successful than foreigianguage theatres outside of ethméighborhoods, suggesting that the
appeal of foreign films to urban audiences before the war was lifdtBiéwsreel cinemas,
which screened news programs and shorts in smaller settings, were another staple, though mainly
in New York. One of the largestwereel chains in the city, Trathaix, actively catered to high
class clientele who were curious to see foot a
shy away from salacious celebrity gossip stories or disaster footage.) Noteworthy about Trans

Lux newsreel theaters was the importance they placed on creating a refined atmosphere for

25A1 an D. Kattelle, @dAThe Ama Filmtistorydb, noenfiunel2@a):@8Be and |t s
24 Horak, Lovers of Cinema25.
125 Gomery,Shared Pleasured72175.
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filmgoing. Reviews from the time rave oveirtheatredultraamodern desigand elegant
decoration The chain was among the first to install reareen projectiorgpacious leather seats,
and air conditioning, lending newsreel theatres a sophisticated*Such.
All three of these alternative modélgrivate film clubs, ethnic theatres, and newsreel
theatre8 reflect iterations of how exhibitodiversified screen programming before World War
Il. In some of these cases such veruasred talistinctionor element®f cosmopolitan
voyeurism into foreign destinationis othercases such as ethnic theatres, these values were
secondary to filling a market demand from immigrant populations. While largely concentrated in
New Yorkanda f ew ot her thesebammai mant k etasn, eix hi bi ti on si
groundwork for the growing association between cinema, art, and high culture. Art house
operators used and transformed the ideas and the frameworks established by these models to find
space for themselves withinthegorat i t i ve mar ket of fi%¥imaexhi bit

more widespread fashion.

2.1.2 The Art House Rises

|l f efforts |like those of MOMA i n danhie 1930s
smaller, diverse venues for movipgcture consumtion suggested the viability of alternative
types of theatrgyoing, subsequent developments accelerated a new commercial market for the
exhibition offilms flaggedas artistic or sophisticate8cholars widely agree that the high point
for art house theatres the United Statesccurred from the late 1940s through the early 60s, a

period that saw the ascensioratiernativeor artfilm culture on many fronts. According to a

2%Her bert Scherer, AMarquee on Main 3%4@h=tlourdahaf k Li ebenb
Decorative and Propaganda Aris(1986): 62.
27Wilinsky, Sure Seater1.
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January 1952 eddn ofNa t i o n 0 stheBhunsber nfarstkeatres in @untrydoubled to

470 between 1950 and 1952, while an additiona
pi ct ¥ Crmidallydhis surge of theatres took place outside of New York, Plylaide and

Chicago, hitherto the central markets for art film. American cities like Seattle, Denver, Boston,
Washington, D.C., and San Diego, among others, all opened art houses in the 1950s, and scores

of others shifted their operations from secoud orrepertory to art film programming. Gomery
spotlights one such theatre, Chicagobds Esquir
Hol |l ywood sophistication and foreign fareo st
announcements to itsgelar customers and hired cleant college students as ushers and

dressed them in simple tan uniformgptomotean air of elegance as part of this rebranding. It

also erected an art gallery off its mezzanine and advertised its films not with garisk poste

with a simple card announcing the title and stars of the feature. By thE9%0% the Esquire

was booming and influencing other proprietors to switch over to an art house/iédebss

the country, independent and srrailin operators decidedwas worth itto rebrand into

cinemas devotetb screening films that only ten years ago would have been relegated to the

most niche cinema in Manhattarhis increase in theatreshowing art films on a fullor part

ti me basis mar kerthoni ddi pt c hot ecHphategpoedinos i n A
whatVarietyd ubbed t he fAtdlwe dleo stwad lhadsi eerfc éAamer i cans A\

and magazines, who attend lectures and concerts, who are politically and socially aware and

alert,[andwhoadve been] |l iterally driven out of the 1
insistence at aiming most of its product at t
128 pid., 65.

129 Gomery,Shared Pleasured85186.
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Why did art houses take off at this time after decades of dormé#risy®orth recalling
both the industriafinancial and sociatultural contexts that catalyzed the growth of smaller
theatres seekintpeii | ost ,audi poeeexhi bitor demand for ch
important as audience interestcertainfiims. In a 1956 article John Twomey examines the
rising interest among Americancinegao er s f or fAmor e artistic mot.i
following World War 11332 Noting that 226 theatres were devoted-fitie to showing foreign,
repertoy, documentaryor independent films, and another 400 did so on atpaet basis,
Twomey sought to understand how, ddilmong Hol |y
Aspecialtyd cinemas were sprouting up across
certa nl'y didnét seem amenable to such an upswin
seismic US Supreme Court caieeParamountdecision that shook up business as usual in
Hollywood. A series of eight antitrust actions brought against the major rstwigos by the
Department of Justice throughout the 1930s and 40s, thePE#dBountdecision effectively
forced the theiBig 5 studios (Paramount, MGldoews, RKO, 20th Centurlfox, and Warner
Bros.) to divest themselves of the theatre chains they oamieald affiliations withAs |
mentioned in my introductory chaptemce the consolidation of major Hollywood studio
control in the 1920s and a series of collusive actions on their part, the Big Five studios had
gradually built a monopolistic hold on feature film production, distribution, and exhibition in the
country This stranglehold crucially included ownership of the most lucrative theatres in the best
markets and the ability ionposefavorable licensing termentoexhibitors they did not own.
According to Thomas Schatz, in 1940 the Big Five outright owned or helbtimg interest in

approximately 2, 600 odantete &5%rofthe tomlmatisnwidehet500 t h

¥2Twomey, fASome Considerations. 0
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over 80% offrsr un t heatres in major urban m&WBuktet s wh
after theParamountdecision, when studios tdo sell many of theidomesticcircuits (though
nottheir vast international holdings in Canada, South American, Europe and elsethere)
scores of successor corporation chains or individual independent cinemas emerged. Many of
these cinemas became sulsentrun theatres for a time. The headlhmereis that hundreds of
exhibitorswere now out from under the wing of Hollywood studios and free, in theory, to
program content that their stuebevnersw o u | ldanedefore divestiture.
The immediate result dhe Paramountdecisionwas confusion for the entire industry
Subsequent cotidecisions and appealsgarding the antitrust stricturdsrupted the assembly
line efficiency of Hollywood. Some forty million fewer peo@ttended commercial cinemas
between 1948 and 1952, a figure compounded by the advent of telansidts risiig place in
middle-class households® To cut costs after losing their theatre holdings, major studios dialed
back their outputs of cheaper B movies, shorts, cartoons, and newsreels in favor of fewer, more
expensive A features. This increasediler production costs and compelled studios to seek
more lucrative distribution deals for their biggest films. As a reswinstreanstudiofilms
became morexpensive to rent and thdgficult for theatres to book, creating tvasting
effects: 1) Smaller indepdent theatresome of them former studaffiliated theatresturned to
foreign distributorsin ascendance since the end of World WdioHmore of their
programming; and 2) the studiosd new budget s

turning to smaller theatres and markets to exhibit their less expensive products. As a

1383 Thomas SchatBoom and Bust: American Cinema in the 19¢@xrkeley: University of California Press, 1999),
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consequence fial ternative films such as independent
became more accessible, making them popular with smaller theatre opéegitors

World War lland its aftermathlso complicated the situation for major Hollywood
exhibitors in ways that aided smaller theatres. The years following the liberation of Eorape
Nazi Germanyaw concerted efforts among European nations to rebuild their national
infrastructures and eaomies. Many countries balked at the cost of importing US films at a time
when basic services went wanting. In response such nations took steps to bolster their own film
economies by enacting quota laws and taxes to stem the flow of HollywoodThese
measuressome of which imposed steep customs duties on imported films, compelled US
producers to raise their film rental prices domestically and to lower their production budgets and
overall outputDespite efforts by the Motion Picture Export Association to combat such
restrictive trade policies, Hollywood took a hit from its foreign market loss and again turned to
smaller domestic theatres to make up fofiThe turmoil generated Byaramounthus had a
sumpositive effect on smaller cinemas: with major studios devoid of their alsudlko stipulate
which films screened in their theatres and under what circumstances through chokehold policies
like block-booking, small theatres saw their relevagmow.*3 There was now a sizable number
of exhibitors, and not just in New York, in a position to distinguish themselves within the market
from the larger mainstream theatres.

Such industriatonditionswere only one reason for the ascension of altemma

exhibitors after the war. Immigration played a large partltaaren Rabinovitz has written of

B8 Wilinsky, Sure Seaters70.

B71bid., 69.

138 Block-booking was a popular practicevrhich studios sold several films as a unietdibitors, forcing theatres
that desired one particular filmusually a star vehicée to purchase several oth8rsisually lowergrade produét
as a bundle.
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the rise of experimental and independent film cultures in the United States in the postwar period,
spurred by the exodus of European artists and filmmad&ere country in the years surrounding
the war. An influx of immigrant or refugee creatives, many of them abstract or expressionist
artists, found work in or helped found the na
Hollywood studios, the Mweim of Modern Art, and the Film Institute of the City College of
New York. Figures like German animator Oskar Fischinger and abstract gainteator Hans
Richter caused a stir in urbantistic circles for their abstract animated films, for example. In
this milieu, museums and colleges began to offer film appreciation or independent flmmaking
classes to satisfy demand among curious moviegoers or nascent filmmakers for cinema opposed
to the Classical Hollywood narrative form that had been cemented codnéry for the last
thirty years.n addition,the prevalence of documentary footage during World Winali
screened extensively in theatres as newsreels, not to mention the increased circulation of low
cost technologies like 16mm film cameras, fosténéerest among cineastasd filmmakergor
the aesthetic and social capacities of nonfictiod experimental film.

These emerging interests frequently took shape on a grassroots level in the form of
private film societies or clubs, whi@xploded in number after the war. Whereas only a handful
of film societies had operated across the United States prior to 1939, by 1949 more than 200 film
societies served approximately 100,000 membéiBhe most renowned postwar film society,
Cinema 16wvas founded in New York in 1948/ Amos and Marcia Vogel, who were inspired to
start their c¢club in part by their regular tri
wider interest in films of a certain artistic panache was waiting to be tapigedhe Vogels set

up their nonprofit society with the intet $creen a wide range wfdependent, documentary, or

¥Lauren Rabinovitz, -Gabrxdoee rGinmeennaa | Bammadt BAst1An€tiCan Gima i n
in the 1940sed. Thomas Schatz (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1999%4&.7
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experimental filmsrenting out auditorium spaae several sites across Manhattanmonthly
screenings for its thousands of dgegyingmembersii Near |y every typ-e of fi
run,bigst udi o Hol |l ywood featur es a¥Ydndhefimgmowel s wa
soon developed a reputation for publishing program notes on films, organizing university
courses,anddisti but i ng foreign and documentary <ci nemeé
intell ectual i nt“Qainensatl6 ended if 1963nikde vigtim ofeigsing | | vy
operational costs and the siphoning of members by television, new university film courses, and
the art houses that it helped create an audi e
nati onwi de net wor k mdde gsentatiidesaaward popularizisgawantet i e s ,
garde oraestheticallyprovocative films for urban audiencesd urthered general appetites for
fart i st withio anchautsideeofsNew York'2

While the aforementionefilm -culturaldevelopments had an acute impactppetites
for cinema outside of the mainstreamong North Americanis the late 1940s and ead®50s,
one particular subset of screen condefareignlanguage filméd had an outsized effect on the

rise of art houses. Small exhibitor demands for screen content coupled with American interest in

filmmaking apart from Hollywood gavié f or ei gn ftid ansiémeav wdlaat i | e f
and contribddt o what Tino Balio dubs the #Afot%ign fi
Bal i 06 s adsopostwarmdeaveloprebegihs with the surprisfmericansuccess oltalian

directorRober t o Ripen<ihih 1946nthedirst in a long line of European (and in fewer

cases, Japanese) films thaind their way into art house cinemas artetted US appetites for

140 Scott MacDonaldCinema 16: Documents Toward a History of the Film So¢Rityladelphia: Temple
University Press, 2002), 8.

141 Wilinsky, Sure Seater60-61.

142 MacDonald,Cinema 161.

“Lane, ACritical an dTheForkignilFimaRenaissanselon AntelicandScrézas|-19%8 ,
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films deemed innovative, mature,@totic Ro s s e | | i n hadnsark pfiltatian neorealisma
which favored oflocation shooting, neprofessional actors, and narratives built around
precarious material conditions, was miles away from the glamour of Hollywood studio
filmmaking. The film duly impressed tegrawer filmcritics like Bosley Crowther at tidew
York Timeswhose opinion could decide whether a film languished in New York for a few weeks
or spread outward to other cities. In general reléapen Cityended up grossing a reputed $5
million at the US box offie, a record for a foreign film at the tirtfé.

The market for foreigitanguage films burst open after the succes3pEn City New
York was far and away its epicenter, a hive of independent distributors who in some cases had
been importing films since tHEO30s, and in other cases comprised hew companies that sensed
the nascent demand for foreign fare. Il lya Lop
formed his own Lopert Pictures in 1946 and went to work distributing and producing European
classcs throughout the 1950s and 60s. Janus Films, a distributor of specialty cinema still in
operation today, was founded in 1956 by two exhibition proprietors. Bidding wars broke out
among US distributors looking for the next art house hit. Scouts scoerétittestival circuit,
then on the ascent, to ink fresh deals with European t4fames of fimmakers like
Michelangelo Antonioni, Federico Fellini, Jeanc Godard, Francois Truffaut, and Akira
Kurosawabrokeout across art house scre@mghe ensing years, becoming fixtures on
marquees. Hollywood would of course get in on the adfioooaxing some of these
international stars to make studio movieshe United States.

For filmgoers, foreign films represented an alternative culpnaduct to generate

consumer distinctiariThe end of World War Il opened transatlantic cultural trade between North

144 Balio, The Foreign Film Renaissancg.
1451bid., 83-85.
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America and Europe in ways that expanded discourses about cinema as an art, which fed into
these appeals of distinction. In the years foitapthe war, French critics associated with the
Cahiers du Cinempromoted films as subjective expressions of individuality in attempts to
legitimizeselect filmsas art distinguishing all films from the persistent taint of technology and
commercialismandtobr eak from the | iterary roots of pop
aut e ur became tha aoalytical touchstone for art film discouksigeurist critics claimed
thatadi rect or 6s aesthetic predil ecframomere and t hen
entertainment to artistic expressioofrmt and con
cinema and its stylistic tendency to violate
or fast cuts or jump cuts) and express the subjéesvof character¥’® This foregrounded sense
of authorshigand individualism¥ aci | i t at ed a-Amgrieaan énit es Bal
paradigm (with a spattering of Japanese auteurs) that associagedepé@onalyisionary
director with art cinema. Aaurism became a shorthand to exptiinectorswhose individuality
transcended the production confines of major studies, adding more appeal for consumers seeking
films from Amavericko or fAgeni usoThdherdesofi dual s
the art houséke Vittorio De Sica and Ingmar Bergman were celebrated by caticsnguards
for bold and daring cinem&elect urban audiences valued these films for the intellectual
distinction they conferred on products relative to a mainstream madusimplex that in the
1950s was still reeling from the collapse of the classical studio system.

The renaissancthatOpen Cityushered irhelped accelerate and also hugely benefitted
from the rise of the American art hou¥®t Balio underscores that whikurprise successes like

Ros s el | i nheaulstronfy auteuns neadgdtssiblefor an art house market to flourish, the

146 Betz,Beyond the Subtitlel1.



73

expansion of that market had more to tlhol wi t h
documented praously. In the 1950s many small theatres that had depended on Hollywood B
movies, shorts, cartoon, and newsreels transformed into art houses out of necessity when these
distribution streams dried up in the wake of Begamountdecision. Foreign films repsented a

lifeline to hundreds of theatres in need of product to exH#mimemovie theatres proved

themselves more than willing to negotiate their own purist identities for the sake of busmess

the novelty of foreigdanguage dialogue and unconventil film forms began to wear off by the

mid-1960s, many art house exhibitors proved just how willing they were.

2.1.3 Sex Sells

A generougportion of art film audiences in the postwar boom were not necessarily
shopping around faophisticateainenatic experiencet elevate their cultural standingany
art film promoters and distributors catered t
attempts to lure audiences with the promise ofwaxudity. The dual threads of exploitation and
guality have often intertwined in the art house theatre via foreign films. Peter Lev argues that
startinginthe miel950sfi e x pl i cit sexual ity becameextenk pect ed
that o6foreign fil m, 6 0 awerefofdevena ydarsamodtul t f i | m,
s y n o n ydamhat degree audiences ventured into art houses because they craved lurid
subject matter demands a digression that accounts for the years betwe@8 735t a period
thatDanielMet z wri tes i s fAdistingui shedprebtigioust s ¢ on\
and prurient signs, mer gi n g Meatztarguesntoattilee x i n wa

nat i on 0 sgraaually bdgan todransform from theatres screening prestige European films

1471 ev, The EureAmerican Cinemal3.
“Met z, fAPrestige, o 3.
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with sexually suggestive material (195%%962), to morenixed-programming houses that
straddled the line between highr t f i | ms a niP65)) and fthallets autrightl 9 6 0
sexploitation theatres (19672) that abandoned all pretense to prestige. When the novelty of
art houses began to decline in the [8950s, and the shock appeal of Italian Neorealism, so
formative for the rise in international art cinema, startedangamany art houses needed
something nevto generate businef®rogrammersound that hawking the sexual content of
European films braght in crowds. Though this period is often associated in the popular
imagination with the higfart intellectualism of the French New Wave, Metz shows that these
artistically daring films only fachieved succ
sex interests, o0 and that foreign films that w
t h e m€ Metzdighlights movies liké And God Cr e(E56eRbgeWWmadina),n
Blow-Up (1966, Michelangelo Antonionjlandl Am Curious (Yellow1967, VilgotSjoman) as
examples of European product that tilted art cinemas towards venues accommodating to prurient
sex.é And God Cr shavwcasitig sdébothaimernational sex starlet Bridgette
Bardot in a series gfeartclutching posesvas especially imactful as the highesgfrossing
foreign film in the US since the silentéfdfi Bar dot 6 s epochal unveiling
Doherty, fproved the market f otfasentimeatichped art w
by thesucces® f A n u dthag dien $hbwedns art house cinemas

ANudi eso delivered what sootnudgymalgeitvathen er f i | m
veneer of respectability. They became a staple of art houses in the 1960s as these theaters

embraced sexploitation programming, or fAmovi e

149 pbid., 73.

150 |pid., 66.
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simulated (i.e., nonexplicit) sex acts, designed for titdlati a n d e n t°&Foréerannersme nt . 0

| i ke Ru sThe Imheoytad MroTeagl959), in which an awkward salesman gains the

magic ability to see through womenés <c¢cl ot hes,
audiences wanted more than pretentiou®Bue an movi es Ain which ther e
sex or nudity] but PHTeesefims manggedrtoefiawitharfiact hofise | | me n t
ethosb y A u s icultyral markgrdlikgsignifiers of European sophistication or coolness].

prestige dvertisement, and highr t a e ¥*providing nwdicuras of moral cover under the

sheeof respectability. That said, it didnodét t ak
suggestive films to outright pornographic ones, ending the golden ereholiads as institutions

associated primarily withpscalestyle This came about in large part thanks to incremental
changes to US censorship | aws across the 1960
underground and play in public cinedasw h at ¢hs ctndd ed t he decadeds il
s ¢ r é°gadter aughly two decades of wildly inconsistent federal and state court rulings on the
relationship between free speech and obscenity, in 1968 the Motion Picture Association of
America, the film industryods govdaaianiCodga body r
abandoned its decadekl censorship system and replaced it with a voluntary ratings system

based on a viewerb6és age. While many theatres
movies, the advent of the ratings system effectiveyoppe d t he t heatre door s

era of film exhibition As Metz points out, the pornographic clad3eep Throa{ 197 2) , fAa f i

about a woman who can only achieve an orgasm through performing immersive fellatio, opened

1525chaeferfiBol d! [338 i ng! o

BKenneth Turan and Stephen F. THhdVergBreast tfRuseMeyed.iPaul | nnocen
A. Woods (London: Plexus Books, 2004), 16.

“Met z, fAPrestige, o 80.

155 Elena Gofinkel, Lewd Looks: American Sexploitation Cinema in the 1gBlsneapolis: University of

Minnesota Press, 2017), 27.



76

at the Globe Theatre [INew York], the same venue that premiered the ItalianRiealist

classicOpen CityandThe Bicycle Thie{ 1 94 9) i n t*hTae great airehousgedh0 s . 0
had come to a redheeked finale after its dressed sashay into film culture. Jack Stevenson

sums up the situation well in writing that Al
book porn, bringing a snicker to the lips of those who had always seen a dubious double message
in the phrase ¢ arpornhbeingradomaotddhadGroved id th possess the

corpse of arthouse, the final and 'ost ironic

2.1.4 Trouble Ahead
The import of foreign film®ntoNorth American screens led to a relative boom for art
houses from the immediate postwar era through the 1960s. By the 1980s, however, the
commer ci al art house ( tfel ondhard timésBhe poputaizationoot A g o n
VCRs and cable telesionhad a lot to do with this, as casual moviegoers could increasingly get
their movies at home. The mainstreaming of more violent or sexually graphic subject aster
result of the end of the Production Céde i n f | u e-made filnts alsaduted the taboo
appeal of independent theatr&n the exhibition side, many agirgjngle screerart houses built
in the 1920s needaxkpensive repairs amidte urban decayhat befell numerous large US
cities in the 1980s. Those theatres that could afiepdirs had to contend with skyrocketing real
estate prices and growing competitioom multiplexexhibitorsi n t he nati onés sub
shopping malls. In contrast to the postwar zeitgeist that received with open arms the potentials of

experimental orlgernative cinema, the 1980s largédgked arindustrial infrastructure for

Met z, fAPrestige, o 95.

B’Jack Stevenson, i GFromhk Arthausego tlee GdndhBless: ighdrowoand Lowbrow
Transcendere i n Ci ne ma §eds. F Clinesand R3G Weinerr(Llanham: Scarecrow Press, 2010), 205
206.
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independent or speciality film at a time when blockbuster franchises and digital spectacles began

to dominate studio releases. The sum result for art houses was not good. [Bewgrantsmall

cinemasn New York, the bastion for alternative theatres, closed their doors during the 80s

reflective ofnational trendsA 1987Newsweelrticlereportedthat revival houses, especially,

were going bust around the countt§ TheNewYork Timedamented the closures (or

conversions) of art houses like The Bleecker Street Cinema, The Cinema Studio, and the

Embassy, Regency, Metro, Thalia, and New Yorker theatres in the late 80s, all of them

A[ succumbi ng] t o-estatgressoresi timearowing popwafity of e a |

videocassettes and the desire of large theater chains to converssiegle "art” or "revival"

theaters into more profitable mutic r een compl exes showi® g new Ho
Exhibitors specializing in faign or independent films approached the new century with

trepidation yet not without glimmers of hopge optimistic view might say that art house found

newpurpose tied to developments within the independent film sector, proving itself a flexible

institution capable of adjusting to the shifts of consumer tallies. low-cost digital

technologieemerging during the 1980s and 19@llewed budding filmmakers to shoot and

edit their work outside of major industries at an unprecedented rate, creatingo§cmwsnedia

to play insmalltheatredor limited audiencesAscendingstudio subsidiaries to distribute-so

called independent film, which | break down more in my next chapterleadswaluable new

circulation streams ttheseartistson the fringes ofhe cinema markeBut twenty years of

consolidation among the largest exhibitor companies put the squeeze on smaller exhibitors who

couldnét competkEnoa 2B@lsamei tkeemeamed AThe D

proprietor Rick Winston, cowner of the onescreen Savoy Theatre in Montpelier, Vermont,

158 Michael Z. Newmanindie: An American Film Cultur@New York: Columbia University Press, 2011), 75.
Andrew L. Yarrow, #AAnot her Pr TheNed YolkiTimesfugust 17, 190 Ar t Fi |
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bemoaned how the consolidation of more screens under fewer companies created a market
averse to the riskaking necessary to produce art house hits. dfiajors like Miramax, which
rose to prominere in the early 1990s, now had the industrial clout to get their films shown in
any number of multiplex theatre chaimghich can shift titles around from large to small houses
depending on a fil més performance. Small thea
lucrative films because distributors preferred business with the large @reies for films
considereart house fare. For Winston, only fAscrapfg
were willing in this environment to invest in obscure or specialty pictures, an investment that had
to be equaled by the passion and steadfastness of independent exthibitere t ed t o @A c hal
foreign and ®merican fil ms. o
Thoughrepertory film houses and deteriorating sirgeeen art houses sufferaiithis
time, other exhibitors of independent or specialty media organized themselves around new trends
in exhibition.Some like the Alamo Drafthouse and Landmark Theatre chaixganded the
number of their screens, echoing the practice of multiplékxéandful of the most established
art houses avoided closure by reorganizing themselves under nonprofit assd@cittefirst
suggestions of a widescale trend that picks up considerably in the current cehtany
unpackiater. But this quasrevival was tenuouat bestThe loss of campus film societies
driving force of the initial art house bo@mrand the growth oftehome delivery mechanisms for
films had an undeniably negative impact on specialty exhibibmaglas Gomery, writing in the
90s,wentsofarastdec| are fithe end of the art h¥®useo ir
The art house did not die, cburs® more accurate to say that it limped across the finish line of

cinemabs f i r &darevdlulidh inyil@paodustionto®ard digital promised that

¥WRick Winston, @AThe DiTeeaAmeriean Prospedilovihoberildg 206ilo us e, 0
161 Gomery,Shared Pleasured 95.
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exhibitors would soon have to follow suit and transition to digital projection technaglagies
daunting prospect for small theatrést houses would need to rethink their standard business
model and philosophical mission if the sector wanted to prove itself an institution for the ages
and not simply an exhibition trend lasting the better panatifa century.

I n summation, the rise of art houses in th
in US society and the film industry that encouraged some film exhibitors to seek alternatives to
exhibition of ®aomgwtmcorismendedire td differansiatedheir leisure
experiences from the mainstream at a time when Transatlantic discourse fed appetites for
provocative visionary filmmakers. Many art houses, however, showed a fickle commitment to
refined experiences by flirting viator outright committing to lurid sex filmess the decades wore
on. Add onto this the rise of commercial multiplex cinemas and the effectshofa
entertainment options in the 1980s and 90s, a
openquesbn.Wh at 6 s s af arthousesven g few decadederd from an east coast
centered smattering of cinemas, repertory theatres, museums, university cinemas, or film society
screenings to a fAimore prol i f i itingammgedfforeignbl e, a
art films as well as exploitat i®Intheposiwiares by f
period, art housestakedout territory in thefilm-cultural imagination. Yetritic Arthur Murray
lamented that the (largely urban) tdetoward showing films of artistic merit had not translated
across the nation more substantially: AUnti |l

York and Pittsburgh the movement wif%Murayever b

182\Wilinsky, Sure Seaterss.

®Andrews, AArt Cinema as Institution, 0 6.

BArthur Mayer, fdAHol | ywo o dSatwday ReviedctobeG3il,11953, B4d, lquotkcbin Gu i | t y
Twomey, fASome Considerations, o 247.
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might take solace that ambusesave never been the sole exhibition outlet for art filarange

of other models emerged in the twentieth century and sustain today

2.2 Other Models
2.2.1 Film Festivals

Any survey of theatrical art cinenexhibition must account for the parallel role of film
festivals whichrely on a different economic and organizational structure than movie theatres.
Rather than pure distribution economics of raneesclearances, they operate across global
spacesconomies of cities, countries, and regions, with festival promoters competing to secure
advantageous spots in the calendar year and/ o
festivals such as Cannes, Venice, and Toronto are entrenchel@wasd Avens in the hierarchy
of festivals, while other smaller or newer festivals vie for increasingly small windows of
opportunity. Festivals also easily appeal to crowds with niche interests. Examples abound of
documentary, animated, or horthiemel festivals, a well as festivals organized around race,
nationality, gender or sexuality, or other idenfityming categories. In Montrealone the
Montreal International Documentary Festival (RIDMje International Festival of Films on Art
(FIFA), le Festival dunouveau cinéma (FNChe South Asian Film Festival, and the Fantasia
Film Festival, which programs a wide selection of science fiction and horror films, are examples
of the diverse interests that festivals court

Both festivals and art houses reinforoeatidiences that certain films deserve to be seen.
Since the first festival, the Venice Film Festival, was held in 1%&2ivhlshave functioned to
initiate the process for generating distinction for movies that art houses then capitalize on and

perpetuge in commercial release. Scholars have described the ritualistic performance that
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festivals perform in transferring films to a higher level as cultural product by invoking

Bourdi euds concept Dnal ocsrydrbnodMasajkest exgpV dirkzsedech Bot h

into the spatie e mpor al nature of festivals as fAsites

generate for films and audiences. Films trave

film practices, especially commercial film exhibitn 18> acquire symbolic capital associated

with fAdistinctiono a nthk bifgese mastranowndestivald Trdme gl a mo

red carpets to star sightings to esfefest accoladés stamp films that circulate through them

with a (symbolic) currency that only becomes fully (economically) realized when they proceed

to other stages of their media lives, i.e., thealknieleaseFilm festivalsh ave become fAso

important to the production, distribution, and consumption of many films that, without them, an

entire network of practi ce$%amgngthemeashouspseopl e,

Whereas ahome mediaonsumption options could threaten the appeal of thegairg in

generalde Valck hypothesizes that festivals have continued to thrive alongside conventional

exhibition venues because they constitute a i

into rather than competes with the theatrical compAeusting this frame to art houses in

particular, DavidAndrews reiterates the shared goal between festivals and art houses in their

Areverential exhibition of abitionsdrvetomsallat cl ai mi

cinema not as a category of formal features but as an institution in its own right through their

ievaluative functi®®nso based on distinction.
To Andrew$ point, more than a fewart houses partner with festivals to exhfifins or,

going further, originate festivals themselves, weaving the festival form into the branding identity

165 Marijke de Valck,Film Festivals: From EuropeaGeopolitics to Global Cinephili§dAmsterdam: Amsterdam
University Press, 2008), 127.

166 |bid., 36.

¥Andrews, AArt Cinema, Redux, 0 6.
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of a theatreFor example, the Portland EcoFilm Festival was launched by the Hollywood Theatre

in 2013 to showcase and support the-eaosciousifestyles common to the Rose City. The
festivaliGeo mihowicarse the very best environment
support for their films and use the art of cinema to help inspire environmental adeféacy

underscores how art houses can take proactive measures to address important issues while
retaining the innate symbolic currency that de Valck sees in larger festivals. The Roxy Theatre in
Missoula, Montana, a orgereen art house that closed down in 199dy reopened in 2002

when the International Wildlife Film Festival (founded in 1977) purchased the building as its

new headquarters. The festival s succtemes subs
exhibitor in 2013In thisway festivals ad major theatrical exhibition are intertwined for the

mutual benefit of media deemed alternative or supportive of specific causes.

2.2.2 Microcinemas and Poplp Cinemas
Alternatives to art film exhibition havadsoarisen out of a percepti@mong certain
cineasteshat art houseare no longer the subcultural enclavesificlependentexperimentalor
politically activatedfilms (to the extent that they ever wer€@ne exampl@ this respecis the
ephemeral exhibon of noncommercial films, known as the microcinema movement. Doena
Ville defi nes miscle ddat-yonreeh®IY) exhibition senuad [that
provide] noncommercial, nontheatrical options for exhibition by independent programmers and
are often cultivated as alternatives to the vestiablished and economically hegemonic
commercial movie indust*®®*Ar i si ng at first in the early 19

owing to emergent indie subcultures and an economic downturn acrassithe States,

¥aPortl and Ec dheRadllywood Fheadrd.i val , 0
pe Ville, APersistent Transience, o 105.
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microcinemasare generally fixegite makeshift theatres business for a few yearsgtting up
shopin vacant spaces around a aitytown like cafes, bars, church basements, or empty
warehousesThey are often organized by a handfuinafividuals or a local film society, operate
with virtually no budget, and make little aspirations to préiiltns screenedt microcinemas,
frequently of the underground varietysually have no distributor, so any income from
screeninggyetssplit between flmmakers and exhibitorSpin-offs to microcinemas called pop
up cinemasgpperatingfor individual screeningbke traveling roadshows of early cinema, have
also emergednaking ephemerality and transiertbe defining feature of the microcinema form
As an example, de Ville chronicles the totartd-go lifespan of the Blue Sunshine microcinema
on the third floor of a mixedse building on SLaurent street in Montreal from 2010 to 2012.
The converted venue, named after an underground horror exploifitth (Blue Sunshinedir.
Jeff Lieberman, 1978), was denied the requisite city operating permit a week before its scheduled
opening. Yet it managed to remain off the cit
trash, avangarde, arhouse, and musielated documentaries to loyal followérs.
While an obvious alternative toainstream theatre chajmaicrocinemas also position
themselves as needed alternativesto arthobDses. Vi | | e per haps hagstily c
house alterat i ve venueodo whose practitioners see thel
sociality that larger, commercial institutidn@mong them museums, universities, and art
housed no longer serveRebecca Alvidikewise argues thahicrocinemasn the 2@0sfilled
an artistiepolitical void left by art houses since the 198@8ng tochanging spectator habits and
difficult distributorlicensing circumstancdsr commercial exhibitorsShe claims that demand

for microcinemas arose becausehouses havaicr easi ngly Ainter4wined I

0 For fuller coverage ofinc r oci nemas generally and Mon I

trea s histor)
AThe Microcinema Movement and Montreal o (PhD i

o}
di ss. , Co
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house audienceso by exhibiting fewer small fi
fare with crossover appedl/hat gets lost, Alvin argues, w¢hat she fondly remembers the

magic of discoveringms cur e fil ms with | ikeminded cinephi
discovery has been diluted as films of broader appeal attract audiences less interested in the art of
film and more interest el ForAlvit, énd othersharmgithisn e s s o f
personal propositiommicrocinemasnake up this deficit bfocusng on cult or independent films

without the commercial pressures that have wrung art houses of their artistic or political
dynamismAs informal spaces that often operate for stem without licenses or regulations in
appropriated or abandoned venues, microcinemas are light on infrastructure and more

performative as counta@ulture institutions in their ethos than fixede art houses. They are by

design precarious ventures witmited cultural standing. For my purposegcrocinemasand

their popup cousinselp bring into relief the spectrum upon which art houses sit between
commercialized theatres and the noncommercial impulse of ephemeral community ex@ibitors.
Alvinsaysof t he r el ati on bet waeaAhile the diraegiesvobtheark hi bi t i o
houses seem focused on bringing more people todineimas, the microcinema exhibitor has a

different conceré the need for a subcultur®r an alternative to thalternative &

22.3 Cable TV

Paid cable television channels devoted to art or repertory films have been few and far
between. For cineastes, the thought of commercial breaks interrupting a cherished movie is hard
to swallow, as are the mutilated aspeatios many films endure for television presentation. But

some cable outlets have demonstrated television audience interest in movies usually reserved for

YIAl vin, AA Night at the Movies, o 4.
1721pid., 7.
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alternative cinemas. The trajectories of the lrgestcable channels farlassic or repertory
movie-watchirg, staples of the art house,the United States, Turner Classic Movies (TCM) and
American Movie Classics (AMC), are instructive for how values of distinction and cinephilia
have lived (or died) in the cable form.

TCM was launched by Time Warner in 1994 as a maviented payTV network
specializing in feature films from the vaults of major studios (mostly Warner Bros. and MGM,
the latter of wiselibrary Ted Turner, CEO of Time Warner, bought in 1985). The channel
preseats films released before the 1980s with an emphasis on Hollywood classics of the 1930s
and 40s, but occasional programming allows for recent movies or uncovered gems. What
endeaed TCM to itsearlyfanswereits efforts to preserve a respectful treatnadritims on a
channel geared toward discerning cineastes. T
features and only presents uncut versions of original theatrical releases. Jeff Gregor, general
manager of TCM, says that the decision to shun pnadiking ads produced shetdrm losses in
revenue yet wielded loatgrm gains when devoted film fans formed ranks around a highly
curated cable program that took film seriod$RTCM also installed film historian Robert
Osbourne as itgrimetime featuréost who introduced films with remarks on their historical
significance, authorial signatures, or aesthetic features, not unlike program notes disseminated in
art houses. Osbourne, dressed in a suit and tie and speaking fronapactitent set, also
shared pesonal anecdotes about film history gleaned from his time as columnist for the
Hollywood ReporterA well-spoken amiableconveyor of encyclopedic insights into classic
Hol l ywood, Osbourne helped confir m dirbgthisas t he

tenure on the network from 1994 to 2015

173 Tim Halloran,Romancing th&rand: How Brands Create Strong, Intimate Relationships with Customers
Chapter 6: Deepen the ConnectidngseyBass, 2013)n.p.
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Even before but especially pgSsbourne, who anchorddCM around its television
presentation structurthe networkhasevolvel from a cable channelto aggidatedii | i f est y | e
brandwithia wi de absantmdnbobbpéects and eXJomeof enti a
these brandi ng massieBilmFestwvahtid&r AaCMands Chinese
Graumanbdés Egyptian Theatre, two prouoevarent cl a
as wel |l as its partnership with Disney to off
cruise linersThenetworkalso maintains an official fan club, The Backlot, which provides
members with behinthe-scenes specials and otherpefkBa c k| ot 06 as a-name si
ness and reinforces that TCM retains its discursive constructions around distinction, its Disney
affiliations notwithstandingT his extensiorof the TCM brandrom television viewing to a range
of other consumer activitissmount s t o a c¢ o mgnbking fi e xvearbhing f1e i n
movieshas become but one way to activate a wider TCM lifestyle built around cinéphilia.

TCMb6s onl vy r i amhasbeen AMQ which dated back ase premium
channel to 1984 when it focused on movies made before 1950. Like TCM, AMC originally aired
films without commercial interruptions, edits, or colorizations, hoping to appeal to the same
cineaste demographicahTCM would later lure. By 1989 AMC was a common channel in many
American cable packages, earning praise for its programming of silent filnits &hd
preservation effort§’® But AMC soon adopted a less hardline apprdaelm TCMto film
presentation that mimics uninterrupted theatrtr

watching.ln 1998 the channel began running traditional advertising between features, and by

174 Caetlin BensotAllott, The Stuff of Spectatorship: Material Cultures of Film and Televidenkeley:

University of Califania Press, 2021), 995.

175 1bid.

"Susan King, ASave That Movie!: After a Slow Start, AM
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2001the network went a step further by allowing commercials during movie tel@ocakist it

tried to pass &fThisledgradidllyo aneentireirebrandirmgnAMC pivoted

away from prel950s classics to movies from all eras, and eventuallyasigimal television

programming, including oor |y received reality series. Des
movie channel , 0 AMC t e008s bygreemdighting their irsttwo n i n t h
scripted dramasdvlad Men(2007%2013) andBreaking Bd (20082015), two shows with no

connection whatsoever to films. The haight turn worked: both shows were verifiable hits and

brought AMC back from the brink, albeit far from its roots. While movie broadcasts continue to

be centrato AMC programmingt he net wor kds cur Beepldétewithr esent at i
commercial breaks, dubbing of profanity, and time or contentéediigns it much more with

basic network telecasts than the prestige branding of TCM. Both cable channels, offering varying
levels ofdistinction and cinephilia, rose to prominence just as new digital methods for

consuming art or repertory films arrived at custasber f i nger ti ps.

2.3.4 Boutique Streamers

Though Netflix and Amazon dominate the marquee of streaming platforms (more on this
inmynextchapterpn | i ne di stri butors of 0quwfeelothery, 06 AfAar t
modelsof art or specialty film exhibitiomutsideof the theatreAs highly curated alternatives to
the major platformdhyoutique streamewdifferentiate themselvdsy the film vaults they have
access taheir particular generic slartheir models of subscriptions or access, and ancillary
servicesWhile there is lot of crosser betweeridec-on-demand (VODtreamers of art films,

there are also interesting nuances. Some of the most encompassing platforms, such as Mubi and

YLouis Chunovic, AAMC | rEkaronicMedia2d, nd 43¢@ctolser 22, 200M:Bv i e s, 0
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the Criterion Channel, rely on voluminous libraries of independent, felarguage, or

documentary ciema, while others like Shudder, a streaming site for horror films, and Dekkoo,

for gay men, orient toward niche interests. A

acquiring content streaming licences, the unmet ideals of content ubiquithatienges of

mai ntaining subscribers, and the né®d to mana
The first substantidboutiqueVOD platform was The Auteurs (since renamed Mubi),

perceived by many schol ars of artdilimistiecaméeng di st r i bu

s i t’dt.was launched in 2008 by entrepreneimeasteEfe Cakareln partnership with the

Criterion Collection, the longime speciality distributor dhserdisc, DVD, and BhRRay releases

known for their accompanying notes, commentaries by filmmakers or film scholars, and other

bonus material in attempts to elevatdrtipeoduct beyond the mainstream and create a

community of cinephile collector§® The Auteurs secured partnerships with renowned

distributors of art house fare, giving the platform extensive access to thousands. difstitles

association with Criterioalsolent it an air of authority and distinctiobike Netflix and most

other streamers, The Auteurs at first offered users subscripdieed access to its entire library

of content. But unlike other streaming sites, The Auteurs developed a robust swaiaking

community where users could make profiles, share film lists, follow other users, and dialogue

with others on forums covering topics from extremely obscure Top Ten Lists to favorite

cinematographers. Director of Content Daniel Kasman explaineithada c ompany és i ni

strategy was to position the site as not just

Jennifer Hessler, fdAQuality You Cano6t Touch: Mubi Soci
Ci n e ifte Vdlvet Light Trag2 (Fall 218): 13.
179 |bid.

180 For more on the Criterion Collection, Daniel Herbert, "From Art House to Your House: The Distribution of
Quality Cinema on Home VideoCanadian Journal of Film Studi€9, no. 2 (2011): -A8.
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cinemathequ@ a space beyond the theatre, a gathering space, a place for discussion, for
criticism, The vemyunaimg . tedadscusivettheowlbaskdo mmda r k
century arfilm culture which highlighted certain filmmakers as individual artists whose
idiosyncratic styles and worldviews rewarded close textual analysis and sericiiBrpost
discussions with fellow cinephile&Vithacc ess t o i ts partner distribu
pronounced dedication to fostering online interactidre Auteurs began as a platform based
around the discursive frames of dialogue and disco\féry.

In May 2010 the Auteurs changed its name to Mubie@sbly a move away from elitist
connotations associated with auteurism, the change was mlsegessimistigesture toward
launching a globalriendly brand akin to Sony, according@akarel'®? The name change was
soon followed by Criterionés exit from the gr
new subscription model, Amoving away from off
entire library of content and insteadaihg subscriptioronly access to a rotating selection of
thirty fil ms c ¥ dssehighlylmyateMmddel sigaiticantlyfcutsodown on the
number of titles users have access to on a daily basis. 3lwked films are offered each
month,wt h a new AFi Il m of the Dayodo entering circu
leaving the rotation. This basic structure connotes a selective algorithm of film connoisseurship
that relies on Aconstant per dinotetwordssMubii n t he
wor ks agai nst t h modélat digital dismieution laynngtallingearogating cycle
of films that come and gogintroducing scarcity and temporal presgortheir availability.

Much to the annoyance of its loyal membersMiid away with its popular forums, Mubi

BlHessl er, AQuality, o 5.
¥2Anne Thompson, @ Mhbe indi@NireMay $3, 2019, adtessed June 19, 2020.
®WHessl er, AQuality, o 4
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Social, in 2015. As Hessler points out, while Mubi Social drew cineastes together for interactive
conversations about film culture, only etierd of its forum users actually paid for a
subscription to the streangmplatform.Si nce Mubi coul dndét find a way
ithey ultimately didnot ®EventhdughtdisgruMeddviubfansp | at f
migrated to other filrcentric social sites, enough subscribers remained to maintain Mila as
preeminent streaming site for art films, boasting over 10 million members as of 2020.

Other platforms for streaming art film have risen to fill out the marketplace alongside
Mubi; thedifferences among theshow the jockeying of online distributcaiseachtriesto
stand out from the crowd. Turner Classic Movies and the Criterion Collection teamed up to
l aunch Fil mStruck i n 201 @thoughtfllycbrated expgriegntceon s er
around hareto-find, critically acclaimed, independentrfis from the most celebrated libraries in
t he wW8Withdozens of refreshed programming themes, extensive bonus content, rare
archival footage, and interviews, FilmStruck intended to replicate the -aadiesl prestige
experience that both TCMandCrit¢ on i nsti |l | ed. Despite the pl a
fell victim to corporate reshuffling in 2018 when AT&T, which had just acquired Time Warner
Inc., the parent company of TCM, decided to cease FilmStruck oper&fi@riterion was
quick to annance that it would start its own standalone service, The Criterion Channel, a year
later, bringing its formidable distribution access to the streaming universe with the unmistakable
Criterion seal of approval amdanyadditional servicesncluding a 15Minutea-Month Film

School, pairings of shorts to features, and guest curators. TCM, for its part, entered the streaming

184 |pid., 13.

¥Jenni fer Dorian, quoted i-DemBAhdeSeélensteyFi iMBrnecksD¥
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arena with Watch TCM, a subscribanthenticated service for its classical Hollywood holdings,
as well as live east and west coast nekvetreams direct from its TCM cable chanl.

Just as Criterion and TCM both spun off streaming sites dedicated to their brand
identities, other platforms have carved out niches within the increasingly crowded boutique
streaming scene. Fandori | | ed as @A Net f | ¥ aunthedrin 2011 ® fotusahi e Cr
independent, documentary, and obscure films. In keeping with its emphasis on supporting media
out side of the industrial pi peline, ollesndor sh
and also receives direct submissions from independent filmmakers looking to distribute their
work.*® As with FilmStruck, Fandor found the streaming sector difficult to navigate. It was
forced to fire its entire staff and restructure under a newyent2018, though the service is still
operational as of time of writing. A final bo
Il ens 0 whfalsraughly intb tree cétegories: powerful films addressing urgent political
and social issues;4depth selections of creative documentaries, animation and experimental
films by worldfamous directors; and the best of global cinema, independerdwsse feature
and genre films by contemporary®Aicdmbimdker s as
initiative amongeight independent film distributor®VID launched in 2019 to fill the void left
by FilmStruck and Fandor (even as the latter seems to remain operational), casting itself as a
t hought ful counter to str e hafocusgningdépandents 8 ons | a
documentaries hard to find el sewhere, OVIDOS

growing addition to the crowd of boutique platforr8pecialty online distributors and curators

B'R. Thomas Umstead, @AWatch TMuMchdnoel NewsDateamber ® P018Roku Devi ¢
accessed January 11, 2021

ANt hony Ha, #fFlaawmah PMetpfalriexs fYemtureBeht@ctobend i2@10.Cr owd, 0
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have established themselves in alternative éilitture by providing cineastes with outlets for
guenching cinephilia and generating distinction outside of the movie theatre.

As this survey has shown, iterations of art cinema exhibition have risen (and fallen)
according to industrial, social, or techogical changeQualities of distinction and cinephilia
transferred freely between these exhibitioormsand evolved according the complex traffic in
market conditionsnew platforms, particular clusters of repertory, independent, foreign, and
difficult films, and the supposed sanctity of film as &d.understand the changes occurring in
the contemporary art house market, we now turn our attention to contextualizing the present
moment. This requires multiple strands of discussion, includmgridual, painstaking shift to
digital projection technologies that exhibitors had to take since the 2000s, as well as other

industrial or technaultural developments in North American society.
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Chapter 3 | Around the Cornerfrom the Megaplex: Contextualizing Art Houses Today

AThe key to the rev
t h [ i t u

v al of arthouse cinema ¢
i nking ke cul al t

Ir institu®ions rather ﬁ
My interest in art housedates back to my undergraduate years at the University of

Nebraskalincoln where | split time working at two movie theatres. On weekends | peddled

popcorn at a twalollar secondun multiplex called the Starship 9, a relic from the 1980s theatre

building oom. The Starship was on its last legs and lookd&litit remained popular with low

income families and bargaimnters tolerant enough of scradelen film prints that had already

passed through projectors hundreds of times. After matinee shifts Statship, | hustled across

the street to my second job at the Mary Riepma Ross Media Arts Centerseréga art house

cinema affiliated with the uni verrgnatfyms, " The R

hosted retrospectives or festivdisused resources for the university, and partnered with local

organizations for special events as part of its mandate to engage and enlighten the university and

Lincoln communities. Though only a block away, the two theatres were worlds aparisdlbe

overlapwas apprehension about the opening of the Grand Theatre, a reane&d megaplex

going up two blocks away, sl ated to open in 2

Starship, in particular, given that the shiny new megaplex would show rshhailigwood fare.

Sure enough, a few years later the Starship was demolished to make room for a parking garage.

The Ross, one of the few small exhibitors in the country at that point with digital projectors,

arguably benefitted from the even stronger défgiation it enjoyed from the megaplex around

the corner.

Blst ephanie Silverman, Executive Director of the Belcou
Col umbus Suburb, a Nonpr ddnprdfit QaarterlpMaccls 20, 2CIB.nema Thri ves, 0
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This anecdote is less a targeted point than theatrical backstory for how art houses are
positioned in the marketplace relative to dominant theatrical exhibition culture. As my
introductory chaptesuggested, art houses over the last twenty years have been both marked for
extinction and heralded for a renaissaleeel rebound in opposition to commercial theatBas.
in some ways todayds art house t hmgdheres ar e
twentieth century. Theseenues still cater to tickdtuying customers desirirfgdms outside of
the mainstreantiowever,art houses also now exist in a highly complex and synergistic industry
of filmed entertainment dramatically differédnbm theheydayof art house exhibitionSeismic
developments in mainstream media producéind consumptiohave led to fraught conditions
for exhibitors. Some of these challenges have been shared by theatres everywhere, such as the
impact of digital technologiesvhile others expose the specific precarities confronting smaller
venuesTo appreciate the practices of contemporary art houses to differentiate themselves not
merely as alternative movie theatres but as cultural institutions in their own right, we need a
clearer picture othe industrial terrain, technological shifts, and new business thodel

nonprofitizatiod that art houses have operated viitimecent decades.

3.1 Industrial Contexts

3.1.1 Mainstream Exhibition in the Digital Age
In the late 1940s, the periéeatured n B ar b ar éookBuré Seateydhe fiims
industry in the United States was dominated by theadled Big Five and Little Three studios.
The for mer, compri sed -MMGM,REH CantorgFox)\WarneriBms.,ur e s ,
and RKO, were vertically integrated companies that controlled their own production,

distribution, and exhibitiobranches. fie Little ThreavereUnited Artists, Universal, and
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Columbia,none of whichowned major theatre chain$? Collectively these companies exerted
tight control over the landscape of motion picture consumption, pushing independent or art house
exhibitors to the fringes of the market from where they in turn courted distinction from
Hollywood by screening foreigiims and cultivating refined atmospheres for serious filmgoing.
Though the monopolistic trade practices among studios that defined Classical Hollywood are no
longerinplacedadayd s exhi bi ti on mar ket is similarly ol
numbe of major theatre chains (AMC, Regal, Cinemark, and, in Canada, Cineplex). These
chains are |l argely compri sed b yscreehen thsatmethihts o f
ascended near the end of last century and runs contrary to the modest atdieuses, which
remain a marginal sector of the film exhibition market.

Commercial chains today constitute the exhibition wing of what has been dubbed
iCong! omer at'®Rodghly dligningwdtithe ténureof US PresidenRonald Reagan
in the 19®s, whosd&republican administratiolmbbied for widespread economic deregulation
major mediaempiresacquired or merged with other compartegonsolidate controlling interest
of consumedriven markets. Hollywood was no exception. These mergers wgstyjar
unchecked by antitrust regulators at the United States Department of Justice, which by ignoring
t his trend Aamvnecsbipof filny televisiany cabse smusic, publishing, and other
media and entertainment interests, thus propelling thefriseadre of media giants that would
integrate severalonaki st i nct media industrieséinto a wor

film studios at the epicenter, and®Révenbe 6fi | m

¥92ilinsky, Sure Seaterst2.

19 Thomas Schat£ZonglomerateHollywood and American Independent Fi{Milton Park, United Kingdom:

Routledge, 2012).

®Thomas Schatz, AThe Studi o SjinTheContempordry blywapd Flrme r at e Ho
Industry, ed. Paul McDonald and Janet Wasko (Oxford: BlackwelliBhiblg, 2008), 27.
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streams were generatedbga owi ng assortment of distributior
ent er t aismowie studioscevolked within media empires, they fixed their sites on the

arena they had ostensibly been barred from since the latedl é#fge theatres. In the 1980s

US studo-distributors began to substantiallyestablish influence over theatrical exhibition

almost 40 years after divesting themselves of their theatres in the wakdaf#émeount

decision in 1948. At the 1986 ShoWesenference, the annual gathering for members of the

National Associatiomf Theate Owners (NATO), distributors aired grievances with how their

films were being treated by exhibitors. Theatres needed to smarten up their customer service and
step up dbrts to sell the movigoing experience at large, the studios chided. Some threatened to
playamorehandsn r ol e i f theatres didndt change cour
their word when MCAUniversal acquired 48% of Cineplex Odeon, the larGasmadian

exhibitor, which was not subject to American monopoly 1&%3hough major USswned

studios were stiltechnicallybanned from exhibition at this point, the Department of Justice

showed little interest in preventing reintegration of distribuitaics the theatre business,

reasoning that cable and VHS diversified the distribution market enough to avoid monopolizing

trade (a justification that would reappear in updated form in 2019, to be discussed later). Once
Universal breached the theatre doaibgit with a Canadiabased partner, other studios poured

through. Paramount, F&tar/Columbia, and Warner Bros. all acquired large numbers of theatres

during the rest of the decad®y 1990 major studios owned 10.7% of the 23,000 screens in the

United Statest®® Encouraged by their new foray into theatrical ownership, stdidimibutors

looked to assert more influence over the theatrical experience itself.

195 As Charles Acland iscreen Traffipoints out, Universal was never bound to fleeamountdecree in the first

place because at that time, the studio did not own theatres in the United States. Still, its acquisition of theatres was a
gateway event for other studios to reintegrate with exhibition.

19 Acland, Screen Traffic91-92.
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Enter the megaplex. Under pressure from studios and distributaja, theatrechains
began to rastentheir venuesccording to logics of grandeur, leisure, and acceleration. As

detailed by Charles Acland Bcreen Traffic: Movies, Multiplexes, and Global Culiudésney

was the conceptual touchstone f omsatmbdel®of tr ansf
efficiency and service oriented primarily tow
space founded on an idea of o6total entertainm

act i VU With éhts logic, the solution to sluggishx hi bi ti on sales wasnot
one had to rethink cinerrgoing itself by situating it as one of many leisure options in
Aentertainment centerso offering amenities |
kiosks, and expanded cassionsitemsth e at r es became fia space for
just food or concessions but other kinds of associated goods or services designed to boost

revenud so-called ancillary entertainmehtwhich steadily assumed a great financial

importanceinte pr of i tabi |l i t%¥fThe presentaton and frequemay ofifitms e | f . 0
changed too. Many megaplexes outfitted theatres with widescreen IMAX capabilities, improved
digital surround sound, reclining seats, stadatgie seating for improved eyedéig, and price

tiered seating arrangements complete with VIP zdradkefforts to highlight the spectacle or

exclusive perks of an outing to a large theatre. Also, with dozens of screens available,

megaplexes could offer multiple, staggered start timesor releases, giving moviegoers

virtually unrestricted access to the biggest releases in shorter timeframes. Once a megaplex
model was established by AMEe&encoBplexomneid i n Da

1995 bill ed as -gdinghothe 19a0s saw a buitdihg frerayof tkese

97bid., 92.
198 Stuart Hansercreening the World: Global Development of the Multiplex Cingham: Palgrave MacMillan,
2019), 65.



98

entertainmentcentéerheat res. Wi thin three years of openi
megapl exes that contained®8mtternedoedbdyetheci rcui t 6
exhibitors as the decade unfurled

Todayds major exhibitor chains owe their s
part to the industry logics of the megaplex initiated in the 1980s and 90s. The concentration of
more screens in fewer sites, and the ancillary entertainment atthelseslistained as a defining
feature of mainstream exhibition. In 2017 a whopping 87 percent of all screens in the United
States were in theatres housing eight screens or. A€, Regal, and Cinemark collectively
Aowned 1548 sites, which accounted for 49.7 p
s cr e e n s ?YRegionalchainsoutside of the biggest exhibitors also comprise a large
percentage of mainstream mouieatres. Chains such as Bow Tie Cinemas, adeneration
family-owned company that operates around 400 screens in 50 locations across the east coast and
Colorado, exemplifies this brand of exhibit8t Many of these chains own megaplexes showing
first-run mainstream releases in consumptibiven venues complete with bars, restaurants, or
other leisure options. In scholarship, these-awal exhibitors are often ignored, perhaps since
they fall somewhere between the conglomeoat@edchainsand alternate models represented
by art house cinemas. But they wield tremendous collective clout as theatres apart from the
AHC-RegalCinemark triumvirate and remain firmly in line with mainstream exhibition
practices that collect the vast majority of profits.

Therise of megaplex culture handed small exhibitors new ammunition by which to

differentiate themselves in the cultural marketplace. The idiosyncratic, neighborhood art house

19 1bid., 61.
200 HansenScreening the Wor]d76.
0l About BTC, 0 Bow Tie Cinemas
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had an even bigger foil in the corporate, homogenized chain of esdati#arentaainment

centers. Indeed if commercial theatres have embraced the logics of grandeur and acceleration

(this latter term referring to the faster rates at which media circulates through and between

different formats of consumption), art houses have by age laken up the opposite stance as

local venues for communigaking. But contemporary practices dividing mainstream exhibitors

and Adistinctiveodo art houses are not al ways s
of the alternative cinemaauce nce by devoting screens to fAspec
subsidiarieg®?foreignlanguage films, or ethnic programming aimed at South Asian diaspora
populations. By the same token, theatres showing art house fare adopt practices of mainstream
megaplees. Al ndieplexesd such as Al amo Drafthous:
that show art, indie, or foreign films, have found success by embracing expanded concessions

and dinein items, VIPint heatre service, and fActhhéPPameni t i
when considering what mainstream exhibition looks tdday, we should keep in mind the

nuanced differentiation between megaplexes and art houses.

3.1.2 Indiewood and Specialty Distributors
Art houses have longeenassociated witklternative film cultures courg distinction
from the Hollywood industry. But this separation only wasfar as it was good for business,
and specialty exhibitors often also share discursive qualities with commercial induistries
recent decades themtours definingiebulous notiondi ndependent , 0 fiqual ity

Amai nst r ea meverhnoras majol compareed venture into the business of niche

202 Examples include AMCi (AMC independent), themagh ai nds program of devoting ro
art house films. See Amy NBoxofiieel4ds, oon7 (Julfi 2000 500 ndependent Gi
@Jesse McKinley, 0AThe aHodbhehew Yoik Timghogest 0,2008.ve t o H
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filmmaking and distributionAgood deal of todayds art house pr
media fomed at a nexus between Hollywood and independent aestishigtrial logics, a
phenomenod ubbed Al ndi ewood, 06 or what Geoff King c
features associated with dominant, @ainstream
designed to appeal to more particular niehe di e n c e ¢ @°hnantely theiaet housee s , 0
crowd. The set of meanings that Indiewoehbodieshas been a frequent subject of stéthy.
YannisTzioumakis documenting the rise of Indiewood and toaflation of Hollywood
industrid practices with independent film, sketches out three phases of recent American
independent cinemaith implications for theart house

Phase 1 of this history, AThe I ndnayendent
well-produced and welleceived independent features propelled independent film into public
renown Buoyed by new technologies and infrastructures of support (including grants from the
National Endowment for the Arts) and a cadre of new distribution congpéikie United Artists
Classics, the first of many speciastyudiodivisions mandated to focus on foreign films, vauk re
releases, and independently produced fil ms),
commercial distribution network that oramy occasions allowed [them] to earn profits from the
commercial exploitation of their films and therefore continue pursuing filmmaking as a full time

o ¢ ¢ u p &%lridependedt filmmakerssed new distribution outlets forwarda number of

204 Geoff King, Indiewood, USA: Where Hollywood Meets Independent Cirfeoradon: 1.B. Taurus, 2009), 2

205|n addition to Newmarindie: An American Film Culturesee Alisa Perreripdie, Inc: Miramax and the

Transfamation of Hollywood in the 199@austin: University of Texas Press, 2012); Yannis Tzioumakis,

Hol l ywoodés I ndies: Classics Divi si o(EsinburghpBslioburgh i ty Lab
University Press, 2012fsmerican Independent Cinamindie, Indiewood and Beyondds. Geoff King, Claire

Malloy, and Yannis Tzioumakis (London: Routledge, 20B8dT homas Schat z, AGoing Mainst
Fil m Move mehCGompanion 1o A@eicad Indie Filmsd. Geoff King (West Sussex: Wildlackwell,

2017): 257278.

%Yannis Tzioumakis, A6l ndependent, & 6l ndie, 6 and Ol ndi
1980) Ameri can | Ardesqarelmddpenddant Cthenmaelndia, Indiewood and BeyeasdGeoff

King, ClaireMalloy, and Yannis Tzioumakis (London: Routledge, 2013), 32.
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low-budget qubty films dealing in mature themes playin art houssand notmultiplexeswith

its highly commercial logics. Films such lderthern Lightqdirs. John Hanson and Rob Nilsson,
1979), which won the Camer a BbstBoydirdraWdhlhe Canne
1979), winner of the Academy Award for Best Documentary, exempébfely iterations othis

direction in independent movimaking thateschewed spectacle in the name of social or moral
complexities’®” Highly successful independent features that found wide theatrical release were

theexceptionthe majority struggled to see the light of dBut ther mere existencgave a

pulsetondepemdent film as a subsection of Ameri can
The second phase thBtioumakismarksout fit he i ndi e years, o dif
Al ndependent Yearso in the sectorés integrati

potentd contained in a fil < Mmarmoedypeeiae esldegw ad read iars
American independent cinema, when the | abel 6
independence from the majors when it came to questions of production; insteadoelthe la

became a signifier of a p.&@¥S3chotas Widely cite on@fégm of f i
in particul ar, S te\iesmandyidedtapastagamgdnangerimti&is8g9

the fAindie yearlkxcadme aSendation aneongdilm devoteles ahdimdustry
numbercrunchers alike when it played at the US Film Festival (later the Sundance Film

Festival), then a modest aisan on the festival circuit. Building enormous audience buzz owing

to its deft portragl of sexually charged subject mattie film was acquired by independent

27fCountering big stars with fresh faces, big deals wit
authenticity, these fil mmakers treat inhenmettetl y Amer i c:
I nsdorf, AOrdi n®tyl Beo®re Ho®wut op & oGonteamporaryrhichezigaie n dent Fe

Independent Filmeds. Chris Holmlund and Justin Wyatt (Abingdon, UK: Taylor & Francis, 2005), 29.
Yannis Tzioumakis,, dioddndependent , d 61l ndieb
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distributor Miramax®® and ended up grossing $25 million domestically from a $1.2 million

budged the kind of profit that made studio bosses sit up in their seats. Sundance emé¢nged i

wake ofsex, lies, and videotaes the vanguard festival for young, hip filmmakers whose work

could generate exciteménand dollar§ f or di stri butors. The fil mdés
convinced Hollywood of the profit potential for modestly budgetksfisignified as edgy,

quirky, or otherwise off the mainstream studio pipelinédependent distributors such as United

Artists Classics and Orion Pictures had been operating for decades prior to fill-a quasi

independent niche within Hollywood. But the agggive acquisition, distribution, and marketing

practices of Miramax accelerated the growth of specialty divisions within major studios looking

to replicate the successsHx, lies, and videotap8ome of these new boutique divisions

included Fine Line €atures (1991; launched by New Line Cinema, itself a subsidiary of Time

Warner); Sony Pictures Classics (1992; started by Sony Pictures); Fox Searchlight Pictures

(1994; launched by 24Century Fox); and Paramount Classics (1998, renamed Paramount

Vantage started by Paramount Picturegliramaxwas purchased by Disney in 1993 and

became that-hcwme amywtsi gue di st r i buréangerrelecasBp eci all
appealing primarily to t hosmhesize indeperdencaad er c ul
Hol | ywood ?8tehse sheemtd joosn $00 provi ded fisafe haven f
auteurs, o0 such as Joel an dvarESartta mak€films with Sof i a
relative creative freedom within the cogs of a donweratedriven industrial systerfi:t Unlike

the divisions of the 1980¢evotedprimarily to acquisitiondistribution, the 1990s saw boutique

209 Miramax was founded by Harvey and Bob Weinstein in 1979 as an independent distributor before branching into
producti on. In 1993, The Walt Disney Company purchased
since then, the companysbeen shuffled between various media conglomerate parent companies.

210 perrenndie, Inc, 13.

"Thomas Schatz, #@ANew Ho Filmyrheorpahd ConenporakyiHollyweod Moviesn, o

Warren Buckland (New York: Routledge, 2009), 28.



103

divisions venture increasingly into finance and production as3elhurning out films geared
toward discerning iewers of subject matter that employed aesthetic, textual, ortextrzl
characteristics of mainstream releases. Such releases often showcased star actors and robust
marketing campaigns, generating major industry awardsvadespreace x posur e. Al ndi e
bl o c k b us PuprFistion(dir.iQkiemtin Tarantindl994)Fargo (dirs. Joel and Ethan Coen
1996), andsood Will Hunting(dir. Gus van Sanfi997),each grosag more than $150 million
at the global theatrical box offi@ndgarneringseveral Academy Awardd? helped thirthe
division between independent and mainstreamifatiee popular imagination. They also became
crossover hits and lucrative bookings fortastises.

The third phase of American independent cinemaTh@umakisdescribes,
Al ndi ewood, 06 becomes harder to distinhkpayi sh fr
boundaries between independent andedHol |l ywood
mainstream success (and controversial marketing) witlhiniget, stastudded awardlarlings
like The English Patienidir. Anthony Mingella, 1996) an8hakespeare in Lo\dir. John
Madden, 1998), two Best Picture Academy Awaiidners that could ndity any metric be
considered independeffairthered théi Butique Hollywood form. Running with the tide of
mini-major success new group of specialty distributors rose to prominence at this Tiney
includedArtisan (1997), USA Films (1998), Lions Gate Films (19%9garner Independent
Pictures (2003; started by Warner Bros. Studios); and Picturehouse (2005, launched by HBO
Fimsdexampl es of Aproduction and distriggduti on ¢

than the smaller boutique companies that had emerged in the early ¥9®%ey difference

22Tzioumakis, fAo6lndependent , d 6l ndiedbd, o 34.
2Yannis Tzioumakis, fABetween 6l ndiewooddéd and O6Nowherew
First Onemational yourdal of Media & Cultural Politics0, no. 3 (2014): 292

7

24Tzioumakpendémtl n@edl ndi ed, 0 3
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between Indiewood and indie films, accordingmoumakis is that the latter focused more of
their attention on acquiring films, not producing them:

One cald suggest that the period from the late 1990s onwards represents a distinct phase in
contemporary American cinema; one that has been marked by the domination of the studio

divisions and their increasing emphasis on film production. As subsidiariesat glo

entertainment conglomerates, these divisions are by definition integrated into the structures of

gl obal media and finance and therefore are ful
better than the traditional stasatbne distributors, whosevels of integration into global finance

are much less deép.

|l ndi ewood releases surged through the early 2
owned indie divisions were turning out some 80 films per annum and capturir@Oamarket
sha#% . o

But by middecade a number of new blockbuster franchises (often comicibsiked)
re-demonstrated to studios the greater profit potentials ofd¢ogleept spectacles derived from
known source material. Particularly after the financial co#agf2008, studios flinched at the
prospect of investing too much in quirky speciality divisions churning out risky personal
projects Many of the original boutique divisiosst a rfailiegdy tlile wayside later in the
decade as the cost of production dmlribution of independent filmmaking had started
i ncr e#% €losurgs.came fadtine Line Features in 2005, Paramount Vantage in 2006,
Warner Independent Studios and Picturehouse in 2008. Miramax was sold by Disney in 2010,
after which it shuttledraong different parent companies. Fox Searchlight, Sony Picture Classics,
and others continued to operate, but theyove
owing to anumberof smaller, upstart distribatsthat continue negotiating commereatistic

interests for a niche audien@@scussed more below).

215 |pid., 37.

2Thomas Schat z, ACongl omer at eAmeredn Ingependert Ciremat Indien d e penden
Indiewood and Beyoned. Geoff King, Claire Malloy and Yannis Tzioumakis (London: Routledge, 2013), 137.
27Tzioumakisi 6l ndependent , 6 6l ndied6, o0 37.
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Art houses have been the kahannefor Indiewoodfilms in the exhibition marketplace.
In reciprocal fashiorscores of art houses have bpemweredby their new programming regular,
the Indewood flic. While data indicang the prevalence dioutique or specialty division fare in
art housess hard to come by, anecdotal evidence suggestsubhtilms account for
disproportionately high amount of firgir seconetun art house releases.tAwouse booking
agent Adam Birnbaum calls specialty division
Al ndi ewood productions have become a ynanci al
sometimes cross over from the small indie market to a larged i &'flmdie hité likeJuno
(dir. Jason Reitman, 200@hdLittle Miss Sunshinéirs. Valerie Faris and Jonathan Dayton,
2006)found initial success in limitegtaggereart house platform release before moving into
wider release in mainstream cinemas, a distribution strategy forHimgsigon word of mouth
from critics rather than saturation releaseslassic platform release fashion, maanmercial
and critical lits get their start in art houses before positive buzz condistebutorsto screen
them widely.This says nothing of the recent slate of the Academy Award Winners for Best
Picture, the industryds biggeste addaloll awlea d &Tsh er
celebrated film in art houses aggaplexes In this configuration, the indirend of studio
filmmaking has nominated art houses as a kind of test market that helps distributors gauge a
filmds potenti al b e f whraditle oh eider rdléasegSuchporousa k e c han
boundaries between commercial distributors and art htwaseselped secalled art films (both
domestic US films and foreign films with heavy cras®r audience appeal) achieve a

popularization amongeneralilmgoers not matched since the past boom.

2Todd Berliner, fALegally I ndependeHidtoricalDdumal &Kilmi bi ti on o
Radio and Televisio88, no. 1 (2018): 61.
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The Sundanc®liramaxIndiewood era changed the exhibitory direction of art houses in
that A[they] became a site not nec+dasgsame i |y f o
ones,but ncreasingly for what the Holl ywood trade
f ar®Asd senti ments of fAhigh arto (to the extent
di scursive constructions |ike Aquirkyo or ned
culture morph from exclusive bastions ofcalled high intellectualism toenuesproviding
media whose narrative and aesthetic feattessmble Hollywood featuresd whose structures
of production and distribution are entwined with mainstream industriegsmigrks an important
refiguring of art house cinemas. Whileese cinerassparingly screen the kind of tentpole, mass
appeal blockbuster that studios lean on in their release calendars, they have committed to the
mid-l e v e | fallyweosidt ipgiect ur e whose institutional aff
material mayhave litle in common with alternative film culture What 6 s mor e, art
not to carelndiewood films have become reli@bmoneymakers and can help fund other, less
lucrative bookings more in line withn a r t cote progsamrairsg identitystill, some
punditslamentthe changes across the festival, distribution, and art house exhibition sectors as a
commer cial turn away f r o mfin dulare.ihisustheworry egacy o
described by Donnde Villed article on microcinemas as alteanative subculture toneart
house sector dependantan pi pel i ne of -lhanmog g&maws firiomdise udi
So, depending on your perspective,fouses have either benefited enormously fraen th
concretization of Indiewood as a weiled conveyor of crowqbleasing conterart lite,
perhaps)or been the begrudging recipient of an increasintdyketdrivenpipeline of media

that only tangentially resembles a filmmaking ethos at @dtisHollywood.

219 Newman,Indie: An American Film Culturer6.
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But the glory years of Indiewood asderstood by Tzioumakis may be waning. |
mentioned that in recent years many original studio specialty divisions shut down as comic book
tentpole blockbusters ascended and filmmaking costs rose. The 2008 recession and rise of VOD
platforms have essentialiyt o r p e d o ebddyet prastege fibmi sthce these are seen as the
ri skiest projects for studios: fASuddenly, in
cost less than $2 million or more than $200 millidnything in between is dead in the
w a t &%f coaditions like these mark the industrial demise of Indiewood prominence, the arrest
and conviction of Harvey Weinstein for rape and other sexual crimes and the subsequent collapse
of The Weinstein Company may mark its symbolic equivalent. In pladedikes of Miramax
and Fox Searchlight, a new cadre of speciality distributors has risen, inclsitiipscope
(founded 2008), Bla#er Street (founded 2014), A24 Films (founded 2048)iNeon (founded
2017. Some of these distributors westartedby former executivesf the specialitystudio
distributorswho wanted greater autonomy from parent organizations to pursue more personal
distribution strategies and brand identii€sThese newer distributors, to my knowledge, have
not been formally distingahed by scholars as a separate iteration of contemporary specialty
distribution. They can be loosely characterised by their pronounced separation from the studio
affiliated structure and broaalidience marketing that solidified Indiewodecades agdhe
Hollywood Reportepicked up on something in the wind in a 2018 article remarking that
Aupstartséwith offbeat projects and savvy mar
demise of Weinstein and other mimijors. The article contrasts the modeSummit

Entertainment, the distributor purchsgeled by L

2David Ehrlich, fACan A24 RoomamdSprisgBreakerp yS £w enplidenly mBed i nd
Magazine September 30, 2015
221 Andrew Karpen, founder of Bleeker Street, was the former CEO of Focus Features, for example.
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independent filméthat could taythatt-bfk bhead
Summit worl do wh esueceed by tatgetingdhuderices iodiside tbertraditicghal
t heatri cal mai nst r eamé tohmoothuagchnotdyspending hugee di a an
amounts of P&A 222 Dozensof these artisanal distriborshave emerged in the last 10 years,
some with average theatrical distribution releases in the single digits and others with the
resources to distribute dozens of titles a year. Outside of the purview of the major stegios,
collectively rival the spcialty divisions that rose to prominence throughout the 1990s and 2000s
and mark the resettling of nicimeinded distribution companies onto the terrain of independent
cinema.And they are racking up large industry awards while doing so, as recent Bes¢ Pic
Academy Awards foMoonlight(A24 Films) andParasite(Neon) attest.

I n the spirit of Tzioumakisds taxonomical
| term this most r Bechaps the matqeee ldipwooad distrifbutor ipdstd o d . 0
decade has been A24 Filnkfunded in 2012 by three veterangtafilm distribution sector
A24 has become a major player on the prestige indie landseapéng the company a sizable
fanbase among cineastes who see it as the nadurklbearer for a new iteration of Indiewood
logics??* Echoing the specialty distributors from the 1990kas venturegihto financing and
production itselfNoteworthy surprisdit releases like provocative crime spree 8jring
Breakerg(dir. Harmory Korine, 2013), scienegction robot thrillerEx Machina(dir. Alex

Garland, 2014)kidnappingsurvivaldramaRoom(dir. Lenny Abrahamson, 20)5and the

surprise Best Picture OsearnnerMoonlighth a v e i ¢ e me-tinte Eirthe dormpany asn e

22Scott RoxboroulbbhtofddNi Ehkel DGapr Lef tHollywood RegorteDe mi se of W
November 2, 2018
2Fabien Westerho
24Zach Baron, fdHo
Wi t c®Q@ May 9, 2017.

uoted in Roxborough, f#ANiche Distri

ff q
Il ywood, Di srupted: I nsi deéTTthee Scrappy
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t he fil m i ndu ghinkingéosnpamydtbat reldages] thekind of midsized, stylish,

quality films that seemed on the verge of going extinct, transforming them into a collective

theatrical experiete, and aiming them squarely at a demographic that would rather watch

movi es on t5Ferart hoysehemhibitoss,. AB4 antherHipwood outfitsdon ésignal

a fundamental shift in firstun programming norms established with the rise of Miranfax. |

anything Hipwood offers the prospect of continuity. As major Hollywood studios persist in

cutting back on nicheor mid-level prestige pictures with crossover potential in the specialty

mar ket , wupstart distributteredsvidthi lal sa&m sau difer

of challenging and essential medilmdget movies that most in the business left for @&&d.

3.1.3 Paramount Overturned

In August 2018 the United States Department of Justice, as part of a review of thousands
of preceding antitrust judgements, reopened i
landmark: the 1948aramountdecrees. A series of rulings that ordered méjliywood
studios to divest themselves of their movie theatre holdings, thus capping their control on the
production, distribution, and exhibition of t
distribution practices deemed unfair to exhibitors, idtig blockbooking and circuidealing.
Officially the Paramountdecrees remained on the books for decades despite clouded
enforcements of its strictures over the 1970s and 1980s edmsolidations between major
studios and theatre chains went virtualhcbiecked by the Department of Justieeen NATO,
the main association for large exhibitors, lent its support to studio efforts to acquire more theatres

in the 1980s, signaliniittle if any industrialresistance to keeping studios out of exinipit

2Ehrlich, AProfile of the Independent Film Distributor
228 |bid.
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Undetining theinefficacy of the decadesid decreeso restrictunfairtrade practices is the fact
that many nowmajor film studios and distributors were not around in the 1940s andéfias
bound to the original enforcements. Disney, for example, onlyddrandistribution branch in
1953 In more recent yeassreaming platforms like Netflix and Amazon have likewise enjoyed
broad leeway from antitrust constraint®t despitethe spotty e gul at i on of- t he na
distributors,exhibitors have long gardedhe decrees as a valuable shield against the most
aggressive practices securing unfair advantages againsifiliated theatres.

The basis of the020D0J challenge was antiquatidhcontended that the environment
f or t o dirdystiy;o lbnger msemllegheer a of movi e studiosd ver
1940s. The decr thecompiexveayslthatdariduformpsrotedtertainment are
made and 4 insurhighlp fragnected media environment in whialdgs contend
with streaming shifting consumer habits, and new business models that have reduced their
ability to form cartels for t hesttimatkissargonientmon op
had been used. When I3tar Pictures acquired Loddes Theatres i n December
Department gave its blessing to the move by arguing that the popularity of cable television and
VHS technologies diversified the streams of distribution enough to justify the kindrger??®
The 2020 challenge plwvever,did not involvea film studio petitioning thgovernment but the
g 0 vV e r n metmusgt dagencyseif irguing to sweep aside the decrees.

Given thecloudedimpact of the decrees to begin with, the DOJ announcement that it was
reviewing the decadeold ruling produced equal parts shrugs and consternation among
exhibitors. A public comment period saw trade groups such as the National Association of

Theatre Owners (NATO), the Writers Guild of America, West (WGA), and the Independent

2Brent Lang, fAJudge Approves EndiVaretyAgusta,d@ont Antitrus
228 Acland, Screen Traffic95-96.
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Cinema Alliance ICA) pen letters in support of retaining the decrees. The ICA went a step
further in January 2020 by filling a lengthy amicus brief imploring the District Court assigned to
the case to rule against the D@dmments also came from independent theatreg-ars, and
smaller exhibitor chaingorriedabout whatoosenedantimonopolypolicieswould mean for
their businesses. Fears ranged from the prospect of major studios outright purchasing their own
theatre chains (though this has effectively been happsitiog the 1980s) to concerns that the
re-allowance of block booking would disproportionally damage smaller exhibitors whose limited
numbers of screens would prevent them from booking the titles a distributor would demand in
exchange for accessiagartiaular title. For example, the Bow Tie Cinemas chain suggested that
doing away with the decrees would cause small
programmingo and become the fide facto ®xcl usi
Naturally,large studios supported the elimination of the deaveesherwise stood by silently

After extensive review, the DOJ filed a motion with the United States Southern District
Court of New York in November 2019 to terminate the ek@yearold ruling. The decision to
uphold or deny the motion fell to US District Judge Analisa Torres, who ruled on August 7,
202Q in favour of the Government, officially terminating the legislation that had defireed
legal contours regulatingjstributionexhibition practices in the United States for well over half
a century. While the decision was i mmedi at e,
NATO and the ICA in their public comments, stipulatedaywe ar fisunset peri odo
pregrving a ban on bloekookingandcircuitd e al i ng fAwhi ch woul d provi ¢

transitional time period to adjust their business models and strategies to any proposals to change

229 A Bow Tie Cinema representative quoted in Dana Hd8risi dson, f@ANo, Studi os Wonodt Bu
Exhibitors Fear Destruct IndieWirdWovemlzer2D,@Al9. Tout s I nnovation
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the film-by-film, theaterby-t he at er | i ®Tiis perodurtheeafjawsstudias and
exhibitors to hammer out master agreements for licensing deals going forward.

Reactions to the overturning Baramountwere largely overshadowed by the deleterious
effects of the COVIBL9 pandemic on the movie indust8ome &hibitors wondered whether
major studios would purchase one of the three main theatrical exhibitors in the North American
market, AMC, Regal, or Cinemark, while others thought it more likely that a streaming giant like
Netflix or Amazon wouldyrabup morevenues?®! (Disney already owns the historic El Capitain
movie theatre on Hollywood Boulevard in Los Angeles; Netflix purchased the nearby Egyptian
Theatre in 2019, and a year later added The Paris Theatre in ManRatteours swirl around
how much more th streaming companies may venture into movie theatre owngiShipe
specialty distributors of art house fare thought that art houses stand to gain under the new
conditions. Richard Lorber of Kino Lorber, a central art film distributor, called art houses

a resilient and feisty bunch who [é] are so cl
members of the theaters film societies, that t
crappy films to get presumed blockbusters which they tylpigal d o n 6t waén tl itnhiannky ¢
the salutary effect of this will nudge indie arthouses closer terged festival programming

models and encourage them more cogently to build their membership base. Being closer to their
customers arms them agaiesbnomic bullying®?

Since the majority of cinemas remained closed for the bulk of 2080idingii vi r t u al ciner
streaming options via select distributors, the jolestrees atmosphere is not a valid environment

from which to make sense of -méngonadexceptiogfédrs |1 mp a
block-booking and circuit dealing set to expingwo years, it may not be until 202& a fuller

scal e of t hetochmeimtosfacssd r ever s al

230United States of America v. Paramount Pictures Inc., C48nic-00544AT, August 7, 2020, (United States

District Court Southern District of New York), 16.

21 AHC Google Grougghread fAPar amount Deci si on Reversed, 0 August 7,
22QuotedinHarriBr i dson, @ANo, Studios Woné6t Buy Theaters. o
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3.2 Digital Contexts

3.2.1 d-cinema and €inema
Whether neighborhood art houses or skyscraper megapédibgatresn the new
centuryhave united arounthe transition from celluloid to digital projection technologies, a
change that reveals the uphill battles art houses face relateentoercialexhibitors. The
digital transition comprised several steps to deligystems that impact what theatoas show
on their screens and in what frequency and ddseprospect of widespread digital exhibition
gainedground f t er t he r el eswmrdVas Epis@le b THghanton Menace 0
(1999), the first feature tecreen digitally ira handful ofspecially equipped theatreSiven the
ongoing competition to theatregoing represented by paid cable TV, video games, DVDs, and
other athome or mobile media, the film industry was keen to champion digital film projexgion
the next big thing in the theatrical experience2002 the theiBig Six movie studios (Disney,
Fox, Paramount, Sony, Warner Bros., and Universal) propelled the intdustdigital terrain by
launching Digital Cinema Initiatives (DCI), anentitydesied t o fAestablish and
voluntary specifications for an open architecture for digital cinema that ensures a uniform and
high level of technical performance, reliabiliiyn d q u a | P%agrossctie filtn mdustrg.
These standardizing specifications detailed how films would be mastered, compressed, and
encrypted onto foelonghardd r i ves cal |l ed Digital Cinema Pack
reel so shipped t o t h efetperts, &§CIpusheditis andorrwi t h a v a
specifications for firstun commercial theatres in July 2005 with a clenched fist of
accomplishment, and larger chains, mainly, began the conversion process. Though the writing

had long been on the wall, 2011 wasfih& year that more scripted featamgere shot digitally

2BADI gital tiaves(@BOM-eDilgriit al Cinema System Specification, 0o a
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rather than on celluloif* a shot across the bow to theatrical exhibitors to dtagging their

feet and converfThese days the majority of digital films are delivered to theatres from online

platforms in which encrypted files of content are downloaded from secure satellite feeds directly

to cinema servers, eliminating physical media altogether. Digital Cinema Distribution Coalition,

founded in 2013 by major theatre chains and studios AMC, Regemark, Universal, and

Warner Bros., is North Americabdés preeminent d

of first-run features to mainstream theatres. Whether cinemas used D&lrivasior simply

clicked a downl oadet t akb e t-#immeindustry donversmtpohsp

with NATO president John Fithian warning2011t hat Ai f you dondét make

on the digital train soon, you wil?Thee making

threat was ral: following other studiosTwentiethCenturyFox announced would no longer

distribute 35mnprintsas of the end of 2013\t housesvanting to screen product from that

studi ods speci al t ywodldneedsoicanvert before heéiSear chl i ght ,
Even before such ultimatums reached fever pitch, major theatre chains welcomed d

cinema (the shorthand for D€bmpliant cinema) more than art houses. They had reason for

doing s@ the large exhibitor narrative bigger, louder, brightebenefited from wht digital

projections promised to add to the theatrical experience: sharper images and louder sounds, not

to mention the prospect of 3W IMAX screenings. Major studi@soprofited from attractive

financial assistance programs earmarked for the pugddsscoming digitally compatible.

Virtual Print Fees (VPF) were introduced as arrangements between exhibitors aipautyird

digital integrators (some of the largest being Cinedigm and Digital Cinema Implementation

24David Cohen, #2011: Th e DaflyeVanety(Dulyg@dlt).al Surpassed Film, o
%) . Sperling Reich, ACinemaCono 2Blelgli:n FIitghi QedarbidUTrrgaenss i NA Tc
Junkie March 30, 2011.

26 ra Deutchman, AThe Digital Transition and What It Me
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Partners) who, for a fee from both ttistributor and exhibitor, secured bank loans to purchase,
install, and maintain-dinema equipment. Under this system a distributor might save thousands
of dollars on a single DCP, since celluloid prints cost much more to produce and ship, and then
extendthose savings to exhibitors for the cost of installing the new projection equipment. To
spur conversion along most VPF arrangements mandated that exhibitors finish installation of d
cinema equipment by the end of 2012. The deadline seems to have werkadyas January
2012, 64 percent of the nedd,000 screens in the US were B@impliant, spearheadéy the
three major theatre chains, AMC, Regal, and Cinerfirk.

Art houses, already disadvantaged because of smalleresssiresand little corporate
support, lagged behind major chains during the conversion years owing to prohibitive agreement
terms with integrators. VDFs generally were o
percent of their fil ms &atemh omaljecsrc rd tbued iao & i d amd
releaseinagivenmarke nd whi ch fAaverage a minimum of th
week for at | east?alighbarto meetfor mastismadl cinersathk s , 0
reduced showtime#\lso, whereas VDFs coulik arranged between digital integrators and
entire theatre chains, streamlining the process, art houses had to negotiedsebyaase
basis. VPFs were also typically paid out for only the first six weeks that a film played at a
theatre, and terms were only reached after in
cinemasbarely in the blacksuch oversight was stressful dtrdownright prohibitive. As a

resul t, Aithe booking and box office requireme

agreements [disqualified] the vast majority of art houses from receiving distrémgisted

Z'Dombrowski, @Npd PB6But Wh
238 |pid., 238.
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financing for DCic o mp | i a nt 2%Qyaemll, pinereas with émaller audience reach were
deprioritized as conversion partners. Industry players and integrators did acknowledge the
hardships for small theatr@sthe transitionand some created initiatives desighedase the
burden on independeakhibitors But the majority view according to members of the Art House
Convergence was that even the most generous VPN arrangements were rarely worth the hassle.
Repertory houses were especially vulnerable (those still operating), as DVD aray Blu
screenings ledegions of classic movivers toinvest in their own home theatres or
entertainmentHigh estimates warned that as many as 2,000 screens in thigeUajority in
small cinemaswere in danger ofjoing darkin the 2010s

Independent exhibitsrstruggling to afford DGtompliant technologies explored cheaper
options to screen content, a strategy that has seen mixed success. One alternaineia d
wase-cinema technologiés nonDCI-compliant digital formats like Bhay and DVD shown
on highquality HD projectors. Independent, foreiamguage, and repertory films are extremely
common in norDCI-compliant formats. Unfortunately for cinemas trythgs approachkey
distributors for art house films, such as Fox Searchlight and Focus Feegfussd to distribute
first-run films in these formats due to their inferior quafityAs the divide widened between
DCI cinemas and neBCI cinemas, forwardhinking integrators sought ways to help smaller
cinemas access digital content without DCI prtges. Platforms like Proludio, which caters to
art house cinemas, partedwith independent distributors like Sony Pictures Classics, A24, and

Roadside Attractions to deliver 1080p files of content to theatres, bypassing the need for DCI

2391pid., 237.
0sarah Sinwell, fAGo Digital or Go Dark: Crowdfunding,
Ki ¢ k s tACompanion td0 American Indie Filrad. Geoff King (London: Wilelackwell, 2017), 457.
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compliant projetors altogetherSmallart houses and microcinemas have fosuchplatforms
invaluable for accessy content outside of the studamntrolled DCI pipeliné**

Whether through crowdfunding efforts (more on this soon), generous benefactors, or the
rare feadlle VPN agreement, the majority of art houses eventually did join the digital era. The
shift happened quickly once it started. According to the 2013 Art House Convergence National
Theatre Survey, a polling of 83 art houses revealed that just 24% hadtedralkof their
screens to DCI by the end of 2012, and anothe
all are raising ?%Tured sf ofl dro wihigs ypeuarrpdoss ep.od | o f
push to convert’0% had converted all of thiescreens and another 6% had converted some.
(20146s figures were predictably higher, at 7
that the majority of small cinemas had converted all or the majority of their screens to DCI.
Those who huatoeperate witlcless éxpensiveirema formats or brokered
arrangements with platforms |ike Proludio. Ma
even 16 or 70mm projection capabilities. Reasons for this include maintaining the means to
satsfy celluloid fanaticamong art house crow@snbodied among celebrity directors like
Quentin Tarantino, Christopher Nolan, and Martin Scorsese anghknown targanize
celluloid screeningsArt houses alstrot out theircelluloid projecion capabilitiess as markers of
theirvalueas vaultdor film history.

What has digital conversion meant for art houses?mple terms, itvas not the
apocalyptic ending that many fearéin der scor i ng t hat nAdigital con

things to different exhibitors, o6 Lisa Dombrow

2IA Naive Question abemaaAHDGagle Grdughiza]iNovenser 8, 2006 Ci n
A Art House Convergence 2013: A National Survey, o cond
Art House Convergence Annual Conference, slided5.2
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on art houses and how the industry has harnesse@#@tvepossibilities. While an untold

number ofsmall exhibitors did shut down in the years following the DCI specifications release,
for those theatres that survivetigital opened the doors to programming practices that would
have been impossible under celluldiigital systemsallow art houses toimbly choreograph

more diverse brands of content through their screens at a faster rate than befoleor t heat r ¢
that wish to screen shorts, program film festivals, or show othefaabarelength material,

digital projection systems permit an easieranmgeof programming (since the switch to digital no
longer entails the timeonsuming and labentensive process of assembling 35mm film

r e e 33 his.ista crucial benefit to art houses whose small screen count and mandate to serve
different audiences @rsocial causes through programming depends on the rapid and agile
cycling of titles in and out of theatres over the course of a {@t#nsion known in the biz as

As cr e e n.Dogitalservers alyw foalternative contedt the streaming of notilmic

content into theatresuch as live musj¢heatressports, et@ to beeasilyintegrated into a

t heat r e 6This msicfagtreehoes what Acland observes about commercial exhibition as
channeledy megaplexes. These entertainment complexes forrdaizéndustrial common

sense around multiple, staggered screenings spread out among dozens of screens, allowing
exhibitors to circulate titles through differently sized auditoriums and then on to ancillary
formatswith new speed and convenienée Aclandsays,

the digital coordination of distribution and exhibition sets in motion added flexibility to scheduled
presentations, which would affect temporal parameters of cinema culture. Whether satellite or

cable delivery, the less expensive distribution gitdl formats means that there is an added
incentive to replace films faster. é Ultimatel
from providing variety in their slate of offerings that would replicate programming scheduled by
television programme 24

’Sinwell, fAGo Digital or Go Dark, o 457.
244 pcland, Screen Traffic218.
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This fundamental shift in commercial cinema logics from the end of last century has
manifested in the art house sector thanks to the ease and cost benefits of digital projection. After
a period ofadjustmentsmall specialty exhibitors are now largely ggpad with digital servers
and the knowhow to navigate burgeoning network of digital content suppliers clamoring for
screens to broadcast. Many art houses use a combination of DCI andD@hformats, like
DVD, Blu-ray, orserverdownloaded system$o juggle their curatiorA singlescreen theatre
might project a firstun feature as a DCP download in the afternoon, switch over to an HD Blu
Ray projection of a | ocal fil mmakmgwtsancol | ect
HD broadcast of live opera direct from New York or London. The art house penchant for
kaleidoscopic programs comprised of regular screenings, special series, -dindecody
events is thus welnatched to the flexibility of -dand ecinema ofions. It stands to reason that
this flexibility will continue to benefit the art house industry with its relatively modest scope of
operations and ability timprovise programs with local content creators.

The digital transition has also shoredupone t he sectords main cha
new century: the connection to local communities. Art houses faced an uphill battle in
transitioning to digital projection. Costs for upgradiag anywhere from%0,000 to $100,000
per screef*® not counting thenaintenance required in the long term and the troubleshooting
theatres could expect while projectionists acclimated to the new systemsstvive conversion,
many theatres turned to fundraising driaesldonor solicitationgo raise money. Kickstarten i
particular became a lifeline for art houses for its ability to connect community members to the
urgent business of conversion. Kickstarter was launched in 2009 and has become the most

popul ar way fito encourage i ndirkofdtists,l s to pl ed

Sinwell, fAGo Digital or Go Dark, o 452.
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fil mmakers, writers, designers, musicians, an
first in a small wave of crowdfunding platforms that include IndieGoGo and GoFundMe. Scores
of art houses and small exhibitors launched Kafter campaigns to develop communities of
supporter€® By March of 2014, 48 projects to revamp art houses for digital projection had been
launched through the site, including cinemas such as the Denver Film Society, the Lyric Cinema
in Fort Collins, Coloado, and the Eaton Theatre in Charlotte, MI, with the majority of these
efforts ending successfully.

The Kickstarter campaigns helped cinemas enact a discourse of differentiation from
mainstream exhibition. The Kickstarter profile home pagesdaversiornprojecs often detalil
lengthy histories about the theatres, stressing their legacies ashengntertainment venues for
local populations. Introductory videos feature content about theatres as part of wider community
history of flmculturea d ex hi bi ti on: AAppeal ing to their a
cinephilia, and history, the theatres also often incorporate photographic images of their
antiquated marquees, film projectors, movie posters, and even audience members from more
than a centry ago, as a means of further addressing what is positioned as the historical necessity
of the di gi*Sarle campammssvové dormamunity members and a grassroots ethos
into their marketing efforts. The Maiden Alley Cinema in Paducah, Kentpecguced a
parodic video in the vein of 1950s educational films cdllagital Conversion and Youhat
spells out to a classroomofhandai si ng fAstudentso what digital
can do to support its funding for the good of the Palllommunity’*8 Digital conversion

efforts via Kickstarteunderlined the multiple uses art houses are put to as community resources

248 |bid, 459.
247 1bid., 461.
[ Di gital Cinema and YOU!, 0 Kickstarter project, Maide
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and gathering spots, making possible live musical acts, lectures, film classes, and fundraisers for
local causes. In thisay, local audienceserei supporting the arts [ and]
highbrow culture within their community, as well as actively marking their own status as
members of a particul a?°Tha oisis repiesentdd bycthe highsgss c on s t
of digital conversion was thus a beneficial ¢alarms for art houses in the sense that conversion
focused community support around their venues at a time when megaplexes were seen as the
default mode for cinema exhibitioh.also generated a sesief discourses about community,

local history, and the shared pleasures that movie theatres offer. Far from shutting down the

maj ority of tshmalslwidicrhemas ,difgi t al instead mar Kk

arthouse itself?>°

3.2.3 Alternative Content and Event Cinema

The digital conversion within theatres has naturally led to new distribution channels to
get content other than films to cinemas. A 28bofficear t i cl e ti tl ed AWhat os
rejoiced thateventsasecieat as fa r ock RingRyleopetasyyWwagker;r n; t he
and a performance by noted diva Anna Netrebko
moviegoers as part of fa major trend ®n the ¢
Increasinglyre erred to as fevent cinema, o0 alternatiyv
streamed broadcasts of live (or in some cases, recorded) performances and presentations,
including opera, theatre, music concerts, ballet, Q&A sessions, sporting eventseéribte
broadcasts like The Oscars. As such, alternaticen t edefined ibysits methodology of

release rather than by stome ioomret emt tavoamd gthy i

°Sinwell, fAGo Digital or Go Dark, o 464,
2501hid., 458.
ZlGary Kl ein, 0 Wha Baxafficelds, amo. 20I(Qcwbem2aiR)iil®le ? , 0
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strategies rather than full theatrical rdfsAlternativecontent goes back as far as the 1930s

when the possibilities of fAtheatrical televis
events like boxing matches, horse races, speeches, and even the 1936 Olympic Games to select
theatres in New York or Ladon. These early attempts did not solidify into a viable business

model given high costs, cumbersome equipment installation, and limited audience interest.

But once theatres converted to digital projection, a viable infrastructure for alternative
contentestablished itself. Companies such as Fathom Events, Specticast, and Cinedigm are some
prominent content providethatbegan partnering with cultural institutions in the early 2000s to
beam select events live to specially equipped movie theatres, nmolstige urban markets. Two
of the foundational footholds for alternative content in North America werl¢h@politan
OperalLive in HDandNational Theatre Livewhich broadcast their professional opera and
theatre performances from New York and Londespectively. In 2002007, theMET Opera
launched its first season of highe f i ni ti on | i vestreamed perfor ma
The Magic FluteThe first season saw enough success that the MET expanded its streamed
performances from six in 2007, to eight in 2002008, tol1in 20082009, and then td2
in 20162011, selling nearly 5 million tickets across 1,500 venues scattered amongst 46 different
countries®>Seeing the success of its sibling instit
launched itsNational Theatre Livéroadcasts in 2009, starting with the FretrelgedyPhédre
starring Helen Mirren and expanding in similar fashion toMiBEd Oper® s br oradcast s
subsequent seasons. While opera, theater, and music comprised the majority of early alternative

cinema presentations, other events such as ballet, art gallery exhibitions, television specials, and

*?2fFAbout Us, 0 Event Cinema Association.
253Florin Vladicaand Charles H. Davi§i Val ue Propositions of Qumapera and Theat
presentationWorld Media Eonomics & Management Conferenddessaloniki, Greece, May 237, 2012.
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eSports soon gained traction in the sector as welvd&at 2011 and 2016, alternative cinema
profits grewover 500% and was projected to hit $1 billion in worldwide profits by 264.9.

Alternative content seems less alternativeribwe t er m fAevent ci nema,
heightened marketing of these sciiegs, has ascended. From its early days as a novelty offering
for theatre and opera broadcasts, event cinema has become big business for movie theatres and
central to mainstream theatriddingoing. At the 2018 CinemaCon conference in Las Vegas, the
Cinema Buying Group of NATO announced a major deal with NAGRA, a provider of digital
content and distribution, to bring event cinema to @&&TO members via a broadband
program titled myCinema. This platif m, d e s c r istbpesldopping exgeriefice fore
exhibitors, o would offer a | arge catalog of e
circuits of any size, though with an emphasis on independent cinemas. At that same conference,
FathomEvents announced plans to increase the number of theatres it would partner with for live
digital broadcasts over the next two years by 200 in pursuit of their goal to reach more than
1,100 cinemas in the United States alé1i@he Fathom deal in particulaignals the
mainstreaming of event cinema given that in 2013 the company restructured its ownership under
the major American theatre chains, AMC, Regal, and Cinemark, whose approach to event
cinema brings more varieties of content into the fold. BecBuse hom fiseems t o con
nothing at the fringef event cinema, [whether] live or recorded, whether Hugiw, popular, or
niche, o event cinema as a taxonomy of®media w

further sign of pewerdsrdflected imteenmaréasing sise af yecorded

®fMaking the Case for Event Cinema, o6 conference sessio
Annual Conference, January 21, 2016.

5Annlee Ellingson, ACinemaCon 2018: LABizAptl25C2018e ma Not s
6leoRbi nkowski, AFrom Experiment to Industry: What Comp
paper presented at tMedia Industries Conference Ki ngdés Col |l ege Londo20,201B,bondon, E
2.
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performances. Whereas live performances comprised the initial model for alternative content
because, amo n garketindteat emphasazgenessan gdnerate a sense of
urgency among poteatil v i @’wis cosimon for exhibitors to offer recorded performances
at more times of the ddg give patrons more viewing options. Encore presentatiosisafs
that sell out likewise satisfy customer demand and inch event cinema programming closer to the
megaplex paradigm that offers multiple chances to see a film.

At first alternative conterin North America wasnore likely toappeamatselect large
chain cinenas or prominent independent ome®New York, Chicago, or Los Angeleas they
werethe first theatreto have installed the necessary equipment to receive and project HD digital
streamsBut small exhibitors and art housgsonalsobecame prominersites for event cinema
As the cases of the MET and National Theatre suggest, alternative content often evokes qualities
of high-class culture or upscale leisure that stands out from the blockbuster or franchise
sentiments of mainstream exhibition. This isexsally valuable for small exhibitors located far
from major urban centers where moviegaera n 6 t hopeaosseel pyofessional stage or music
performances in person. ACandbt make it to New
mantra behind much altnative content marketing. For small exhibitors and art house cinemas,
event cinema also has the benefit of expanding audience reach to diverse crowds who may not
generally attend films. ABlatthew Liebmann, global president for Movio Cineraalata
analytics and campaign management firm for the cinema indussit,gutt f you6r e an
independené x hi bi tor and youdre not taking advantag
arm. There is the ability to derwsewconsideoipppban i nt o

entertainfifent option. 0O

257 |bid.
*Matthew Liebmann, Global President of Movio Cinema, ¢
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A

Il t 6s di fiforhoweveant cineona shaw at art houses differs from that of
commercial megaplexes. Given the sheer variety of content that event cioetaias
(everything from museum exhibits €Sport tournaments), as well as the wide-inuyenjoys
across the industry, the differences between art houses and commercial cinemas may be more a
matter of degr ee al on gcultaralmgedatside ofthe of A hi gho o
aforementioned\ational Theatre LiveandMET Operabroadcasts, many event cinema offerings
seem on the surface a natural fit for art haesgiment®f alternative cultural content. One
example of this was the AArt and Archkant ect ur e
Specticast and Fathom Events comprised of cur
some of the worldds most famous art museums,
broadcast to over 500 t he ae¢gapexesveerealsorexhibiion e wor
partners for the serie’® Event cinemd including content like tours of art museuégrosses
liberally between the art house and commercial cinema sectors, even if art houses may
foreground such eventgth more pomp

Much of what we know about the prominence of event cinema in art houses relative to
comnercial chains is anecdotal. The Event Cinema Association, the premiere lobbying group for
event cinema producers and distributors across North America and Europe, led a panel at the
2016 Art House Convergence conferencprtamote the successes and impaétvent cinema
in the sector. One headline from the pamealdthat while event cinema includes things like rock
concerts, professional sporting events, and video game competitions, art houses are far more

likely to book theatre and opera broadcasts.dvlejnema chains also exhibit these latter forms,

A6Art & Architecture in Cinemaé Series to Bring World
2 0 1 Busidess WireNovember 30, 2015
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but evidence suggests that event cinema as a composite category disproportionately occurs at art
housesThe Moviehouse, an independent art house in Millerton, New York, revealed that event
cinema made up7P6 of its box office sales in 2015. Considering that the global average across

all exhibitorsisonly 34 %, it é6s highly | ikely that art hous
cinema intakes than commercial cinerffd©n the one hand, event cinema such asapper

theatre, and music concert broadcasts fit the art hooslels operandbp pitch their distinction

from mainstream theatres. But on the other hand, as alternative content becomes more integrated
into mainstream exhibition circuits, art houses risk losingon a lucrative niche market similar

to how mainstream chains siphoned audiences for independent or art films by devoting more

screens to crossover specialty distributors starting in the 1990s.

3.2.4 On-Demand Mediand Shrinking Theatrical Windows

As with transitioning to digital projection, all exhibitors have had to grapple with a
exhibition environment chock full of edemand streaming platforms fortadme or mobile
entertainment. A slew of new acronyms describe the nuanced brands ofatensumer
(DTC) media: VOD (videmn-demand) is the catedll for streamed digital media made
available to consumers; PVOD (premium vigd@edemand) is an upmarket feature specifying
titles that become available to stream while still playing in theatk®D5(subscription video
on-demand) describes platforms like Netflix or Amazon Prime that offer libraries of circulating
titles available for users who pay for subscriptions; and TVOD (transactionatome@gemand),
typified by Appl edydssthe dngimepsrchase af indd/alwabdigital tites,

sometimes for permanent download (called electroniglsellugh [EST]), sometimes for short

A Making the Case for Event Cinema, o Event Cinema Asso
Midway, Utah, January 21, 2016.
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term rental (called download to rent, [DTR]). Unlike the fbgt theatrical era of the twentieth
cenury, the preponderance of VOD options linked to any number of electronic devices at our
fingertips compriseBa cul t ur e c har ac t*®where thehtrebare nmlendgégr a mo b
default venues for movie consumption at all. Younger people anemage likely to view
movies on their phones or tabl#tanin a theatre. Even the traditional cable TV model seems a
platform increasingly gone with the winak 2019, for the first time, a higher percentage of US
households subscribed to at least one digitaaming service than traditional pay televisith.
A St r eamihagdheciaan mdustryshorthand to describe tikempetition between a pool
of videc-on-demand platformseeking tacapture some of the market lassoed by Netflix and
Amazonstarting in2006 when they launched their streaming servidesilemand sites and
theatrical exhibitors have beg@tkeying with one another on this playing field ever since.

Despite fears that the convenience of streaming would imperil movie théstiegpact
has been more nuanced. A report commissioned by NATO in 2018 found a strong correlation
between those who see more movies in theatres and those who watch more streaming content at
home. Inversely, those not inclined to subscribe to streaming esavealreadyfar less likely
to see movies in theatresbeginwith | n ot hhe messagerhetsisthafi er e 6s not a
war between streaming and theatrical. People who love content are watching it across platforms
and all platforms have place in® s u me r s?% (Cable and kroadcast television, though,
are demonstrably bleeding consumers to streaming platforms.) If nothing else the rise of

streaming has nudged exhibitors to rearticulate the appeals of their venues for film presentation.

261 Tyron, On-Demand Culture3.

%2 Di gi tal Medi aeTdri et iDekmtte, IGsights; & Report frd@n the Center for Technology, Media

and Telecommunicatiorf2019), 3.

%Phil Contrino, quoted in Brent Lang, ValetyDdcdmberl?7) snot K
2018.
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While for large chain exhibitors this could mean doubling down on the spectacle of IMAX or the
widening number of concessions options, art h
Apl-amalki ng. 0 I n contrast to a nouseshave engphasizedr act
their exclusivity as multipurpose spaces for event cinema arranged not around the convenience
of personalized media viewership but around fixed gatherings and communal b&hding.

This is not to suggest that streaming has not affeotede theatredts ascension has
broadeneane of themainfracturesbetween exhibitors and distributorslease windows. This
term refers tadhe amount of time thatfdm mustcontractuallyplay exclusivelyin theatres
before moving on to othdormats like paytelevision,DVD/Blu-ray, and TVOD. In the 1980s
studios devised the windowing system as a means to avoid their own films competing with each
other across different platforms (at that time paid cable and VHS). Theatres value the system so
that coxsumers have ample time to pay for the big screen experience before a film migrates to at
home viewing. Finetuning thidistribution choreographtp the benefit of both theatres and
studioshaslong been a point of contention. In earlier decades theatres enjoyed generous window
periods hovering around six months or more, and exhibitors generally held the line against
diminishing release windows for years. But the rise dfahe entertainment formatmt to
mention media piracy and the sheer amount of new content being produced, have incentivized
distributorsto cycle their films through cinemas more quickly to maximize ancillary profits at a
faster rate. This was especially the case in the earlys20B8n DVD sales reached antathe
high. Disney boss Bob Iger sparked panic among theatres in 2005 when he suggested that recent

sluggish box office returns across the indust

%Rachel Koning B adArtsiguseiMbvedeatersDouble dowmon ANtet f | i x Vi si on, o
MarketWatch February 27, 2017
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theatricaito-DVD release windew s®®%i f exhi bi tors coul dnét produc
never came to pass, but it was clear that distributors would begin to chip away at theatrical
windows despite exhibitor protests that long exclusive theatrical runs were of ultimate toenefit
ancillary profits down the line. In 2000 the average time a major studio release spent exclusively
in theatres was 170 days; by 2013 that number had dropped to 120, and by 2016 it was 90 days, a
length that more or less sustained as the norm into 2620.

At the intersection of digital transformation and industrial evolution, the skirmishes
around release windows intensified with the rise of streaming services, particularliNetfien
and Amazorbegan feature film production and distributiorthe 2010s Studioswith in-house
streamingplatformsnaturally have fewer incentives to bother with long theatrical releases if they
can meet consumer demand through their own channels. While Amazon has generallly grant
the usual theatrical demands for windoWstflix has clashed with exhibitors on this issue.
Rather than conforming to the usual@y window, Netflix has opted for a calsg-case
approach. Netflix brassvenfloated the prospect of shortening windows from 90 days to 45 or
30 depending on thel fim . More aggressively, the sahd eaming
dat e 0 6 theé straltameoug release of a film in theatres and through streaming and other
platforms. In 2015 Netflix raised ire by announcing tha€Citsuching Tiger, Hidden Dramn:
Sword of Destinydir. YuenWoepi ng) , a sequel to Ang Leebds hi't
this way. Most major theatre chains refused to show the film out of pf&t&smilar standoffs

peppered the decade, often resulting in begrudging exhdgteements to highly reduced runs

Wade Maj or , ,fioWiBnodxbs2fndFlac{2006): 64.

%6Andrew Wallenstein and Ramin Set oodvafety32fitek8hi bi t or s EXx
(November 5, 2013): 156.

%"Yvonne Villarreal, AWhy so Many Theater Chains Are Re
Los Angeles Time&ebruary 25, 2016
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for Netflix fil ms. Romawhlowe® onAdwindhe AcadertyurAeardo n 6 s

for Best Picture) played in theatres exclusively for just three weeks, Wigl®allad of Buster
Scrugggdirs. Joel and Ethan Coe2018), played two weeks aBird Box(dir. Susanne Bier,

2018) was in theatres for only one week before consumers could catetheitn@md, where it

broke the Netflix record for the most streamed film in its opening week with 45 million ¥éws.

The Irishman(2019), a Netflix production directed by Martin Scorsese, was a particularly

fraught case. Netflix wanted a4fay exclusive window to screen the highly anticipated gangster
drama with AMC, Regal, and Cinemark. The chains balked at this and negotiatkesibwn.

In the end the film opened in select cinemas in Los Angeles and New York for a week before
expanding to other markets (though not via the major chains) and became available for streaming
after a month. Given broad interesfline Irishmanits contentious theatrical release brought the

subject of windows into wider awareness among moviegoers. It also held symbolic weight that a

film directed bya legend oHollywood( and a champi on for cellul oid
rel eased | threetlangest cimeans. Kt fild sssentially usedlene! circuits as a step

ladder to VOD relea® a body blow to the presumed centrality of theatrical exhibition. (It

didndét help that Scorsese only turreadwabhit o Net f
financing requests.)

Independent and art house exhibitors have long found themselves on the outside listening
in to industry debates about release windows. The impact of reduced windows on specialty
exhibitors seems mixed. By and large studioatwaeir tertpole productions (the lucrative
blockbusters that distributors build their release calendars around) to play in theatres long

enough to extract as much money from paying customers committedgorben shows. Epics

%8S5Sarah Perez, fioBird Box6 Breaks a Netfl i RechRreclor d wi t h
December 28, 2018.
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and action movies natuhalenjoy longer and more profitable runs in theatres than dialogue

driven dramas. It follows that the films more likely to be targeted foratahdate (the release of

a film in theatres and VOD services on the sa
commer ci afclassifiecas platf@arh releagesilms unveiled in a select few markets

whose positive wordf-mouthtriggerswider release in contrast to the saturated release pattern

of major blockbusters. These crossover hits are highly luer&diart houses, and thus the
prospectofdaandd at e r el easing might be worrisome. Wh
are unlikely to be able to broker the PVOD revesharing deals with distributors that AMC

was able tsecurewith Universal. Ina more positive spin, if major theatre chains exclusively

focus on studio blockbusters in this new environment, art houses may becoméditie deatlet

for the niche distributors of quality pictures recounted earlier. The exact ripple effects of recent
shakeups to release windows will likely not be understood for several years. But what is certain

is that indie theatres and art houses will have to work even harder to distinguish themselves as
places worthy of patronage at a time when large movie theage®ding release window

ground to major studios in an effort to retain their own relevance as places to watch spectacle

driven cinema.

3.3 The Nonprofitization of Art Houses

Al ndependent Movi e Ho ufisBeosu tTiagkuee Noovargernoafsi tv eRe
nonprofit scenegsfi Ni ches g AL ntpheda thasgdificanhnansbersfany ge st |,
houses haveansitioned into nonprofit organizations in recent years. This development touches

old and new theaters in urban and rural settings dhk2015 the longunning Osio Theatre in

%°Gregg Goldstein, fAThe YametyZ27ng?2 (HdyR2l, 20k2):01lg Wi ndow, 0
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Monterrey, California, closed down under mounting debts in the wake of its shift to digital

projection only to relaunch as a nonprofit in 2019 after a successful Kickstarter cafipSiagm.

Franci sco0s,orRofthe eldest contiruallst operating cinemas in the world, became

a nonprofit in 2009 to take advantage of grants and fundraising streams after years of

diminishing box office returns. Other art houses transitioned well before the move to digital. The

Hollywood Theatre in Portland reformed as a nonprofit in 1997 to help restore its rundown

venue, placed on the National Registry for Historic Places in 1983, to its former glory. New art

houses too are starting from scratch as nonprofits with the hielpabfstakeholders wanting to

sustain alternative venues to megaplex culture. When the last art house closed down in Charlotte,

North Carolina, in 2020, the Charlotte Film Society, a #aimge nonprofit organization of film

enthusiasts, stepped forward lwftindraising efforts for a new community cinema showing

foreign, independent, and art house moviésVhatever the specifics, the fprofit-to-nonprofit

transition has become more than a passingévféend 6 s an establ i shed norm

organizatimal goals and management methods for art houses at a time when the free market,

apparently, isnét enough to sustain them.
Some see this as long overdue. The founder of Art House Convergence (AHC), the trade

organization for art house exhibitors across Ndéunerica, began the group in 2006 with an eye

toward the nonprofit form. Russ Collins views the transition as a natural evolution given that

most fine or performing arts institutions became nonprofits during the twentieth c&Rury.

houses were simphate to catch on. The 2011 AHC annual conference featured several

2SSt eve DubiProfittd Ndnmd iFor Tr ansi ti on: A Movi Monpfdfiteat er as Cu
Quarterly, February 27, 2019

2MKatie Peralta, #ALife after the Manor THhkleaagingmitofA nonpr
N o D &Chadlotte Agendduly 29, 2020

2Tatiana Siegal , qvbrietg Jaguary I3 R201Monprofit , 0
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informative sessions about nonprofitization and was describd@igtya s a fAwat er shed
moment in the world of indie exhibitandno wher
moreabaut the ins and outs of 501c3 tax loophal€$ By the next year, in a compilation of

three natiorwide surveys released by AHC, approximately 75% of art houses in the United

States were operating as nonprofits. Today they comprise more than 80% ofitiyeatiag

theatres at AHC conferences. Nonprofit art houses have become so common that major

exhibition groups have taken notice and are starting to seek their expertise. In June 2018 the

National Association of Theatre Owners (NATO) approved an amendii@ntng nonprofit

theatres to enjoy full benefits of NATO membership, something the assembly had previously
resisted. Ostensibly a means to fAhave exhibit
common goal so amid t hr e aangngtheatngno isn g etaanh intgs ,0 uN /
announcement expressed hope at benefiting fro
icommit ment to the communities they s ve, 0 a
Clearly NATOthinksi t st ands to | earn from t hwenderingnonpr o
if its invitation indicates something deeper than mere camaraderie. A pessimistic reading might
suggest that NATO saw an opportunity to ally itself with independent, grassrgatszations

for the positive optics that such affiliation
Acool | ocal eatso from neighborhood restauran
as well as the historic preservation efforts of tremathat many nonprofits have spearhe&ded.

Tethering themselves to nonprofit theatres with particular social capital as community centers is

a sum positive for NATQit can point to the nonprofit members among their ranks as an

273 bid.
2“Kat hy Conroy, #fANonprofits B rBoxofice(@Gctohen20i@uzt, 2@ er specti ve
2751bid., 26.
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indication of their beneveht, dynant role as a trade groupat backs both the biggest
megaplex and the maeandpop art houseFar from fringe oddities, then, nonprofit art houses
are catching the eyes of large theatre networks for how thegffeahchange in (foprofit)
maingream exhibition. And it appears that these two spheres of the exhibition sector will
continue to merge. In October 2018, a few months after NATO began allowiogprofits,
only ninenonprofit art houses had joined. By July 2020, around 50 had sigiféttiipugh this
number likelysoaredhat summer due to the unfolding COVID pandemic and the perceived
need for all theatres to rally together in support of shuttered exhibition véhde¥ O6 s | ob by i r
clout and access to resources were attractivangedbbints for small exhibitors to join the trade
group(more on this in my conclusion).

How did art houses get to the point of nonprofitization? And what does this business
model mean for them? A cursory sense of nonprofit arts funding will help addeess th
guestions. Nonprofits in the United States (designated by the Internal Revenue System tax code
501c) are exempt from most federal and state income taxes and pay no taxes on donations. Said
donations and some memberships or annual dues adedaxtibé for donors or members.
Nonprofits are also eligible to receive funds from private foundations, corporations,
sponsorships, individual philanthropists, and government grants, offering multiple possible
streams of revenue. They are not, however, allowsdpport political candidates or engage in
substantial lobbying. Now many art houses, like other arts organizations, fall under the 501c3
designation, which includes charitable, educational, literary, religious, or scientific groups or
causes. Since nongits do not generate profits for shareholders, they ostensibly operate

Abecause the government and many of its citiz

P ARFwd: Save YAbQ GooglkiGnoeghraay duly 23, 2020.
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[ cannot] be achi e%¥éndnytesearan uhgve nat een abteaa pingoint. o
when movie theatres first began to qualify for nonprofit status, or if they were always eligible for
this designation yet simply didnét understand
always in theory qualified for 501c3 status as long as perfgrams venues, museums, and
dance companies have. From what | can tell, it was not until the , 149868 many specialty and
repertoire houses started to go out of busirtbas small exhibitors started pursuethis tax
designationLikely the longingraned US association of movies with commercial business has
had a lot to do with thign fact the earliest examples of nonprofit art houses that | have been
able to locate are the Hollywood Theatre, one of my later case studies, and the Colonial Theatre
in Phoenixville, Pennsylvania. Both of these theatres incorporated as nonprofits iduES®
the historical and architectural significance of their vaudeetiiebuildings. Additional targeted
research could paint a broader picture, but i
historically conceived of themselves as nonprofits uméitket conditions forthetnand | 6 m
speaking of small, independent art hodses/ayed them to seek thdgsignation

All that said, substantial institutional arts funding in the United States dates back to the
1920s via prominent philanthropic outlets likke Carnegie Foundation and The Rockefeller
Foundation, but tasupported state and federal assistance has a spottier legacy. Widespread
government support for arts groups began during the Great Depression as part of the Works
Progress Administration (WBAthe agency designed to put millions of Americans back to work
and create funding streams for social projé&Such initiatives often met with scrutiny by

fiscal and social conservatives who worried about funding radical leftist art or who bemoaned

2"paul Di Maggi o, f@ACan Cul tNanprefit Ehterprige invthee AtshSeudied nMission p | ac e ? 0
and Constrainted. Paul DiMaggio (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 85.

278 peter Decherneyjollywood and the Culture Elite: How the Movies Became AmeiiCatumbia University

Press, 2005), 166.
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direct federal intervention into the culture industiThis resistance intensified in the postwar
era thanks to McCarthyistic disdain for avgatrde artists whose politics and loyalty to the
country fell under suspicion. During this era, modern artitgelfs br anded fia c¢ommu
conspi r aeanking mgmbérsiohdongress as part of a domestic cultural péfilibe
1960s saw a gradual thawing of thisColdWar a r esi st ance. President
administration lent positive opticstothecaase d hel ped ki ckstart Lyndoi
subsequent administrationdés initiatives, 1incl
burst of state arts agencies, and a budding culture of corporate arts philafthBgnause of
these new mechanismthe explosion of higher education, and a surplus of baby boomer artists
who maturated into a culture more excited about the arts, nonprofit arts organizations in the
United States skyrocketed in the last third of the century in step with nonprofitdyhbespite
stagnating levels of federal support owing to Republledrefforts to defund arts agencfés.

Movie theaters, as | suggested earlier, have never been natural candidates for charitable
giving. Fine and performing arts such as orchestratgts, chamber music groups, live theatre,
art studios, and museums have historically garnered most forms of public and private #iding.
This may be because these venues struggle less to legitimize themselves as venues of cultural

prestige or as sociakrvices and thus worthy of financial patronage. Movie theatres in the

popular imaginatiod even art housé@sremain largely understood as Horofit businesses

2®El i zabeth Cavendish, f@APublic Provision of the Perform
C o n n e ¢ NonprotitEntetprise in the Arts: Studies in Mission and Constragdt Paul DiMaggio (Oxford:

Oxford University Press, 1986), 140.

280 DecherneyHollywood and the Culture Elitel 66.

2lpaul Di Maggi o NongrdfirEntergriseindhe Arts:rStudies in Biisn and Constrainted. Paul

DiMaggio (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986), 4.

22Dji Maggi o, #fCan Culture -@8urvive the Marketplace?0, 80
paul Di Maggio, fANonprofit Organizati onsThaModProfthe | nter
Sector: A Research Handbopg&econd edition, eds. Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg (New Haven: Yale

University Press, 2006), 432.
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peddling commercial entertainment. This reputation may cause prospective donors to direct their

charitable contributions to more fAculturedo en

acknowledgedthdt | t 6 s been hard at times to get the cc¢

People wonder why wedre a evpepsodidi vidwedr ki

peopleds minds between popufPar art |ike movie
Art houses are slowly working to change this impression as they recast themselves as

direct bearers of distinct community value. But this transformaipeidds on the labour of

various stakeholders to revamp cinemas in the absence of government support. Starting an art

house or rescuing one from disrepair today has taken on the air of communityp stantures

in which volunteers and investargticulate(and devote funds or unpaid hours to) a set of values

or functions that a local cinema can satisfy. Obtaining nonprofit status often encourages more

volunteers or investors to get behind these early efforts. When a small exhibitor is threatened

with closue, or if intrepid stakeholders want to start a new art house, it is often left to local

associations or individuals to invest the time and resources into forming a 501c3 organization,

galvanizing community investments in a letegm project, arranging fahe purchase or

renovation of a theatre, and overseeing the transition of bureaucratic operations to a staff and

board of directors. These efforts are often fueled by crowdfunding outfits like Kickstarter, as

mentioned earlier. Trade publications in btite nonprofit and exhibition sectors started to pick

up on these efforts around 2@l the same time when film industry honchos began seriously

warning exhibitors to transition to digital projectidrne Wall Street Journalpotlighted the

national trend ira 2012 article in whiclhHC founder Russ Collins claimed that thetent

%Brent Lang and Matt Donnel |y, ValetyMarach@6, 2019di e Theatres
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surveys found that roughly 75% of small movie theatres (not defined in the ladticle
presumably heos )halhbyetmartimebgcomeononprofits. houses

In short, nonprofitization has been a matter of survival for art houses. This shift is an
embrace of a tax model and operational ethos that opens the door to crucial fundraiging.
DiMaggio echoesthewek nown concept t hat fHonganizdtiend thdtai | ur e
the arts cost more to produce/exhibit than the public is willing t6 pecessitates indirect
subsidization via tax benefits, grants, or philanthropic sugpt@ver the twentieth century
many public arts venues faced market failure meelded these forms of funding. The art house
sector trudged through its own market failure in recent decades owing to changes in media
consumption habits and the expenses of digital projection technologies. This put the squeeze on
small exhibitors whosemndy options were to adopt more commercial programming or shut down.
With the zest of cultural distinction that once defined art houses via foreign films and upscale
atmospheres on the wane since thé0%9it has become harder for these theatres to attract
audiences through their traditional model. Nonprofitization is an attempt to make up for this
deficit. Rachel Hart, Administrative Director at the Roxie Theatr8an Francisco, says that
going nonprét "is becoming the new way to stay open because it's hard to convince the public
to buy ticket s ?2%MedHinklie and wycMoytae, einployeesensthe Brattle
Theatre in Cambridge, Massachusetts (highlighted in my introduction as an exyemgdie| of
twentieth century art house distinction), incorporated as the nonprofit Brattle Theatre Foundation

in 2001 to secure new funding streams when ticket sales fell owing to DVDs. Says Hlil{ke:

2lanSherriBouti que Ci nemas Ve e roheWallhStreeddounabem. 120012t Scene
2®6pDj Maggi o, ANonprofit Organizations, o0 437.
®fHl ndependent Movi e Ho uTheGhronick bf@hildnthompsepembet 7, R2ut e, o
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would not have lasted the last 20 years if we weteamonprofit \&e would have had to

change our programming mod#?d , and we didnot w
For some art housgsonprofitization fits snugly with neighborhood economic

revitalization efforts or the preservation of culturally significant tlesatfhis lends greater civic

i mpetus to a theatreds operation and identity

twentieth century shut down in the 1990s and 2000s owing to badly needed repairs that they

could not afford. Partnering with neighbood development or preservation groups gives

nascent art houses the time and resources to find investors, recruit feasibility studies, conduct

market research, and draft architectural studies while also attracting financial backing from local

organizatims with simpatico interest&® The Colonial Theatre in Phoenixville, Pennsylvania, a

performing arts venue that opened in 1903, went out of business agraffomovie theatre in

199%. Community members joined with the Phoenixville Area Economic Denetap

Corporation to incorporate as the Association for the Colonial Theatre in 1997 as part of its goal

to save legacy buildings and revive economically struggling areas of the city. This move

prompted other local organizations, even a community healtid&tion, to donate money

because of perceived economic, health, and civic benefits a restored Colonial Theatre would

bring the city of Phoenixvillé®®San Fr anci scods Roxi e ®thogue, an

County Theatre in Doylestown, Pennsylvafféthe Ambler Theatre in Ambler, Pennsylvaria;

and the Hollywood Theatre in Portland are other examples of art houses whose transition into

nonprofits were underwritten by civic or preservation organizations.

2. ang and Donnelly, #dAlnside Indie Theatres. o

2%°Brian Real, fARevitalizing Historic Movie Theatres as
University 2008), 17.

P Hi storyo, The Colonial Theatre

®lil ndependent Movie Houses. 0

2Real, ARevitalizing Bistoric Movie Theatres, o 33
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The trend toward nonprofitization has wide insplions for the art house sector from
economic, organizational, and cultural standpoi@tsefly, nonprofitization opens up multiple
possible revenue streams beyond ticket and concessions sales. Nonprofit art houses receive the
majority of their contribued revenue from individual patrons, not federal, state, or foundational
funding agencies, so incentives are strong to cultivatetiemg relationships with as many
audiences as possible. Annual memberships, a key source of income for all nonprofit arts
organizations, have become vital to art houses. Usually tiered in price, offering members
different perks according to their level of buny such as free or discounted tickets or
concessions items, VIP access to special events, preferential sea¢ixgjisive newsletters
memberships provide theatres with a baseline of revenue while prowmeimipers wittfeelings
of altruistic social capital. Unlike ortame grant contributions linked to specific criteria or
projects, memberships compel purchasers tpufat a theatre in order to feel the exchange
value of their contribution. Best practices of how to maximize membership development and
retention is a recurring theme at art house management confer@noeg next chapter lays out.

While providing some iptective financial cover, contributed revenue makes theatres
accountable to a larger base of people and social causes. As a result, nonprofitization has ushered
in a new communitgentric era of art houses in which cinemas must demonstrate their value to
o n dazaity. Just showing movies is insufficient as a singular or even primary principle.
Scholars have long noted the ways that communities benefit fromekdaaitors. Gomery and
Forsher, for example, have described how eager retailers wakeup shop near nickelodeon
and small cinemas in the early years of theatrical exhibition for the increased foot traffic they

generated® Many small exhibitors also boosted their benevolent images by assisting with local

2% Gomery,Shared Pleasuregames Forshefhe Communitgf Cinema: How Cinemand Spectacle Transformed
the American Downtow{Westport, CT: Praeger Publishers, 2003).
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charitable causes or hostingwao nd ef f orts, but fAas the owners
|l ocal hands, t hes e®Whrehmutiplex and kterimagapier theatres e a s e d .
emerged across malls and suburbs, sisgteen, small exhibitors struggled to sustain the
communiy prominence they once held as gathering places for socializing and outreach.
Nonprofitization has set the conditions for a renaissant@ofmodel Unlike largearts
organizations with a few key institutional benefactamprofitart houses live orid by their
localcontactsi | f youor farthousel orypmuo fairte ki nd of weawned by
Connie White, an art house booK& Nonprofits thus construct discoursescommunal
relevance as grassroots businesses that progdea good |t 6s common to see
crafted mission statements on art house websites claiming devotion to functions beyond the
screening of hartb-r each foreign films. This perspective
operation, from programmingsce eni ng f il ms t hat arenét commer
a core organizational identity) to collaborations with outside groups devoted to specific causes,
to campaigns or events targeted at specific social issues. Art houses are thus inces&Esiriglty
Ami xed goods, 0 a term to describe the combi na
and the intangible fAcollective consumption go
existence of a venue (stronger social ties, a sense opcida.

Education services are the most obvious wa
social value. Many theatres no longer thingatisfactoryto exhibit films and documentaries in
the name of edification; instead they situate media in $pceevant contexts that promote

reflection about their moral or artistic import. The more active theatres in this regard have

2%5R.K. HeadleyMotion Picture Exhibition in Baltimore: An lllustrated History and Directory of Theaters, 1895
2004 (Jefferson, North Carolina: McFarland & Company, 2006), 37.
2%g5jiegal, fANiches Go Nonprofit.o
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developed entire infrastructudesrained educators and staff, appropriated building space,
satellite properties, et.for pedaggic purposes. Examples run the gamut from conventional
activities, like hosting postcreening Q&A sessions with invited experts and community
members, to more elaborate efforts like classes in visual literacy, film history, or film production.
These initatives are often in collaboration with public schools, universities, other nonprofits, or
civic organizations. The Belcourt Theatre in Nashville, Tennessee, provides a good instance of
this. Its Education and Engagement Program hosts freuént A , -sgqeensd discussions
with critics, academics and professional experts, and panel discussion with community
p ar t % i\ itsslévoted Jackson Education and Engagement Spaomverse about the
relevancy of filmic content to ofcreen social issues. Itsoldile Movie Theatre, meanwhile,
partners with area educational groups to build-ppginemas in classrooms and libraries
throughout middle Tennessee to teach visual literacy to students.

The impetus for art houses to serve their communities has gaided wedevance in the
highly fraught social and political environment that the United States and much of the West has
found itself in over the lagt0 years. As the exhibition industry regained its footing after the
digital transition, art houses stumblegblllong into the Culture Wars, a popular shorthand
describing, among other things, a public atmosphere characterized by contentious personal and
policy conversations, high levels of political and social tribalism, the rise of extremist doctrines
across alldeological persuasions, and an inability to cohere around a common reality owing to
deleterious misinformation platformed through social media and fueled by, among other sources,

the office of US president Donald Trumfhe current sociepolitical climae can best be

described as fractured to the point of exhaus#fon.n u mber of events we nee:q

"fiAMout the Program,o The Belcourt Theatre.
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this 2°8 but some pressure points include the rise of and kickbacks against social justice
movements like BlackLivesMatter and MeTalgbates about the limits of free speech on college
campuses and tlassociated settling f i C a n e @ahd th@ stormingrohe US Capitol
Building by insurrectionist Trump supporters, spurred on by the president himself, claiming
election fraud without evidence. Public controversies and moral outrages have become fodder for
citizens and pol it i cdaaimtsisvagoelysefired mttlepfarithent s f or
ideologicalsoul ofthecountry: | find it uncontroversial to say thaterything has become
politicized ,  averd dediseon about where to shop or what to drive or what to watch is now an
opportunity to express ogolitical identitiesd?®®

I n this at mos ph ecultral sectérshave oome undegrescrugirg/ fot h a t
thar political allegiances or performances. The nonprofit arts sector has not always been
associated with advocacy since most of tleeganizations exist for a reason unrelated to civic
causes (as is the case with art house movie theatres). But as more research on arts nonprofits
accrues, 1itodos clear that in recent years they
communityisse s by engagi fyeutratity uadinthe baamreryof commercial
entertainment for its own sake no longer appeatakde option, particularly as many nonprofits
operate in lefleaning university towns or large urban areaere calls for civic involvement are
highest Nor is it enough for many nonprofit arts organizations to justify their existence merely

as vessels farultural enlightenment. In the case of art houses, though nonprofits cannot endorse

2% For example: The controversial awarding of the 2000 presidential election to George W. Bush; the 9/11 Islamist
extremist terror attacks in 2001; the subsequent US invasion and occupation of Irag; an ongoing War on Terror that
moved ter ms Itiekrer ofigeanthi aonncoe da nidn iwat er boardingo into the
Barack Obama, Donald Trump, and Joe Biden (each of which, to vastly different degrees of veracity twere cas
illegitimate); and instances of excessive police brutalifginstlack citizens and associated national protests and

riots.

2®°Mi chael Grunwal dBe ciaHmew tEhvee reylitict(Novembeiecembder 2018)

SMi rae Kim and Dyana P. Mason, f@ARepr esenQragaminz atnido nDs ,v
Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quartedy, no. 1 (2018): 4971.



144

political candidates or lobby government officials, nonprofitization has clearly nudged many art
houses (and made it fiscally viable) to reconsideroelg approaches to@yramming norms,
initiate new policies in the name of equity, diversity, and inclusion, and promote political
agendas as lefeaning institutions of cultural progressivism.

Among specialty cinemaghere the link between showing movies and politicavessti
has rarely been obvious, advocacy can take multiple forms. | go into greater detail on these in my
next chapter, but to build a gener al picture,
service, 0 suggest s h o wrtsaroutright guota dedicatioms koescreero n c e r
media featuring historically marginalized or underrepresented populations, or simply to show
films whose social or political messages fall in line with their values. Outside of the screen itself,
nonprofit art louses find ways to directly interact with community groups and stakeholders,
often other nonprofit organizations or public schools, to provide services that otherwise may go
unfulfilled. Education programs, financial support for filmmakers, and outreaghgms to
disenfranchised youth, for instance, have become common dimensions of the nonprofit art house.
Finally, the transition to nonprofitization, in tandem with wider cultural events such as the
MeToo and BlackLivesMatter movements, have spurred sonm@ases to reconsider their
internal organizationgdolicies. This might include issues in regard to hiring, employee
employer relations, workplace harassment, unpaid volunteer labor, thamdcsexbased
composition of executive boards and staff,teabhwarning considerations, disability access, and
a host of other workplace issues. As reflected in the industry conversations | will break down in
my next chapter, as well as the firgtind descriptions of art house operations from
administrators in chier 5, advocacgboth on and off the theatre scre@ay become a staple

el ement of -anderstaddiogiasukusalborganizdtidns.



145

In sum, in addition to helping with revenue, nonprofitization provides art houses with a
framework for presentintp the public as both grassroots busieeasd as cultural institutions
with civic purposeNonprofit status further enables theatres to activate greater social capital as
institutions worthy of patronage. This capital is based not on the distinctiomad r ei gnnes s o0
Ahi gh classo that art houses of the past trad
cohesion and participation. In the best light, as art houses continue to pitch themselves as forces
for social change, they further displabee t r adi t i onal art house mode
for the culturally elite in favor ch model ofmulti-purpose servicproviders whose screening of
art films is secondary to other concerns.

Lest this view appear too rosy, there are skepticappetives on the ascension of the
nonprofit sector. Some see in recent decades
applies hegemonic business practices to the nonprofit ethos in order to compete with the for
profit sector. Critics argues thtlis undermines the potential for social good and inclugiloa (
tax dodges which inadvertently create other kinds of capital that ultimately feeds inequity rather
than addresses ity Theextreme growth of nonprofitsver the last decagevenas public and
private funding to the sector dipp&d hasled to more competition for furidg from fewer
sources of revenu@his explains new degrees lmfireaucratizatioand management
professionalization in theonprofit sector, harnessed to efforts to navigate complex tax policies
and maximize sources of inconWith this ingrained imbalance in place many nonprofits have

istarted expandisagdagplyingrbesingss pariciples ¢ nheiopeeatishs

301 The Revolution Will Not Be Fundegd. Incite! Women of Color Against Violence (Durham: Duke University

Press, 2017).

302 5ome estimates claim the US nonprofit sector grewsoyuch as 25% during the 2000s. Mirae Kim,
ACharacteristics of Civical | WNonprofigaadgveldntedt SectprrQoaftedp Ar t s O
no. 1 (2017): 1749.98.

3031bid., 176.
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Examples of this might include more benign forms like merchandizing, represented by things

like gift shops hawking Bhirts or coffee cups, or more serious allegations of mismanagement of
fundsor excessive salaries for executive officers. One speamiieplaint argues that nonprofits

have fallen too far into the Apatronage model
comprised mostly of the upperiddle class with expendable income, at the expense of the most
underserved and marginalized memberhefcommunity*®* Obviously art houses differ wildly

in the resources they have available for outreach and the needs of their communities; a one
screen art house in Montana cané6t Jmdlionexpected
dollar charitablenonprofit in Chicago. Art houses, which until recent years were virtually all for

profit, are also not likely the kind of institutions that the harshest critics of the nonprofit sector

have in mind when leveling their critiques. That said, as some a$igusw out of the ore

screen specialty cinema model, they have started to professionalize their operations in ways more
reminiscent otommerciabusineses Many have also made lofty public commitments to their
communities, so they now bear the respdhsitof following through as public service

providers. Not nearly enough scholarship has considered how nonprofit organizations strike a
balance, if they do, between market and civic functifShBiMaggioencapsulates this nicely

when he writesfi We  rioebettdr understand the nonprofit enterprise in the presentation and
exhibition of art forms that have in the past been largely commercial: Who are the pioneers, what
causes them to choose the nonprofit form, and

missions differ fromtheirfep r of i t ¢ ¢%As the mompefitizatsoR af arts houses is a

3Mi rae Kim, fABalancing Ciwi ofamMdnMarnket MPuUmaticmad:i okhsS
University, 2014); Doug BorwiclkBuilding Communities, Not Audiences: The Future of the Arts in the United
StateqWinstonSalem, North Carolina: Arts Engaged, 2012).

3%Kim, fiBalancing €ivoesand9 Mar ket Fun

3paul Di Maggio, fANonprofit Organizatihen &heiNengrdfit he | nt er
Sector: A Research Handbqadds. Walter W. Powell and & Richard Steinberg (London: Yale University Press:

2006), 454.
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relatively new trend, scholars and administrators are saddled with similar lingering questions:

How do art houses navigate the complex negotiations betiverrcivic and market functions

as nonprofits in a decidedly fprofit media marketplace? What are the tension points among

commercial, artistic, and civil mandates in this environment? Who or what is ultimately served

by this reorganization within thestor? While my following chapters address these questions

indirectly, itdés clear that more targeted res
The nonprofitization of art houses occurred due to financial pressures at a culturally

receptive time for servieeriented theatie While select theatres had transitioned to the

nonprofit form at least as far as back as the 1990s, this business model decision became a

verified trend within the industry thanks in large part to the founding of a small group of

administrators at the 8dance Film Festival just after the digital transition in the 2000s. My next

chapter, a deep dive into the Art House Convergence trade group, builds a focused picture of the

work art houses have done to rebrand themselves as more than movie theattieis sioird.



148

Chapter 4 | The House that AHC Built: Art House Convergence, Industry Work, and
Nonprofit Rebranding

AWhen it's | ate into the evening and you're t
e-mail, it's nice to knowhere are others out there who share the same paasiditevel of
commit ment to sus®aining the art house. 0
A March 2019Varietyarticle struck a longtanding nerve among art cinema operators.
Al nside I ndie Movie Theatresd Battle to Survi

off-mainstream theatres in the age of hdmsed entertainment and ey&bbing blockbustsr

The piece spotlights the closures of theatres like Cable Car Cinema in Providence, Rhode Island,
and Varsity Theatre, in Des Moines, lowa, as well as the herculean efforts of other cinemas to

stay afloat, as worrying signs of a slow, steady declinthfoart house theat?® Proprietors are

depicted in the article as industrious yet stresseddlt mi r acl e wor ker s who he
and fAwear many hatso to generate patronage. S
famous film charactert® draw crowds, or fundraisers to install new leather seats and improved

décor. Other small chains like Cinergy Entertainment Group have gone more commercial in step

with practices that mainstream multiplexes have integrated since the 1980s by investing i

leisure options well beyond film screenings, such as bowling alleys, escape rooms, and virtual

reality games. By its end the article evokes precarity and indicates gloom: operating art house
theatres comes with serious hurdles and question thadk&njoysuch venues while you can

before the marquee lights go off for good.

Jordana Meade, administrator of the Enzian Theatre in
Al | i &ihrcdeurnal InternationalApril 2011): 7074.

308 The National Association of Theatre Owners (NATO) counts theatres or chains with 75 screens or fewer as
Aindependent. 0 fiSmall 6 theatres, with between 1 and 4

2018. BrentLangand MattDonnd vy, Al nsi de | ndi e WVahetyaMarche26,2801Batt |l e t o St
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The article faced blowback from exhibitors fighting in the trenches. Leading the charge
was Art House Convergence (AHC), a consortium of independent exhibitors, distributors, and
theirinstitutional allies founded in 2008 to encourage networking aneppastice strategies
among North American art houses. Amidst a barrage of online complaints about-thdezhe
pessimism of the piece, AHC Managing Editor Alison Kozberg fired off an tgiter to
Variety, writing that while art houses face the same difficulties as many arts institutions, they are
doing Afar more thar®faday ks egritn gh dthsee d,i gshhtes s
places for mixednedia presentations, education opportunities, community outreach, arts
partnerships, and crossiltural dialogue at a time when social and political divisions strain
public discourse, underinn g t hat fAi ndependent cinemas that
and ambitious programming are thriving. o Rath
or suggest commercial strategies to compete with larger chains, her letter reinforces that
swcessful art houses -hifuasrtd ned tt hnee rbe lgyg etrr ycii nrgec uti a
articulates art houses through the prisms of cultural enlightenment and civic activism. Whereas
Varietytoutsthemas pl aces t o catchmbobssubeAHGr dufgne 1t &
Ascreenings that are indispensable invitation
oneds understanding of the wothathdverecellyt tr essed
doubkdaudience attendance, mifunds forrenovations, ensadprogramming quotas for
gender parity, orlaunegldle ducat i on i nitiatives, Kozbergbs | ¢
comments from independent exhibitors at odds With r i dobnys@ayg appraisal. Art houses
arendét dyicnlga mauree dc,r otwndey 6 r e 9 iwaypthayarietphadi vi ng i

clearly failed to mark with its biases toward Hollywood metrics of success.

S¥Al i son Kozber g, AritHouseGohvergenctMarch\2& 20il% t vy, 0
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AHCOGs r et uMaretyprmilitesyy ttaw t he groupds centr al
as more than mere $t@ons for cinephilia and distinctiénor simply as poor cousins to
Hol |l ywoodds megaplex networ k. Founded as an g
the Sundance Film Festival, AHC has steppedoutas-hfule dged associ ati on #c
advancing excellence and sustainability in commubigged, missiodriven media exhibition
€ [by defining] best practices for hundreds o
A me r PEAKC carries outhis mission through an annual conferen@atiiring dozens of
informational sessions, workshops, and networking events, as well as secondary conferences and
datadriven resources it makes available to members. Its annual conference in Midway, Utah,
desi gnedgamse ta thig3'ractd lympeoéle figures in film including historian
Leonard Maltin, former Academy of Motion Pictures Arts and Sciences President Cheryl Boone
Isaacs, and documentary filmmaker Michael Moore, not to mention a large number of sponsors,
vendors, and insiders independent production and distribution. AHC membership and press
coverage continue to expand as it helps art houses navigate new exhibition quandaries. By 2020
the AHC conference, billed yilmmaker Magazines fia cruci al voice on t
| a n d s had leallooned into a-day occasion with over 750 registrants, comprising
representatives from sing#ereen cinemas, art house chains, film festivals, museums,
microcinemas, university cinemas, distributors, buying groups, vendors, andcahtensy
wide range of stakeholders invested in the future of independent media. If the art house is dying,

nobody told AHC.

SV About Art House Convergence, 0 Art House Convergence.
3Josh Leake, fArt House Convergence 20 MaieMakeoNafcer ence P
25, 2016

S2Tom Hall, #2015 Thdd@erviewnar nihreg 2fOorldm Art House Convergenc
Putham Call§or New Di st r iFibnmakerdlagazgéglantiagyrdl, 2015
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Part support group for battfatigued exhibitors, part resource center for prospective art
house entrepreneurs, AHC is an important markeomething that had been formulating for
years in the independent exhibition sector: the neecoimdinatedstrategies to astart houses
for the newdigital century.As my previous chapters detail, Barbara Wilinsky writes of art
cinemas in wake of the 1948 ramounidecision as a necessary alternative to the mainstream
film industry. With a shortage of new films from major studios, whose divestitures of theatres
had thrown business into flux, small cinemas turned to reissu@sp®des, and especially foreign
films to fill their screens. In doing so these cinemas courted distinction from mass culture at a
time of emerging class realizations among American audiencesoubbtsvays of standing out
from the herd by participating in Alegitimize
for smaller exhibitors whose attention to dar
adult, intelligent films than thosepo d u c e d b y *3damiplenyemead a dide) interest in
European intellectualism and the academic study of film.
But as mylast chapter claimedrt houses operating since the digital transition and the
streaming revolution have had to rethink the ajspérat brought its twentietbentury forbearers
to life. AHC emerged just a year aftitre Hollywood industry released i¥gital Cinema
Initiatives specificationsneant to standardize the delivery and projection of digital films across
t he n attieo hhé group formead help shepherdmall, artfilm theatres through this
period ofhandwringing and selfreflection, producing a collective reckoning about the

traditional forprofit art house model based on cultural distinction, cinephilic disasjeri

repertory adventures, or prurient desireébe stuff of twentietkcentury art houses. Now roughly

313Wilinsky, Sure Seaterst.
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fifteen years after the adoption of di g% tal,
has installed itself at the vanguard of a reworked instdesgng one thing above all else:
nonprofitization. The majority of art houses have transitioned into this business structure in the
last twenty years to survive the precarity of the free market diagnoséakiepyd s art i cl e. T
migration has changehow art houses do business under the banner of specialty exhibition.
Whereas in postwar years they courted symbolic distinction generated by differentiation from
commerciakheatres within the exhibition market, art houses today largely pursue strategies
associated witkeontentdiversification, communitgonnectionsandpolitical activation In one
sense this might be a tacit acknowledgement o
Not able to compete with the consolidation of m&reeens within fewer theatres and associated
logics of grandeur and spectacle of corporate exhibition chains, art houses have responded by
contracting back into community as a distinct form of exhibition that eschews overt profit
motives altogether. In atfter sensé& H C vark torefasterart houses offersfaesh
understanding of small exhibitors as local resistance to mainstream exhibitioncculiays
vastly different from those represented by art houses in the postwar Bitoen.way, AHC has
clearly mised the profile of art houses within film cultuitemarks a concerted effort among a
league of changemakers and stakeholders to reimagine this exhibition form after decades of
precarity stretching back to the grindhouse turn among many in their ranks.

To account for this key organization within the storgigfital-ageart houses, this
chapter maps AHC as a discourse community predicated on an expanded definition of art houses
within the frame of nonprof it Vaietysdiggestghisonal i z a

work departs from the traditional role of trade groups for independent exhibitors. Rather than

S¥pavid Bordwell, fi2012 AHC Pandorads DigilmaAit, Box: Art
January 30, 2012.
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prioritizing governmental lobbyingr industrial negotiatingAHC directs its members inward
toward reflection abowdrt houses as missidattiven cultural centergroposinga variety of best
practices to achieve a spectrum of objectii@sappreciate these objectiveghin film-
historical contextwe need an idea of preceding organizations devoted to supgbgatges
other than the larg mainstream circuitg he first part of this chapter recounts such efforts,
hovering in particular over the Allied States Association (19286); the National Independent
Theatre Exhibitors Association (191985); and the International Society of Spdyi Film
Exhibitors and Distributors (199B999) . These examples provide a
efforts at redirectingurt housesiway from marketndustrial concerns and toward nonprofit and
arts administrative strategies. | then survey AHC itsel¢punting for its origins and basic
services as an organization before analyzing AHC discourse via its conference activities. |
conclude by setting AHC in the context of contemporary associations for independent exhibitors
and describing recent crisestihave threateneits longevity.
In analyzing the work of AHC and its annual conference | am drawing upon the work of
John Caldwell, who helped popularize the study of labor performed by industrial professionals
and tradespeople historically omitted from the purview of film stuéiesbottomup approach
to media productiobroughtc | ar ity to the everyday work and ¢
ground | evel 0 t hlagv elo nitmrd bsuttrei alo amatciroons fAup t
consumption. Caldwell focuses on cultures ofdouciion such as television networks, film
studios, and trade groups for equipment and technology specialists; this chapter apmicesdhis
tacticto AHC, an administrative body that gathers together professional stakeholders from a web
of otherwise unaffiated organizationsAHC conferences can be read as what Caldwell dubs

Aseammbedded deep texts, o described as Afor ms ¢
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professionals [thagtloulpél ¢@ efil muti awmlsil ¢ch agreel]doi it @1
designed to spur and stimulate ancillary discussion and eventual awareness in the public sphere

of t he c on suHowever, the selfefiexive labbr practices that Caldwell
documented didndét have t he samé@&HQdods.iTheiesal / cul
intellectual work going on within AHC to create a conceptual frame for how to make the art

house sector more fAcommon, O and this specifi
and her subsequent interviews point out, AHC $esuon the internal work of art houses to

fasten a distinct exhibition form, not as a subset of theatres that merely react to larger industrial
trends thatit has litttesayiAHC conf erences are fAcharged site:
ofthearthase i ndustry are proposed amadinedheommdned A i |
future or c ¢fiTthegouphad a paticalar eammonduture in mind for art

housed a nonprofit model based aliversification,community,and activisnd which ges

formed and tweaked among its administrators in AHC spalesther trade group for

independent exhibitors has been able to approach the sustaide@thrindustrial reflexivity

that AHC has managed over the last fifteen years.

Before going too farahead,i i s worth recalling how to thi
exhibitors to sharpen the relation between dominant Hollywood studios and the smaller theatres
operating alongsidd.o return to a clarification from my introductory chapiaedependent
theatres are not synonymous with art houses.
houses are understood as venues catering to audience interest in films deemed of artistic merit in

exhibitory contexts favoring intellectual engagetarer spectackescapism. This designation

3John Caldwell, ACultures of Production: Study-ing I|Indu
Di s c | ™Medeaindustides: History, Theory, Methoelds. Jennifer Holt and Alisa Perren (WiHBlackwell,

Oxford, 209): 203.

316 | pid.
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has nothing to do with whether a theatre is perceiveadependenthoweverThen and now,
independence among exhibitoraisomplex concept that shifts over time according to the
contours of industry and culte. The periods before and after tharamountdecision in the late
1940s produced different articulations of independent the#trebapter2 | discussed the
dominance of major Hollywood studios and their theatre holdings prior to thePEdfount
case. Studieowned or affiliated theatres operated in the best urban markets but comprised a
mere 15% of all theatres in the country. Those theatres unaffiliated with major studiosecould
construed as independent given the industrial context of theTimase lines were not always
stark, however. Some of the largest unaffiliated cheamsainechundreds of theatres and
enjoyed bargaining clout more akin to the Big 5 studios than with smaller unaffiliated theatres.
Still other chains dominated particulagagraphical zones at the expense of smaller exhibitors.
After studios began divesting themselves of their theatres, however, the notion of an
independent theatre became murkier. It was no longer a matter of ownership under or affiliation
with one of the B) Five. Major studios sold their theatre holdings to successor corporations that
themselves were subject to specific divestiture orders passed down by the Department of Justice.
For example, National General Corp., the successor to the theatres owneerigth Century
Fox, operated 549 theatres in 1951 when its consent decree was finalized. By 1957, when its
specific divestitures had rolled through the courts, it owned just'32te these successor
theatres, or the surviving theatres subsequently sold off by successors, automatically considered
findependertstrictly on the basis of separation from the Big Five? Trade discofitse time
suggests widespread ambiguity about lowesignate independent from Riodependent

theatres in the wake &aramountScreen count and industrial clout for securing positive

3"Mi chael Conant, #AThe Pa rlawand@ontenpaaryrPokladd,Re 4 @utwsnn der ed, 0

1981): 102.
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licensing terms seemed to be the broad criteria for drawing the line, but again, this lacked

uniformity. Theatres desmgting themselves as art houses were more likely to adopt the

independent monikgrartly for reasons of discursive differentiation from mainstream cdltare

shrewd business decision to take in the 19B0s the vast majority of theatres belonging to the

trade organizations featured in thisapterbefore AHC) were more likely to be small or mid

sized theatre chains whose moderate screen count or indinflwehceformed an impression

of economiamarginalization These conditions necessitated trade miggdions whose lobbying

efforts could work against the most restrictive policies favoring more dominant exhibitor chains.
Whatever the exacontours i n t he 1940s the majority of

classified as Ai ndepemdanthad deenr disryg tteana$ ad kt

weakest and | east prof it abPPaingptolessthanfavarabien t he

trade conditions imposed by the major distributors and largely ignored by antitrust regulators.

These practicescluded blockbooking (in which studios sold several films as a unit to

exhibitors, forcing theatres that desired one particulagfilmually a star vehicte to purchase

several others usually lowergrade produ@ as a bundle); blindbidding @ tactic requing

theatre owners to place bids on films upfront before seeing them, in effect guaranteeing that

theatres took on more financial risk); and other polidteEsadstrong theatre owners or regional

trade group reps organiteffshoots of trade associatiomsarder to advocate for changes

these conditions. By sheer numbers alone (over 75% of theatres in the country were

Aunaffiliatedo), i ndependent exhibitors could

branch of the US Department of Justice, aad been doing so since the 1920s, when the first of

the independent exhibitor trade groups formed. These organizations fought against cumbersome

318 SchatzBoom and Bustl8.
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licensing conditions, lopsided percentage shares on film rentals, convoluted contracts passed
down from distrilutors, and other practices that the studios used to maintain an advantage over
exhibitors.Such independent trade groups considered themselves part of the film iraistry
alsoopposednajor studios and larger theatre circuits thiatatal licensing terms.

It's hard to say what level of involvement the postwar art house had with trade
organizations devoted to independent exhibitors. Trade coverage of these associations tend to
feature representatives from regional affiliates rathertrdanivi dual t heatres. Wi
omits this question; in fact she does not clearly distinguish between art houses and independent
exhibitors at all, casting them as one collective in opposition to a dominant exhibition culture.
Thus it remains uncleaf the singlescreercinemasat the heart of the postwar art house
movement were actively involved in the trade efforts of large associations, or if those efforts
were chiefly the domain of larger exhibitor chains that did not specialize in artfaoeisehis is
an area for furtherresearade can recall that Wilinskybds stud
New York and Chicago markétshe prime markets for theatres, in other words, and not
representative of the conditions for art houses in more avgak that may have more need of
national organizations for independent exhibitors. What will become clearer, though, is that
AHC differs from these foundational trade groups in that its main goal is to promate the
housesector in particular a&s new nprofit iterationrather tharadvocating fochanges to rental

contracts foindependenéxhibitors writ large.

4.1 Industry Advocacy among Independent Exhibitor Organizations
AHC is notthe first organized attempt at serving the interests of art houses or

independent exhibitorg&\ssociations representing independent theatrical exhibitors have existed
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almost as long as theatrical exhibition itself. One of the earliest trade gnahpsveinwas the
Allied States Association (ASA), a consortium of theatres founded in 1923 by frustrated
members of the Motion Picture Theatre Owners of America (MPTOA), the group formed in
1920 to work against Famous Playerea s ky Cor p . 6 amoyn pobticy of acguiriige P ar
theatres. In response to the formation of ASA, MPTOA, wanting to preserve its numbers,
committed anew to serving the interests of independent exhibitors in 1926, at which point ASA
was reabsorbed back into its parent organimatio But t he reuni on didndt |
changes in distribution and exhibition norms precipitated during this period, many of them
detrimental to the i nde pbeaokidgeamforced artiitration, and r , i nc
what was regarded as anwieldly standard exhibition contract, plus the continued invasion into
exhibition by the producett i s t r i*Bludarty 1929 ABA, deciding once and for all that
MPTOAGs close ties to major studios @opnstitut
broke away from the main body, formed a board of officers, and began to woo smaller
assemblies of exhibitors back into a reformed association. By 1932 the organization counted
more than 6,000 theatres across 36 states, and it wasted no time adyocattigr industrial
conditions for independents, most notably changes to the standard exhibition contract and many
ot her events fApreliminary to the fil iblocg of th
booking bill s i n oGomigtrmeesnst, oi tsoh ogwoi ntgo ibtast cagai n
trade pfactices. 0

Trade journal coverage details conversations at national ASA conventionsngfileet
associationds resi st anAttke 1948 ASAadnferente; spemkerst r ad e

debated the merits of boycotting films contracted out with highly unfavorable percentage

S A Refresher Cour s eBoxoffice @dtobar 21d1963:t7at es Assodn, O
320 pid.
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arrangements (the revenue divided between distributor and exhibitor), arguing that these deals
unfairly hurt smaller theatres with lower seating capacifieldeated dicussions about block
selling to small theaters, competitive bidding problems, and film print availabilities also
characterized ASA gatheringBhese meetings wefieequented by executives from major
studioslike TwentiethCenturyFox, RKO, MGM, and Paranumt, suggesting that independent
trade groups like ASA were formidable entities whose concerns mattered (to a degree) to the
majorindustrialplayers3?2 Once the slownoving and disruptive effects of tiRaramount
decree began to take hold in the 19504, eéspecially once television and changing leisure habits
among middleclass Americans manifested, the different exhibitor groups in the United States
began to see the logic behind setting aside policy quarrels in the name of uniting for a common
good. Afte years of tense negotiations, in 1966 ASA decided to merge with the Theatre Owners
of America (the association that years ago had formed out of the remnants of the MPTOA) to
create the National Association of Theatre Owners (NATO), making it the one major
organization representing both studiffiliated and independent cinemas in the country. While
NATO installed an ASA figure, former chairman Marshall Fine, as its first president,
independent exhibitors were now without their own advocacy group forghéfe since 1923.
Only a decade later a new body of theatre owners emerged to supplement (and in many
cases challenge) the work carried out by NATO on behalf of independent exhibiters.
National Independent Theatre Exhibitors Association (NITEn&m in September 1975, a mere
three months after the releaselafvs(dir. Steven Spielberg, 1975) and the heightened
distributorexhibitor tensions that followed in the blockbuster era of saturated release patterns

and mul tipl ex e x-lvedbun had prafaund NripdctE dnsexhibitioo in the

2l1James Jeraul d,
%2James Jeraul d,

Al lied to Go AlBoxoff@eeiDecember 4F19488t Agai nst

fi
fi Al |IBoxeffice Gcidogrtvt1850:B.or ced Deal s, 0
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United States, anitk actions were covered extensively in industrial trade magazines. The

association emerged out of exasperation among independent tveagrswho felt that NATO,

represenhbgt he maj ority of the countryds moests e scr e

or, worse, conspiring with the studios to maximize profits at the expense of smaller exhibitors.

NITE was comprised of modest circuits numbering between 5 and 50 theatres and formed out of

a consolidation of two regional exhibition groups from Cafifa and the American South

amounting to around 700 members. Throughout thel@Ds, thanks to the efforts of Tom

Patterson, NI TEGs first presi deHevelexhiblian gr oup

assemblies, casting itself as nationalgesiance t o fAabuseso aNthin nst i n

a few years NITE emerged as a legitimate foil to its NATO brethren. Many disaffected theatres

either | eft NATO for NITE or acquired dual me

such disaffected r oups wi | | be conte¥®t to go on flying
The most pressing concern for NITE were the practices of blind bidding and splitting.

Blind bidding, as mentioned, was one strategy for studios and distributors to secure an advantage

over terms of filmexhibition. To counter thjexhibitors had long practiced splitting, in which

theatres in a given zone agree Istrdttheatedaland whi

run, thus avoiding bidding wars with one another that would drive up liceosstg. Exhibitors

would often Asplito films between each ot her

theoretically helped all exhibitors, in reality splitting benefitted larger chains over independent

theatresbecause si nce t hey n o telagamsy@e andtheerdlargeotheatresmp e

merely had to ensure that their bids could compete against their smaller colleagues who had

2 Coul d NI TE S wariety, Betwual &3] 19?7703.
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f ewer r &4dndapendeatexhibitors had been filing lawsuits against splitting since the
1960s, arguing that it efféeely froze them out of fair chances at acquiring fitgt features.

But the Department of Justice had showed little interest in prosecuting such practices,
prioritizing the economic welbeing of large theatrical chains over independent exhibitors.

Thatall changed in the mid970sfi NI TE6 s mi ssion, according t
concentrate principally on trade pr a®andces on
its main efforts consisted in lobbying the DOJ to investigate blind biddidgglriting.

Reporting on the groupébés actions after one ye
Senate Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly; its hiring of a Washington D.C. law firm to

help with the legalese of antitrust cases; and its persoundlrgpof DOJ brass whose support
Patterson thought hi gRPNTEgasne duuabainst bothélinch i bi t or 6
bidding and splitting as they existed, but its hope was not necessarily to end splitting (unless

blind bidding also was eliminated) so much as to secure a more equal playing field with the

larger chains who benefited mdsim it.32” Patterson hoped that by coaxing the DOJ to

investigate splitting, it would open the door to further antitrust prosecutions against trade abuses

by distributors and | arger <chains. NI TE66s att
worked, and by 1977 the DOJ reversed its previous findings that splitting did not per se

constitute an antitrust violation. Lawsuits against exhibitors proceeded, and after a parade of

court cases and appeals, splitting as a practice was effectively bant@@boyBut much to

Deron Overpeck, fASplitsville: Independent Exhibitors
19751 9 8 Bilm dlistory 26, no. 1 (2014): 140.

A PatterSmal IAskxshi b iBoxofficesJuly 26, 1976,4.t e , o

6 bi d, fAPatterson Asks. o0

27" Patterson] was aware that a complete ban [on splitt
them; even if the members of his organization felt largely excluded from splitting agreements, in theory at least they
could join them. Asisch, he stressed that his organization objected to splitting only in the context of other trade
abuses. 0 Srsgitsvilly é44p e c k
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Patter sonds efdreogtinuation of ihvasggations mte idnproper trade practices
amongst distributors never materialized. The
cases against spl ilyasil9wgPadersondbeggnevareingfebow theathes e ar
owners against inviting government scrutiny of exhibitor practices, even those of largsr chain
whose actions Patterson wanted to spotlight in the first ptéce.

It became clear that NITE and NATO neetlednite for their mutual benefit. An
amalgamation of the two groups had been in the air since at leasbli®dfter its lobbying
efforts backfired, NI TEG6 S mo me-spitingicammignan or g a
had irritated NATO, though #latter group also saw strength in numbers and made itself
available to a merger. In February 1980 Patterson and NITE leadership convened a meeting to
vote on dissolving the group and merging with
NATOfortheggod of exhi bition in particul®Thisand the
merger appeared likely, but the rival groups could not agree on the terms by which NATO would
absorb its independent sibling. Patterson resigned from NITE when the mertgeoteih,
leaving Robert Hutte in charge of the beleaguered association, whose only action appears to have
been aBoxofficeeditorial in 1983 bemoaning the usual crimes against independent theatres and
promising fian intensivactampaiggisbatnhnbnoduace
at i ssues such as Apurchasing procedures and

rat i ng s Ehegse effertmneder got off the ground, and NITE dissolved in thel 880s,

328 |pid, 145.
S2°ANI TE proposes pla
S0Robert Hutteyr AaNFT
1981: 2930.

rBoxbffice Feleruary ¢, 1980: 1. h NATO, 0o
Bhetal kmal | t he atBoxeficeltivanp. 3gMarcitlp Congr
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si gnal i n cttetnt to protéct the weakesmembers of its industry, NITE merely

managed to reinforce ho¥W vulnerable they real
NITE represented the last trade group positioned to substantially protest against trade

policies at odds with thearamountdecreelts dissipation left a vacuum only partially filled by

NATO, where many NITE members eventually migrated. There was, however, one final attempt

at organizing movers and shakers in the small exhibitor business before AHC: ISSFED, or the

International Socigtof Specialty Film Exhibitors and Distributors. As this group did not last

long and trade journal records are sparse, little is known about it. It was conceived in 1998 by

Brenda Benthien, a film festival organizer and scholar based in Michigan, anGC&liss,

operator of the Michigan Theatre in Ann Arbor and the future founder of AHC. Designed to

include theatre owners, distributors, festival organizers, archivists, and figures from niche areas

like silent and documentary films, ISSFED was afirstapget At o dr aw t oget her

branches of the specialty film industryo thro

newsletters3? The timing for ISSFED was advantageous: the boom in specialty distributors

during the 1990s spurred the need foma film infrastructure in distribution and exhibition.

Theatre proprietors like Bill Coppard of The Little Theatre in Rochestér hped that the

group would steer organizations like his through this new terrain, noting that mainstream screens

were increasingly acquiring films with lucrative crossover appeal with specialty houses.

Exclusive firstruns for art houses were fast disagmireg, caught up in the blurred boundaries

between art fare and films for mass consumption that characterised industry trends like

Indiewood. Other causes that ISSFED vowed to address were strengthening ties between US

331 OverpeckfiSplitsville, d52.
¥2Mel i ssa Morrison, 006l BExBMcElsd5; no.RArAprihlyg 1099c16263. 61 ndi e 6, 0
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theatres and distributors of foreifjiims and lobbying efforts to raise the public profile of
specialty films and their venué¥

On paper ISSFED represented a departure from groups like NITE in that it sought to
unite exhibitors with distributors to produce best practice management-foe-ground art
house proprietors, not to lobby the government or advocate for better business terms. While
some prospective members welcomed the chance to carve out space for themselves away from
themegalex-centric ShoWest conference (the trade showcamderence put on by NATO,
since renamed CinemaCon), others worried that trying to satisfy so many different interests of
the art film market was easier said than done. Indeed all of these conversations and possibilities
came to naught. Though board mensbawnvened ispring 1999 to plan for an inaugural
national conference, ISSFED never came to fruition for reasons that remain unclear. But the
prospect of a national organi zat ismind.Nealy t he
ten years latehe would have another chance to realize the potential contained in ISSFED.

The Allied States Association began foundational advocacy work for independent
exhibitors caught up in disadvantageous environments é?@r@mountdecree America. NITE
emergediecades later to affect industrial policy changes at a precarious time for small exhibitors
when large studios were adjusting to conglomeration and the terrain of blockbuster Hollywood.
ISSFED articulated the possible contours for a group of specialitiitors and distributors
during the rise of boutique studio divisions devoted to niche audience interests in artistic
mainstream film. AHC, as we will see, carried thavision of ISSFED by coordinatg theatres
through the digital transition and develogpthe camaraderie and resoust®aring to rebrand the

art house into aewcultural institution

333 bid.
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4.2 AHC: Origins and Overview
Far from the disgruntled offshoot of a gristing industry group, AHC grew from an

independenminded filmfestival. In 2006 the Sundance Film Festival launched Art House

Project, a smal/l gathering of art house exhib
youo from Sundance to smaller exhibitors for
eent, in the festival host city of Park City,

its reach into theatrical exhibition outside of the festival cirfdiRepresentatives from 12
theatres gathered to discuss issues facing art house cinemas, including the imminent transition to
digital projection. Among the original conference attendees was Collins, whose first attempt at a
professional society for Americanr t houses, | SSFED, as webve se:
With the organizati onal backing of Sundance,
successful enough to warrant a second installment the next year. After seeing the successive
growth of At House Project across two years, Collins and the small group of exhibitors who had
stayed in touch since that first meeting in Park City seized the chance to once again start an
associatioror art house cinemas.

Officially housed under the Michigan Taiee Foundation as a t&xempt corporate
charity, Art House Convergence, as Collins and its founding board renamed the group, held its
first conference in 2008, welcoming 25 attendees to a basement room in the Peery Hotel in Salt

Lake City33> From its begnning AHC has espoused a mission that departs from prior trade

334 AHC emerged pmarily because the Sundance Institute, coming off itsa2fhiversary, wanted to develop a

partnership with art house cinemas around the country as a means of extending its reach into the exhibition sector.

See Sar alReiSn wmenvetlilgatii ng Art House ExThePoojettarl® no2i n an Er a
(2018), online.

3%Russ Collins, quoted in Jeff Berg, fCGbhCoomenty Theatre
January 30, 2013
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groups whose major mandate was to | obby for t
eschewed the usual formal nomenclature of trade gdonpsssociationfederation guild, or

socidy here in favor of the hotopic convergencea term suggesting the intertwined interests

of disparate quadrants of independent culture and/ecamorate exhibition that AHC would

bring together. AHC began as informal discussions and networking opportui es fit o get
one another and share our successes, our challenges, our anxieties, and, most importantly, our
hopes anbuitgaickipngainad formal tractioasa cache of exhibitors around the

US interested in art house management. 2@0%erence attendance numbers rose to 75

del egates when it was then fdeci de®inohat t he
bigger event and expanded into multiple days at a larger vari& moved 30 minutes down

the road from Park City to a sthakiing town named Midway where the conference has been

held in the spacious Homestead Resort ever since. The 2010 conference welcomed 125 guests

and for the first time counted naxhibitor allies such as distributors, bookers, vendors, and

other indugty professionals among their raidka true convergence of separate stakeholders in

the exhibition marketplace. Attendance and organizational contours of the conference continued

to expand. ABYy 2012, the Art Housaystbennver genc
Managing Director Barbara Twist, who recall s
online*abrumat yearods assembly. The 2013 edit
American Art Houseo0O even as t heortbefirstfitime ence we
(Euro trade group counterpart Europa CinemBg)this time AHC was undertaking more

substantive reflectionf art houses as a particular kind of film institution with the need for new

¥Barbara Twist, AArt House Boaoffivedangaey 72017 The First Ten
%Collins in Berg, ACommunity Theatres. o
338 Twist, fiThe First Ten Years
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cultural logics in the face of hegemonic mainstreaacfices. Art houses had good cause to rally
around each other in 2013; AHC members had ma
and aesthetic ramifications of theindustry de mi gr ati on t o #5014 DCP di
saw the conference addri Festival Alliance, a nonprofit organization for festival organizers,
into the AHC conference schedule to collaborate on session panels about festival operations. By
2015 over 500 participants attended the AHC conferéhaasequent years sadditional
partnerships and programs emerge to foment the networking and reslaricgy potentials of
the association. Conference attendance increased to 750 in 2020.

Setting asidehe central quality of the annual conferefmea momentAHC connects
and supports art houses throughout the calendar yetdineénways Since 2013 AHC has
sponsored one or two regional seminars each year (usually during the summer) at select theatres
across the USThese smaller conferences, designed to increase outrethctséowho cannot
attend the January event, essentially mirror what goes on in Midway, though on a more intimate
scale that weaves in physical tours of host art houses or nearby film attractions. In 2016 AHC
al so |l aunched Arthedihepps e 6Fhaatswer DayWaR@cor d St
occasion for communities to celebrate their local art houses. Participating theatres, numbering
between 15€200 every year, offer moviegoers a small slate of specially arranged prerelease or
repertory screenings fropartner distributors that reflect the diversity of art house programming.
In the name of further connection, AHC also maintains a Visiting Members Program, a
reciprocal membership arrangement among art houses that offers art house employees discounts

andadvertising opportunities at other participating theatres.

339 |bjid.
Katie Rife, fAArt House Th ePathey Swopradin Fabiicl & CKilgAugust | t We i r
30, 2019
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But the mostactive element of the associatiband a repository for much of its
discours@ is its membedriven Google Grouporum. Numbering around 2,000 subscribers and
overseen by volunteer modé¢ors, thdorum has become a highly trafficked channel for
everyday questions and comments about art house theatres, distributor pitciredystind
news Given the decentralized nature of the art
best tobfor rapid informationsharing and discussions. Often the forum receives questions from
prospective or new art house operators seeking out expertise. At other times veteran exhibitors
get into debates about best practices for programming or managenieiespbi November
2018, for instance, subscribers argued over the merits of a proposed Bernardo Bertolucci
retrospective, an event deemed controversi al
provocative directorial method&! Quainter conversmns have involved hiveninding the best
equipment and methods for popping popcfmr how to keep oscreen advertisements before
shows local and tasteftfl® From a research standpoint, the Google Group is an invaluable
resource because it makes avaagahe everyday conversations of independently managed
theatres, niche distributors, festival organizers, technology vendors, and others in the exhibition
businesd a cache of Geanhbdended €l dd st efixsteursi| acti vityo de.
While | weave tkese componentsf AHC into this chapter, my primary interest is its
annual conference, a flagship event that has grown to resemble those of most large trade
associations in that it constitutes the one chance fpeiigon professional development,
knowledge-sharing, and networkinguilding among members. Researchers of trade shows for

corporate entertainment companies have descri

“liBernardo Ber t oilPUceais eRatersqpsomedc, toi vAeeHC Googl e Group t hre
fPopcorn, once ag athnreaddNovA29,Q01&oogl e Group
Hhosmcreen ads, 0 AHC Google Group thread, Jan. 8, 2014.
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consensugorming gatherings; as group selfe f | e ct i o n ;-praesssomabletwarkings o c i o
riti#ahsaea Abuil d momedifuwm damdusdtr yagpd mdyeegsd . AF
though not devoted to production, is no different.Taglor Chang, Head Programmer of the
Doris Duke Theatre in Honolulu, Hawaiginforced, the AH& onf er enceds main fe
pedagogical: ABy defining the field, creating
practices, the educational components of the conference strengthen efforts to sustain art house
cinemas of various sizes,opérat g st ruct ur es, and 3 Noteagprtha mmi ng
within Changés description is the organizatio
house industry even as she signals the range of differenttessr ranks AHC seeks to
embroider cerin practices and goals while celebrating the multiple iterations of art hbases
includedowntown relic cinemas, universigffiliated media labs, and art house chains

At the conference, dugmying delegates choose from dozens of sessions (over 50 in
2020) with sessions split betwearh a t 6 sTopicson tterrds in art houses and refresher
presentations for the budding exhibitbhe number and names of conference tracks have
changed often, but as an example, at the 2016 conference, an occasion | was able to attend, AHC
organized the following categories for its sessionsArt House 101, Adesigne

theatre operatoyso ; Best Practices, ai miamlgdeas for diffggento vi d e

topics, 0; New | deas, citing how Ainnovation a
exhibitoro; Audience Devel opmentrowsbldec ause fas
exhibitors are | ooking to draw in the next ge
3%John Caldwell, quoted in Charles Acland, fiConsumer EI
I nf r ast rSigeat Toaffieedso Lisa Parks and Nicole Staroské(University of Illinois, 2015): 254.

3%Acl and, fAiConsumer Electronics, o0 255.

#6Tayl our Chang, #ACuratords Notes: How Aruaryl8iaWi8Bses Can W
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focused on fia range of i s ees%ihalh7wdHE dpeategh er s p e
its Atrack systemo wi tudingkt@ueation,Mograanmingglnget ed | a
Festival Alliance, Marketing, Development, Operations, and Alliance for Action (formally added
in 2019 as a track afiEquityobenngr | abiedddtdonft®@l roak e
an expanded slate wforkshops, panel&eynote events, plenary sessicamsd brealoff groups

These concernsan largely bgroupedunderbest practices in art house manage®ent
the internal workings of maintaining, growing, and serving community consumers in a mission
driven bugness modelTh e gr oup 6 s madepisia wideeaching commitenant to
film culture yet stresses the civeentric role of art houses:

Art House Convergence (AHC) is an association dedicated to advancing excellence and
sustainability in communitpased, missicdriven media exhibition. Each year our

annual conference, regional seminars, and programs provide networking opportunities,
educational resources, and define best practices for hundreds of theaters and festivals
located throughout North Amiea. Collectively, our constituents host over 20 million
audience members annually. We exhibit film for the cultural enrichment of our
communities and expand the audiences for specialty cinema in North America. We count
art house cinemas, independent thegtmuseums, educational institutions, film

societies, microcinemas, and film festivals as our key constitéf€nts.

What stands out here is the |l ack of wvocabul ar
or fAl obbying, 0 keywords that would suggest a
Boxofficeinterviewerin January 2020 about the state of art heua#f@r an eventful 2019 with

several industic hangi ng HKicezakddrign ersegionf or c etdtentettby gr oup 6 s
describing AHC in terms removed from the commercially tinged concerns of theatres:

Today fAthe industryo ueraes,lahdwhildtbesimopact dfthese api@d i a ¢
is undeniable, art house cinemas do more than react to streaming, mergers, and Bawehises

build relationships that center cinematic art and audience experience. On the precipice of 2020,

we have to think abauhese relationships with filmgoers, distributors, funders, and each other,

and how we can collectively nurture a love for cinema. Art houses are spaces to gather, share,

teach, and learn and not just receptacles for indugttg decision$*®

3472016Art House Convergencennual Conferenceooklet.
[ About Art House Convergence, 0 Art House Convergence
Al i son Kozber g,Booffite 3asuarg 16, 2020.i ven, 0
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K o z b ephrasidghere again makes clear that AHC sees itself differently than the trade groups
that came before it. Rather than protesting anticompetitive behavior, AHC adopts an internal
orientationfocused on best practice nonprofit managenfenrner trade grages tried to carve
out space for independent cinemas within larger commercial exhibition culture (NITE viewed
itself as a necessary companion to NATO, for exampldlC positionsitself apartfrom
hegemonic industrial practices. As a result the group hedueed ability to formalize
campaigns against rental contract disputes or other padisgesnified exhibitor sectott also
lacks the industrial clout of larger established associations for theatrical exhibitors, notably
NATO, which today representsaaind 65,000 screens across the diorhis selfpositioning
sharpens the AHC case for differentiation of art houses from the mainstream.

| do notmean to suggest that AHC is aloof from industrial matters or considers art houses
as immune from larger exhibitorissu€sl ear | y t hils2014AH®joined NAEO c as e.
representatives in testifying before the Small Business Administration ane plaetment of
Justice in Washington, D.Gbout hearing and visually impaired accessibility issues. That same
yearAHC released an open letter to Sony in support of releasing the controversieth&im
Interview(dirs. Seth Rogan and Even Goldberg, 20thich was mired in a hacking scandal
involving North Korea. Even though the raunchy James Franco/Seth Rogan satire of dictator
Kim Jong Un wasnot an obvious hill for art ho
on free speech grounds and madkdito the art house tradition of screening films deemed
politically controversial. AHC is also keenly aware of the challenges facing exhibitors in the
digital century.n its earliest yearse group heldonversationshatgrappledwith the financial
prearity and technological hurdles presented by H2elinch combinationf digital projection

and the Great Recession of 2008. One 2iifferencss e s si on was titl ed AHow
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Economic Downt owno athedrowang ankidtyeand cdrdioo absuehdw o n i

art houses should respond to the impending conversion franillgdheter to DCI digital

c i n e®Bxhilditors everywhere were expected to transition to digital technologies by the end

of 2012 and this stress produced a swath of conferectogty to help members navigate the

operational nuances of the moBaxofficeeditor Phil Contrinpwho attended the January

conference that year, wrote thafiiwi | | surely be | ooked upon as &

art houseo for the many worried discussions o

upcoming switchby the end of the yedr! With the rise of cable television, DVDs, and

streaming, this @anization confronts a starkly different terrain for movie theatres than met the

organi zers of | ast ,aneginhbsuespoddedinkincade associ ati o
The rest of this chapter reveals #ieds ofconversation®&HC holdsthrough its annual

confeeencedo promote a rebranded art hogsared around the professionalization of nonprofit

administration and the galvanization of grassroots energy necessary to maintain their venues. A

quick note: AHC dichot maintain pre2016 conference schedules. Thieas also been dramatic

turnover in the leadership levels of AHC in recent years, as we will see later in this chapter,

which impeded my access to information. Where possible | pieced together conference activity

before 2016 via secondary sources, tradenjgiconference reports, and other materikte full

descriptions of all conference sessions mentioned below are gathered in Appendix One.

4.3 Getting to Work: Professionalization, Data Analytics, and Art House Tales
A glance at some of theessions from the 2020 AHC conference reveals titles such as

i Al most) Everything You Wanted to Know About

BOT wi st AThe First Ten Years. o
Blphi | Contrino, Boxbffice Mddch 2002: 19u mmi t , O
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Rel ationships with Press and Media, 0; and ATh
Camp ai g ryrepresehtativé fronts conferences since 28lthese titles suggest the added

work going on at art houses beyond selling tickets and poptand ay 6 s art house b
manager is increasingly likely to be a numbrincher with a degree in arts managete

business administration, a background suited to running an enterprise dependent on grant

writing, community outreach, event management, membership drives, and philanthropic

solicitations. This aligns with thehift to nonprofitizatiorand the need faobust development,

marketing, and other administrative departmam®ng arts institutions over the course of the

twentieth century. Until roughly the 1960s, arts managers largely adhered to an impresarial form

of management , Aa itoralsticauthbrityacharistna,afdi ned tr ad
entrepreneurial shipo in the shape of a person
commanding and flamboyant style that was tooled to flatter the wealthy and tyrannize

subordinates, but [who] relatedtopebe on a per s on af?Thistraddtionsli d ual i
Ashowmano role gradually fel/l out of dominanc
who relied on different skill sets. As part of their-exempt standing, nonprofits operate end

the watch of agencies and interest groups keeping tabs on their financial health, sources of

income, and social contributions to target demographics. The National Endowment for the Arts
(NEA), founded in 1965, and other federal agencies in the US uteddstructured systems of

grants and support for the arts that added to the need for formal accountability. Institutions and
artists needed the knelow to navigate the sea of tax structure bureaucratization, grant

applications, and legal or regulatorydes. With the rise of the administrative style of arts

2Ri chard A. Pet er sodmsAdninktrammFoimal pecaustability imNonprofit Cultural
Or g ani z aMonpofit Entetprise in the Arted. Paul J. DiMaggio (New York: Oxford University Press,
1986): 162.
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management came the need for strategies for how to thrive as nanpitbfiecducated experts
and expanded professional st&ffwhich led to a number of nestandard practices and
programsobAnkegbdbhef ieExpert ma nApeofit eomperationstper sonne
nonprofits; the rise of RAservice associations
proliferation of arts administration graduate programs in business schools; and the emergence of
scholarly publications devoted to professionalizing arts managériditese developments
contributed to an evolution of the arts managerfigarek n | i ke hi s I mpresari al
whose style was based on flattering and cajoling the affluent elite ddwhinating performers
and employees by an autocratic imposition of his will, the successful arts administrator relies on
the ability to apply eveiandedly technical knowledge to obtain the best possible results for the
arts organization and all interestt  p a®°t i es . 0

The expanded nature of art housesn mere exhibitor to community resource and media
arts hulnecessitates newer job rolbsit oversee a variety of practicé4any art houses today
staff administrative positions unlikely to have existedrty years ago. These roles demand a
range of bureaucratic, managerial, organizational, and artistic skills to aid in the smooth
functioning of businesses with multiple possible income streams and community obligations.
Take the Film Streams theatre in @ma, Nebraska, which at time of writing staffs the following
positions: Executive Director, Community Engagement Manager, Membership Coordinator,
Office Manager, Finance Manager, Marketing Assistant, Communications Manager, Event

Manager, Artistic DirectgrDevelopment Manager, and an Education Coordinator, not to

3Mi chael Haber , i IPhofits: FoerModals Breiaking fsomthaléhr of i t I ndustri al
University of Miami Law Revie®3, no. 3 (2019): 870.

““peterson, AFr o7l mpresario, o 176

355 |bid., 166.
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mention the projection, general managers, and theatre house staff. While this is a loaded
example, it is not uncharacteristibp websites of other art houses reveal the same thing.

Respondingd this new administrativeeality, AHC sets out to educate its delegates on
contemporary art house duties and to professionalize their prattiees 6 s t ake t he 201
2018 conferences as exampledn the first year @ession led by nonprofit aqdhilanthropic
experts titled AHow to Get the Money: Fundr ai
course in how to raise money successfully from foundations, corporamhsdividuals [by
reviewing] fundraising sréends$rame gbuat eheas e
di scuss different community outreach Thgaproach
sameyeaal so featured the fAAre You Covered?: Ri s k

|l ed theat er o pleensive dive iato vehat rists yduanaynbp exposed to and how

you can prepare for them, whether it's material, personnel cddatmé [ speci fi cal ly
focusing] on situations when you need insuran
Another sessinfrom the 2017 conference A Maxi mi ze | mpact with Paid

Mediad0 addressed how to Aattract new audience me

buzzwords, Google AdWords, and sponsored posts on Twitdth at i s Your: Br and
Mai ntaining a Cohesive Brando delved into one
running art housést he | mportance of HAcreating a platinu

b u d gTne 2018 conference echoed this concern with administrative erxaead
ADemystifying Member ships: How to Build Stron
houses can Acapitalize on the relationship as

numbers and benefitawhileA Theat re Rental s: thkekeUGbygO, of her Ba

3%6 The following panel titles and desgfions were supplied via database by AHC Events and Operations Manager
Mackenzie Peecook in September 2020. These are included in Appendix One.
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for theatres wanting to rent their venues out to community members and the contractual or

practical issues around thatHC panelsencompass everything from technical expertise of

digital projection systems to the nuances of d¢realid processing tihe paind but ultimate

beneftd of securing a | iquor | icense for oneds th
In step withits broadefforts to professionalize nonprofit art house management, a core

part of AHC laboiinvolvescollecing and distribuing data aboutheatreoperationsand

audiencesUnlike its forebearers, AHC operates at a time when improvements in computer

software ananore theoretical and industrial interestomsumer or philanthropic habits have

made possibi even necessadythe use of quantitate data to aid nonprofarts

management:’ As defined by the Arts Management and Technology Laboraiodyat a anal yt

refers to the collection of internal and external information about quantifiable metrics that relate

toanor gani zati onds performance s’Thare¢aegnamys and t

differentpossiblemetrics within nonprofit data analytics: donor habits, customer preferences,

audience compositiorend geographyefficiency of communicatioripstitutional finances,

monthly cash flow trendsnd other informatiorin the United States this data is often required

by federal or state funding bodiesdemonstra& a n o egonomidé ar sodianpacts on

oneds community. Ad nmitative slatarfa its delpsn franling the relaiveu e g u

successesf an organizatiomo accomplishts goalsin a missiordriven sectaror to

communicate the work that is stillto be dofiewh i | e data analysis can ef

acquisition of donorand retention of key audience segments, nonprofits can use these tools to

decide which programming elements are bringing about the community benefits they are seeking

i The Definitive Guide to Nonprofit Analytics, o Blackb
%8Bria Bl ackshGuairde itfPo Piampal eAnal ytics for Nonprofits, o £
Laboratory, Apil. 26, 2019



177

(and whi c¥Many nenpnofisst Igcking the technological infrastructure, resear
expertise, odeep pocketso compile such informatiomutsourcehis work to designated data
analytic firms, which have risen in number as technology improves to allow for larger and better
organized dataets managed by increasingly wiglined datacientistsin a 2018 survey of
over 460 nonprofit organizations in the United States, 90% indicated they collected or solicitated
the collection of dat&° suggesting that dagathering has wide beiyp among the sector in step
with the digital transformtion of information storage.

Economic insecurity has likely played a part in the rise of nonprofitghttaering. The
Great Recession of 2008 spurred many nonprofits to pursue more consistent data analytics as a
means of shoring up quantifiable metriésoccess ankkarning moreabout patron behavior or
values. A related, creeping sense that nonprofits must act l#pedbt businesses is also behind
the proliferation of data analytics. Pundits have noted how, to survivederneconomies sped
up and connected by the convenience of smartphones, for example, nonprofits must jettison their
most romantic ideals of netommercialism and conduct themselves as businesses like any
other. Nonprofits have often lagged behind theirphafit colleagues in areas like mobile
optimization, which would allow for greater ease in recruiting and receiving donations. Data
analytics (often in the form of behavioral information about a customer base) contributes to an
institutional ethos that nonpits shouldapproactdonors as modern consumers whose
preferences and behaviors can be tracked, predicted, and t&fgeted.

As the first trade group for small or independent exhibitors able to benefit from data

analytics, AHC has prioritized this informattgatheringn ways that warrant commer8ince

Bria Blackshear, AA Simple Gui doe Arot sDaMaan aAgneanieyntti casn df ol
Laboratory, May 21, 2019.

380pDominickDuda, #@AWhy Data Analytics Matter for Nonprofits, o
%'Domi ni ck Duda AiThe G2 on Nonprofit Tech: Mobile Opti
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2011 AHC has presented the results of two major-damdric surveys that the organization

solicits: The Theatre Operations Survey and the National Audience Sibekyered to

conference attendees and jposbnthe AHC websitethese reports offer extensive operational
breakdowns of hundreds of North American art houses, film festivals, and other venues
specializing in art films, as well as the compositions and consumer behavior of their audiences.
Between2011 and 2015 AHC partnered with the Bryn Mawr Film Institute, an art house and
education center in Bryn Mawr, Pennsylvania, to compile the Theatre Operations Survey.
Offering an analytic snapshot of art house cinema finances, attendance, workforce ttemposi
salary data, and other metrics, these surveys were initially conducted via email solicitation and
predominantly included cinemas in the AHC communication pipeline. As AHC continued to
grow and art houses saw their operations entwined with thoskesffitn culture organizations,
there was need for a larger, fgkrvice data firm to take over the survey. Starting in 2016 AHC
shifted their dataollection partnership to SMU DataArtsresearch and analytics fifior

cultural organizations. Given DmtA r stpastiderships with major arts groups, including

Americans for the Arts and the National Gui l d
this firm allowed for a broadened scope in th
andothe arts institutions that sho¥Wlisfistwireys , 0 i n

for AHC, released in 2016, compiled data from 70 AkKSociated theatres, 58 film festivals,
and 258 Acomparison organi z atdpeformingartstgeadfes. ned a
In 20182019 AHC and SMU together received a my#ar grant from the National Endowment

for the Arts that allowed them to expand the survey into more detailed reports.

2fData and Reports, o Art House Convergence
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The other major AHC data drive is its National Audiencev8yrtouted as the largest
survey of art house audiences in the world. For this project AHC partners with market research
firm Avenue | SR t o di s @&mHNoase pragtammswywhenandrwbyrthey | e a r
attend, and what they want to see fromrtheil o ¢ a F%In theeswavieyeconduited in 2013,
more than 18,000 art house attendees from 29 participating theatres answered questions about
their moviegoing habits, preferred genresavents their demographic and income information,
and other qudifiable attitudes toward their neighborhood art house. This survey has evolved
with the times and added questions about audi
and beliefs about the community impact(s) of art houses. To linger for a monemegample
of the data contained in these reports, the National Audience Survey presented by DataArts at the
2020 AHC conference unveiled its new fAiPatron
the various levels of patronage at theatres, rangimpim fiawar enesso to Adonorl
houses can improve their audience development and retention along this chain. Prior surveys
have shown that approximately 80% of adul ts i
community art house, but that or#9% of that number purchased at least one ticket over the
course of a year. Of those who began attending their local art house, 22% claimed it was because
of a special event or program that the theatre hosted, and not a particular film, reinforcing the
suw veyorsod hypothesis that one of the keys to |
iuni queodo or fenhanced experienceso %hat dbund
The consistency of this data collection (started in 2011 and themaeg in later years

by professional data firms) as well as its prominence within AHC (data is presented at a plenary

363 |bid.
%4 2 ONN&Dt i onal Audience Survey, 0 DataArts, Anhualde 40. Pr e:
Confernce
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session at each conference and posted to the
commitment to datgathering. Butto whatef?dt 6 s d i f fwithpretisionhowdheadresy
use the data reporsslicited by AHC Bryn Mawr spearheaded the reports out of a vague sense
that they would benefit art house proprietors seeking quantifiable information about their
business. But it is one thing to gather information and another to implement changes based on it.
Studies sugest that while datgathering isvidely prevalent among nonprofit organizations,
only 50%of organizations report that they make operational decisions based & @i¢arly,
within the nonprofit sector, there is a gap between the scale of data gatratiiis part in
implementing policy. The data reports solicited by AHC also only offer a composite of
information of limited use to individual art houses whose audiences and donor bases reflect the
specificities of their location. Theatres dnewever able to compare how their own
organizations relate to national averages. Still, the truism holds that data is more useful the more
targeted to oneds operation it is. Perhaps <ca
sessions encouraging thesst to hire their own data analytic frmswo 2020 sessi ons,
Data, Smart Peopl ed0 an dndeisBoeed the useg of Batalsdedficts wi t h
individual theatres foimproving their grantapplications and philanthropic solicitatioi$hese
sessionsuggest thadata will play a role atheatres continu® professionalize theoperations
and strive to learn more about their customer base.

This sustained buin with data suggests a few things about AHC and the art house
sector. Firstgdata solicitation is symptomatic of what consumer culture demands of nonprofit art
organizations, even modest art houses operating at the fringes of the exhibition network. The

motivations to know aodet abendgi 0eestreicecaeds epic e

%Doug Bonderud, fAThe Beginner ds GBizteehdun®@30R0286i ness Anal
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accordingly is the conventional behavior of ¢
nonprofit art houses are turning their backs on their social services by conducting audience or
theatre surveys. But it suggeatgrecarityto the sectoin that more analyses are perceived as
necessary to maximize financial efficiency. Second, the data solicited by AHC makes graspable
a common economic and social understanding of a decentralized band of independently managed
theatres. It createsafraheor under st anding fian art house se:q
even more nebulous than it already does. Administrators and journalists frequently refer to stats
or summative findings mined from these reports when describing the art house sed@as, as it
often the best portrait one can access. Scholars of exhibition also seek out the data gathered by
AHC for their research (myself included). This gives AHC and the art house sector greater
presence as a coordinateatity. Finally, data like that descel aboveénhelps art house
administratorgnobilize certain political or cultural projects that opens up flows for economic but
also social capital. Data analytics make possible the privileging of certain activities over others
and the adjustments of orgartipaal goals or practices. One recurring finding of the National
Audience Survey is that art house audiences stubbornly skew highly toward older, white, affluent
members of onebés community. This kind of meas
develgpment teams to justify targeting younger, fvahite, and economically marginalized
populations. One can question whether or to what degree theatres act on this data, especially
given that much of 1t ge (T treuthizatendrinpactoféthic h y e a
kind of data is hard to nail down without further targeted research.

Aside fromits formal pedagogic and dathiven efforts, AHC connects art houses in
solidarity with one another as independent enterprises by emphasizinghtreid idiosyncratic

charm and grassroots labor. Thisnestreflected in Art House Tales, a popular fixture of the
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annual conference. Effectively a Ahome- movies
part plenary s es s iaoballroosm and tedtutes theatretohfestivdl aperatdrs6 s m
who present-mi nut e sl i deshows detailing their organ
community work, marketing tactics, fundraising, capital campaigns, special programming,
concessionsrdood offerings, successes, failubea nyt hi ng going on at one¢
time of writing, 72 different institutions had presented at Art House Tales since 2015, comprising
a health crossection of firstrun cinemas, ferand nonprofit, individuatheatressmall chains,
and the occasional festival. The presentations, recorded for posterity and posted to the AHC
website, are desi gnandt ealsl & asseusad i camsd s puont |IAisghhotwi
touches of independent theatres in contrastuliplex homogenization. As such they are
noteworthy for their articulations afit house labgmrit, and charm

In Production CultureJohn Caldwell breaks down the formal characteristics of

conversations circulating among aboaad belowthe-line tradegroups in the entertainment

industries. Delineating different Agenreso of
Angel es, Caldwell sees these exchanges not ju
pedagogy intended to help assistants andtr&e e s mast er their speciali z

means to] help practitioner communities weather change in the face of technological flux and
economi c %a descaptidn that mgps d@asily onto AHC as an exhibitor group
navigatingitsownweldl oc ument ed changes. The genres that
storieso -al-oddéaghliegobries, o two closely relat

physically or mentally taxing ordeadwy that ne

366 John CaldwellProduction Culture: Industrial Reflexivity and Critical Practice in Film and Televiguarham,
N.C.: Duke University Press, 2008): 37.
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origins, physical p°ewhs dvee riain cCea,l dawed |tdesn asctiutdyy.
stories of how cinematographers overcame tough odds to find success in the industry or achieve
an i mpossible shot, for e-albonipdse,alilne gtohrei eASHC dce
plucky movie theaks survived periods of precarity to emergenagoratedorganizations.

More than a fewArt House Talepresentations tell variations of this narrative genre.
After falling on hard timesluringthe art house decline of the 1990s, the aftermath of tfildi
transition, or the harsh effects of the 2008 Global Recession, small cinemas on the verge of
shuttingdownfoundlast e cond reprieve after robust commun
a n gded wealthy donor who swooped in at the last minute to tberetheatreOne presenter
from 2015 shared the story of receiving a check in the mail for $50,000 from an anonymous
schoolteacher who hoped to see a theatre esta
we were going ¥eanohesthemtheltetls the storydba Kickstar@r campaign to
raise funds for digital conversion wherein a city commissioner donated his entire annual salary to
the causé®® A corollary scenario includes onegrant cinemas that sat dormant until
headstrong drepreneurs or community organizers rolled up their sleeves to relaunchAhem.
Art House Tale from 2020 featured a couple in Bethel, Maine, who took over a vacant movie
theatre building, The Casablanca, that had sat idle since 2015 when the ownei® toulénf f or d
digital projectors and shut down. After extensive community support and entrepreneurial grit, the
couple reopened a new theatre, The Gem, in 2020. Part of their presentation is worth repeating:

Bet hel i's a tiny t owikiresdrt TReE@sablanch wats buili s 8994as n e x t
part of a large development plan to cater to skiers, however the theatre was all that got built. So

this 14,000 squarot cultural hub sits next to a lumber yard and 15 acres of vacant lavige
purchasedhe building and had to find a way to purchase the digital projectors. We had a goal of
raising $40,000 in preold tickets through a Kickstarter campaiganough for one projector

367 Caldwell, Production Culture 40.
368 Amherst Theatre Art House Tales Presentation, 2015.
369 Maiden Alley Cinema Art lduse Tales Presentation, 2015.
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but the community support was enthusiastic and we raised over $80,000r&ttlvgité two

screens. But two projectors a theater does not mBRkéerfencing picture adrun-down theatre

lobby] | mean seriously, look at that piece of shit. In the three years [the theatre] was vacant,
pipes had frozen, tiles floors had been flooded ruined, the seats were moldy, the concession
stand was laden with grease, all of the-pgthe-pound candy on the wall had liquified in the
humidity and recongealed on the floor. Luckily we were able to finance an extra $17,000 with
our building loanwhich was enough to clean mold from the seats, polish the concrete floor, and
build a scaledlown concessions area so we have more room for events in thé1obby.

As comes across in this and others accounts of restoration and renovation, Art House
Tales celebrate the modest charms of small, grassroots exhibitors in the face of dominant
megaplex culture. Threaded t {aloodudgsh oaultl eAgrotr iHeosuo
use of humor, inside jokes, or shared references aboutsradl exHiition that unite art houses
under a banner of hardship, casting such cinemas ashigi@ethatcould ventures whose
seconehand roots endear them to loyal audiences. This is both stark reality and discursive
strategy. Knowing that they cannot (andjlaal v dondét want to) compete
entertainment options of large theatre chains, art houses double down on their homespun,
patchwork qualities to appeal to those who prefer the idiosyncratically local over the-cookie
cutter mainstream. THegics of contemporary megaplex exhibition, which boomed in the 1990s
as art houses sufferedid has since established itself as the dominant form of rgoineg,
i ntegrat es ad+haders, stataf-the-art soknel sydtems, @nd large lobby spac
where one might find restaur af®lnsadditiimar s, party
megaplexes concentrate a larger number of screens into the same venue, and offer several start
times for the same film across multiple theatres to maximize viewing options for the biggest hits.
Acl and writes that obrmgexhbitionint line with antexpandirsgy s ou g h

range of audiovisual entertainment, doing so by marking the irreproducible qualities of megaplex

370 Gem Theater Art House Tales Presentation, 2020.
SmCharles Acland, ATheatr i calTheEorttemporaty Halywood Rilmindustgr at ed C
eds. Paul McDonald and Janet Wasko (Oxford: Blackwell Publish0@f)285.



185

spectatorship and by making moviegoing consistent with the streams of individualistic,
conveniencalrivenmodel® f cul t ur alP?consumption. 0

In contrast to these mainstream articulations, the cinemas featured in Art House Tales
have to move mountains to open a second or third screen, and the theatres themselves are often
highlighted as patchwork containers built oficommunity love. Tales often feature chuekle
inducing anecdotes about the cozy size of the
someti mes accommofatau e&s toiro rba pleeo ptl leg adt)r e s af et
t own gover nme atte]evasaifird hagaod uwhichtit vas: you could basically jump
down two f | oor s andpessanalized ar mspidng eperational touches
(APictured here is Joel Hamberg who patnted t
bondd almut $50, 000 3IfPMany resemters single dutdheir theatre staff for
praise, exhibiting photos of smiliremployeegosing for the camera or candidly dressed for
special events. Other presentations add further personal touches, such as fadamoia
histories or important community events, like elaboratsitmwedding proposals. Anecdotes
such as these humanize art house operations and the communities they serve, adding heartbeats
to the mound of data and best practice strategies thertvase define the conference.

Of coursenot all Art House Tales focus on economic precarity or the homespun essence
of small exhibitors. Many of the more established institutions, like the Northwest Film Forum in
Seattle, and the Gateway Film Center olunbus, Ohio, use their presentation time to detalil
extensive special events, community initiatives, or their role in larger neighborhood restoration

effortsd themselves all examples of particular art house ldbdhis view, Art House Tales

372 |pid., 86.

373 Gold Town Theatre Art House Tales Presentation, 2016.
374 Cinema Arts Center Art House Tales Presentation, 2015.
375 Hollywood Theatre Art House Tales Presentation, 2015.
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spotlights he operational ephemera that fall through the cracks of more formal accounts of
exhibitor work concerned with Abig pictureo i
Undergirding many of these descriptions of art house work (whether professiooaleffbits,

data gathering, or nittgritty restoration labour) is the mantra among AHC theatres that

successful art houses must go beyond the standard blueprint for film exhibitors, a philosophy

neatly contained in three discursive AHC conference threaghich | now turncommunity,

diversification,and activism.

4.4 Nonprofit Rebranding: CommunityDiversification, Activism

AHC wasovertly founded to encourage art houses to stake out terrain in the exhibition
market as communitgentered, nonprofit cultural cente¥®hile the Convergence welcomes-for
profit theatres with a commitment to local communit&39o of its attendees are nonprofind
Collins, who came from a performing arts management background before founding AHC, has
conti nual | vyalosof sindasitesbdtwaer aathousé theaters andanetrofit
performing arts organi zat i oynsodelfé anfafthoses ] ki nd
cinema is a commerci al model . Therebs a model
qui t e s t'AcleasthrbugHine @t AHC conferences encourages nonprofit values and
management practices, namely the importariceveloping strong community relationships or
sources of supporttiversifying programming modeland sources ahcome; and staking out
positions as activist hubs with investmentsiwic or political causes. This section aims to give

shape to these major nonprofitization discourses promoted at AHC through a select sample of

STatiana Siegel , \afetydqahuargl7g@0llnonprofit, o
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conference titles and their descriptidretween 2016 and 202(Bee AppendixOnefor the full
text descriptions of each sessioentioned herg

A chief topic of AHC conferences relates to serving ecémsmunity as part of a
nonprofit mandate. Community involvement takes many forms: collaborations with outside
groups on film screenings; regular partnerships with local arts oegammg; education programs
to serve areachools and s o on. Cdlaborationtanddhe 8alt LakevFdm , i
Sociep of fered a case study on the benefits of
community partner s, n8fonospnr ofoictasl faorctuss eodr goann i szoac
ABuil ding Relationships: Developing Sponsors
di scussed fistrategies for identifying, cultiywv
corporate and commugipartners to increase development revenue, ticket sales, and
engagement . o It is worth remembering that the
relations is an economic imperative for small theatres that also fits with the misisien goals
of nonpofit organizations hoping to affect positive change. Investing in communities thus yields
financi al benefits and shores up cultural <cap
Community I mpacto touched on t hnatonategtappingi c: @A
foundation grants and major donor support for capital campaigns to expand capacity and to
create special programs. This session will explore the dimensions of fourgiatianto
arthouse theaters and will help you make the case forghit hr opi ¢ support. o |1
Personal with your Patrons, 0 speakers went a
make your audience feel |l i ke you know them pe
businesses so often depends on alling a sense of community care. In that vein, some theatres

engage with community by helping localmedijma k er s. Ar guing that dbein
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a key tenet of todaydés art house, 0 the Austin
upfora session titled AFiIi I mmaker Central: Your (
t hat Asupporting | ocal filmmakers as part of
keep your organization communibased and provide bottelime dollarsfory our or gani z at
As evidenced at several AHC conferences, education or media literacy programs have

become a popular way for art houses to serve their communities while spreading film
appreciation. One session, A&dBPammer€hipncept t o E
Devel opment for Media Literacy Programs, 0 spo
media literacy programsforPK2 gr ade | earners, suggesting th
unique opportunities for partnership and fundraisingnforeseen places, both in their own
communities and nationallyd as education hubs
reiterated that fimore and more art houses are

e d u c at iofferedconaretalstep®r how to initiate such programs. Similar insights were

shared in other panels titled AScreening Room
practical questions involved in hosting middl
Houset o School House, 0 an interactive session of

t hat shared fibest practices on curriculum dev
and funding support. o The pe tusgasghedoatbeygnd s si bi
the cinephilic discovery of world cinema; theatres themselves, collaborating with local teachers
or experts, can easily become classrooms for media literacy.

One question that other AHC panels addreseasernsvhich communities i@
ultimately targeted or served by art house outreach. As the data reports commissioned by AHC

suggest, art house tickbtiyers remain predominantly white, older, highly educated, and
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affluent3’” This disproportionate presence puts added importance omaoity outreach

initiatives or programming norms th@mtod evel op audi ences reflectiwv
A number of AHC panels have asked the questio
theatres and film festivals better reflect the diverse agdi® makers, and stories in our
communiFtoireseXampl e, AEngaging Latino Audiences
lingering difficulty of indie theatres to attract those identifying as Hispanic or Latino/a.

Admi t t iitcan etem ke diffidiilt tengage our existing members who are fans of foreign

cinema with films from Latin America and Spain, on this panel we will look at successful

strategies, and obstacles, for expanding audiences, programming and events to better reflect our

multiculturalandnu | t i | i ngual society. o0 A stronger 1| mpe
Whit e: Decol onizing Programming, 06 which used
bet ween race, ethnicity, and the many factors

responibly and collaboratively curate programs by and for people of cafiodks i an Paci f i c
Films in US Art Houseso similarly nudged atte
specific tips on Ahow t®aac¢dcess fii@amsfaitddennhtal hyd
Curate and Create Community around Queer Cine
affirming queer cinema, engage community partners with an eye toward intersectionality, and
build an audience of bothqueerd e nt i f i ed f dn, thkesesaredimmylal i es. 0 Aga
representative sample of AHC conference sessi
community and questions of diversity and difference at the fore.

AnotherAHC refrain in recent years is that art houses must think outside the confines of

first-fun feature exhibition if they hope to engage new audiences outside of older, white, affluent

2020 National Data Surveys, o DataArts, Art House Con
20, 2020.
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patrons. AHC challenges members to function as rpulfpose cultural ingutions whose
dynamic programming, aided lfigxible digitalformatsand convertible theater spaceakes it
easier tascreen more content faster, or to adapt theatre space for live events like musical
concerts, dance shows, or other entertainment. Méthe Art House Tales presentations detail
such special events, which | will unpack more in later chapters. For now, suffice it to say that
AHC advocates for localized, creative curation and event planning, encouraging theatres to
abandon onsizefits-all programming modelsAs AHC Founder Collins puts it:

We need to think about movie exhibition in the same way we think about concert promotion:

there are some concerts that need to be presented by commercial promoters that do them in arenas
and bigtheatar and t heyore doing them singularly for
who are dedicated to the artform, to a particular type of music that can only exist in a subsidized
format, and there are dedicated people who present that type of cdficestt 6 s goi ng t o h
arthouse cinema in the future is the understanding that their job is to marry their local audience to
the type of film the | ocal audience i¥% interes

The drive toward idersekinds ofprogramming is a truism among arts nonprofits
everywhere to generate multiple income streams from different audiences. Of particular import
has been the need to attract millennial viewers to replace art house stalwarts from the 60s.
ACul ti Yatmnggr aAudi enceo addressed the contemp:
under 30 and tu+#rirmg ptahemnisntacmdildomgr so at a
going to theatres. One strategy for courting millennials, the midnight culemeas explored in
AKeeping It Weird: Midnight Movies at the Coo
Theatreds special series fnNnCoolidge After Midn
audi enc e katenightrprogragnimingfor cinephil@somniacs with screenings of
horrifying, weird, camp, avargarde, trippeebut , and cult fil ms, often

Midnight screenings, it must be remarked, are a highly conventionghsiitbned way of

%Col l'ins in Contrino, AThe Future of the Arthouse Cine
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appealing to youth culture, a strategy engplbby mainstream cinemas for decad&asing

directly to the source, the session AThe Kids

Futureo featu#3®&dpanwholloy dusdess fAeffective s

amongst t hlethergoapoknartusnglonyier m engagement [ €é] vVvi a

mar keting, audience outreach, and education, 0O

HousesV.Mi | | enni al s. 6 Targeting an even youhger a

Ci n e offared plans for howto enticeunder8 s t hr ough the door via e

& Baby Screenings to High School programs. 0
As these latter conference sessions suggest, art houses today adopt a different stance

towardentire families as audience meatsthan they used td.ittle cinemas of the 1920s often

shunned children entirely in order to preserve a serious, adult ambiance formataléng.

This attitude more or less carried over into the postwar art house and definitely so once art

houses swithed to nudie or grindhouse programming. But since the nonprofit turn, children and

families are not just welcomed by art houses but actively counted2018 session called

A B u i laButure:®evelopingalLove of CinemaamongChildren 6 p apoiatédiowst hosy

few films children see in theatres per year versus on screens at home, asking how art houses can

foster a kidfriendly climate that encourages lotgym affiliations.As my case studies chapter

will discuss,i 6 s ¢ practice forart housesow todedicatescreen time to family fare once

or even twice a weegkisually on the weekends during mornings or afterndédscation

programs with local school groups further entwine art howstaschildren signaling that kids

are another audience segment that art houses since the digital transition are eager to attract,

especially as part of nonprofit mandate to se
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Focusing more on retaining an olayer c¢r owd
Programming Case Studieso offered insight Ain
repertory programming within the missions and
Dive to Find Cinematic Treasur es abouthowdow You
find prints and |icensing from ar apsitothess, st ud
theme included ARepertory Case Studies: Beyon
streaming services andeybndannualscednings®@hostlaustars h o u s e
andl t 6s a Won der fswlt ilsiffye audi ences for repertor
given the historic nature of art houses (yet

grant ed9malfll tV8osr lad : Finding the Audience for |

that Athere is a perception that there is mor
subtitled films, 0 so strategic | oderdhanevenr ket i n
Just as important as diversi fyiflexiQy oneds r e

manage screen time and special eventsilaMigital technology was once seen as a hazard to

small theatres, the ranged easef digital formats hagxpanded the ability of independent

theatres to deftly choreograph more content at a faster rate. Once upon a time neighborhood art
houses were dubbédc | e a n & she indrstrynterm for theatres showing just one movie,
uninterrupted, all week. Those dagre long gone: art house screens are dirtier than ever. For
example, fAFour Times a Day?!?: Collaborative
guestioned the traditional model of showing a film four times per day for multiple weeks, and

i ex pl o rcreative Gpproaches to scheduling can diversify yourdmand boost attendance

for true aTThe hboeurseef iftasr ea fo Wasungaokedn thésesgiold at t hee

AMaking the Case for Event Cinema iamd Your The
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programming strategies for cinema events, whi
abilitypyféf OBenmenti zedd screenings that can pa
voices into the art hougema k i n gfor traglitomally overlooked audiences and community
members to participate i n dy-Orgamzed Natopa@real i t vy
Day Eventso went further in this vein:

National screening events can only be produced by large companies or distriight? Wrong!

Whet her youdre in a big city, or a tiny town,
(with a little help from the internet) to create a national, or even international, screening event.
Join the individuals behind Art House Ehé e r Day, the Jonat han Demme

Tribute, and the 1984 National Screening Day, as they reveal how they produced events that
stretched across state lines, and national borders, to take place simultaneously at hundreds of
cinemas. Learn frortheir successes and mistakes, as they candidly share their experiences
creating national one day screening events.

The brand oflynamic curatiompeddled by AHC extends far beyond screen content,
however. To paraphrase a theme often invoked at theirrcanfec e s : sel l i ng ticke
cut it. Theatres today employ a variety of avenues to generate income, including sales from
alcohol?”°food, gifts, and paraphernalia, as well as transforming theatre space for live
performances. I'n APrYdurci ignle ¥y eo Shpewaker s co
Abooking acts and navigating contractso when
|l ive performance shows in your theatres. o Cre
important, said the AHCsessio A The Grind of Creating Meaningf
Feeding the Cont enthoBpiated piecés, bledging,; podchsting,k e d at A
infographics, and soci al media are used to te
avenueér connecting with audiences iIis GIFs, acco

Your Own GIFs (and Why You Shoyldd whi ch | ent best practices

conceive, make, and implement GIFs to further their brand. Otheefggdnatory) essions

S®At |l east one AHC conferenoe Laddroas seadvst hios Hien p2 (Slad:e i
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suggestive of the creativeest practices AHC encouragesinclidd Di f f er ent Audi en
Managing YéMasBeardg the Rush Line anadManagi
iRel magi ni ng Co Wdeubtadly ibis easiet fAnliltiscreen art houses in locations
with large or dynamic audience bases to harness creative and flexible programming tloan one
twin-screen rural theatres, a reality that was a
w h i exploréd the unique fwraising challenges and opportunities facing theaters in smaller
mar kets [and brainstormed] creative ideas for
in towns with fewer than 150,0Q&ople.

|l tds clear within AHC archouses astagtivist Hulsstvithah e gr
responsibility as cultural institutions to advocate for social chartgs.is hardly surprising
given that nonprofiteften mandatsomeinvestmentinsocip ol i t i ¢ al i ssues I mp
community while resistingudright political campaigning. Though AHC made sporadic gestures
to social causes for most of its tenure, usually at the level of programming, its efforts mostly
crystalized since 20Iwhen an internal working group called Alliance for Action formed in
regponse to issues in US society with crossovehénart house sector. Hollywood and other
media industries were rocked in 202617 by a series of sexual assault and harassment
allegations against male executives of major companies, most notably Harvestaivieithe
former founder and CEO of Miramax and The Weinstein Company. At the height of what
became known as the #MeToo movement, reports surfaced detailing widespread sexual
harassment complaints at Cinefamily, a vkelbwn indie theatre in West Hollywd 38 Around
the same time, Tim League, CEO and Founder of the Alamo Drafthouse theatre chain, came

under fire for quietly rehiring the former editio-c hi ef of Al amoés fil m web

Al i cia Kozma, 12018 AHC Conf er ElmCrticismid mr3t(2018Art House
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after accusations of sexual assault against®hi@pringboarding off of these highly publicized

controversies, Alliance for Action used the 2017 AHC conference as a pivot point for the

organization to begisubstantial reflective work about the art house as a vehicle for combating

structural inequality while giring up equity and inclusion amotigeatres and AHC itself.
Alliance for Actiiddomdvs tiondBegamalAl $gs i omyit

Aparticipate in addressing the power structur

distribution thatmhibit social equity [via] an open source, paepeer exchange of experiences,

hard questions, and case studies aremdechd i ncl u

session in 2017, AHC conferences have foregrounded more sharpened issues of equity,

inclusion, and safepace work environmentfShe 2018 assembly announced

conference as gui dhodcahthe At blause Cqgnueegence be mae A 1)

diverse and inclusive?) How can we include voices from outside the art hamasemunity?

How can we elevate the conversatidfiv will panels translate into action beyond the

conf er enc e ?asen®esdf-teftiexiviecomcers, 2 O 1 Bhéup of conference sessions

and workshops was noteworthy forfits e gul ar | muersajansaround multipld c o

points of diversity, allyship, and identity,

conferenc¥®¥Aspteonuyeséssion that year, fAHaras

Pl ace in the Art Houlamsswenand idtimmelaicafeed wonkimgv t o cr e

environments by Adeveloping a credible progra

featured experts in the legal and communication fields to lay out the legal contours of workplace

harassment, and it also itedl League, a former AHC keynote speaker, to explain the initiatives

381 Dana HarrisBr i ds on, ADevin Faraci Was Rehired After Sexual
Thinking ? IndieWire September 13, 2017
Kozma, fAConference Report.o
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that Alamo Drafthouse had put into place in response to the sexual harassment complains leveled

against him and his company. While the event started productive conversations arouive sensit

topics, it was not without controversy. At 1| e
branding in the wake of harassment accusation
change, equality, art, athalAHE wasiooreatyve iits Comp |l ai

address of sexual harassment and equity issues rather than leading the way among exhibitors.
Attempts to bring the art house into national conversations on sexual harassment were met with
scrutiny. A PSA debuted by a pameémber (a communications specialist) against workplace
harassment meant to be distributed to theatres was roundly criticized by Alliance for Action and
pulled until amendments were mati2.

Despite these tensions, AHC conferences continued to stage sesisioactivist
intentions for equity, access, and fairness. Activism can of course take many forms; some of
AHCO6s act i v cesteringernatlynon How artrhguse proprietors carry out hiring
processes, interpersonal communication, the languagenéf policies, codes of conduct, and
ot her workplace topics. One of the recent cen
Take Action: Equity in the Art House, 0 took s
reflected on future conversans to have around issues of art house equity, which, since 2018,
have mani fested in the following representat:i
Harassment in Movie Theatreso; AEquity Wor ksh
Al s felinHer8%A Conversation on Trigger Warnings, Content Consideration, and Audience
Consent 0; AChanging Workplace Culture and Pre

and Policies: | mproving Accessi basdonstfrgmttet Your

383 hid.
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Front Lineo; AA Conversation About Race in Yo
Activating the Sacredness of I ndigenous Story
Complianceo; and fAls It Safer Heéer €d2nPeactiocal

Other permutations for art house activism at AHC include initiatives for how art houses
should program diverse contattthe level osubject matter ancreative talentMany examples
ofidentitys peci fi ¢ programming sessions, including
Equality, 0 were touched on earlier in &his se
if at alld art houses should engage with overtly poditimatters in their programming. The 2019
sessiofPol i tics and the Art House, 0 responding toc
backdrop of Donald Trumpdés presidency, came w

At a moment when everything is refracted throagbolitical lens, and battle lines over social
issues have become sharply drawn, commtlrased art house cinemas can often find
themselves enmeshed in political controversy. Gegle choices about what films to show, or
not to show, can quickly enragne side or another on the political spectrum. Should we be
politically engaged, impartial, or consciously avoid politics? Is it right for staff to allow their
personal political views to shape the theater's programming? What are the effects of political
advocacy on fundraising? How should we handle controversy, and complaints from offended
customers? What political advocacy is permitted forpiafit cinemas, and what would
potentially endanger their teexempt status? Is it still okay to show Gone wWitie Wind? How
about Birth of a Nation? Join staff members from three cinemas as they share their different
approaches to running an art house cinema in a time of extreme political polarization

While this description suggests that art houses chagse to avoid political positioning entirely,

the wider spectrum of sessions at AHC conferences makes apparent that this is not likely to be

the case for communiigased art cinemas, a sentiment reinforced by a panelBtiged

AEducat e taoc hEnngga gTeh.r oTuegh Fi I m t o Tackl e Soci al
as diverse as individu@issome are more political than others, and still others not at all. Many

art houses do not consider themselaecerdingpoo!l i t i c
certain AHC chatter. A 2017 Google Group thre

solicited remarks about operatorsd perception
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respondents clearly wear |,titmgthefi gvertacgmmeéensestiov e 0 b a
programming films deemddftist ot hers view their function as
with little consideration for politics. Others underlined that, as nonprofits, their theatres were
forbidden from formallyendorsing political figures even as they support local causes of their

particular political stripe. The work of art house operators today increasingly means juggling the
political ramifications of deciding which films to screen, how to frame those scgsehow to

behave as an organizatiamho and howo hire,and conversing with transparency

4.5 Alternatives and Crises

This chapter has shown how AHC broke the mold of associations for independent
exhibitors by focusing not on improved tramtnditions for independent theatres at large but
rather on professionalizing the art house network and encouraging nonprofit management. These
efforts, as evidenced by its increasing growth and influence over many small exhibitors, have
expanded contempasaunderstandings of the cultural roles of art heumsyond enclaves for
cinephilia or distinction. Bugiven the disparate needs facing art houses or independent
exhibitorsinafast hangi ng market, itds no surpmni se that
galvanize theatres in ways reminiscent of earlier trade groups. Two examples worth mentioning
are the Independent Cinema Alliance (ICA), founded in April 2018, and the Network for
Independent Canadian Exhibitors (NICE), launched in early 2020. IG% imbre established of
the two, describing itself as a fAcinema advoc
independent [exhibitors] a vot®Teealidnoey ot her wi

welcomes foror nonprofit theatres or chains (mawmiythem in rural areas) whose consolidated

%Randy Hester in Andreas Fuchs, fDeclaration of Indepe
E x p e r iFdmmJownal dnternational April 16, 2018
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screen count does not exceed 500, and acts as a collective to deal with studios and distributors on
issues includingothebr eak r el easing (a term to describe
market), premiunvideo-on-demand (PVOD), and subscriptidased movie ticketing services
based on the troubled run of MoviePass, which folded in 2019 after running up huge deficits.
Altés a | ot more efficient for studiaks to spe
from diff esadtfoundingrmemberRandly Hester of the efficacy in
communication ICA hopes to achieve within the indu$tfyCA is more concerned with
industrylevel policies than AHC. It submitted a-page public comment to the Amtist
Division of the Department of Justice in fall 2018 in response to their proposed revaluation of the
Paramountdecrees that year. The gulf between the ICA and AHC is apparent: When members of
the latter learned of the former and considered reachini aoinsider areas of overlap and
common cause, one AHC member pointed o&t that
[It] hopes to gain relief from high film rentals and the limited number of runs in small
ma r k ¥tAsother top AHC figure claimecditat | CA vi ewed them as fto
and toodbdmvemsbdboas opposed to eE€dnmenisikel y comm
these reinforce AHCG6s discursive position of
advocacy directives of gups like ICA.

The other recent addition to independent exhibitor trade groups in North America is

NI CE, fAan industry body on behalf of and in t

385 |bid.

38 Comprised largely of ongme NATO members, the alliance split from that group in order to maintain the

Cinema Buying Group (CBG), a NAT-@ffiliated buying organization comprised of 400 independent cinemas that

negotiated with merchandizers, manufactyrarsl vendors for better business deals. Renamed the Cinema Buying
Alliance (CBA) and now wholly owned by | CA, CBA fdai ms |
| CA6s 4,000 screens to yield a bet tParhlbuyifin d As tErnu cetrisr €
with Four New Brofficetb5, Noednhpdl 2049, H18

¥l ndependent Cinema Alliance, d AHC Google Group threa
HiRe: ParamounttiCensaneésDear ABEC Googl2e Group thread, J
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[that] facilitates a network for information and resourca shi ¥°§ICH emerged in early 2020
to |l obby against the impact of Cineplex, Cana
exhibition and production sectors. On December 15, 2089UK-based entertainment company
Cineworld announced its proposecc qui si ti on of Cineplex, Canada
75% of the national market share. The planned buy sent shockwaves around exhibition circles
and was met with consternation by independent exhibitors who feared the merger further
consolidated poer in the hands of a few companies. A petition started on March 4, @920
change. org detailed NICEG6s planned efforts to
and the Ministry of Heritage, arguing that Ci
existential threat to small cinemas in Canada. In the end NICE was relieved to see that
Cineworld backed out of the deal in June 2020
with Cineplex3*®The di sruption of Ci nejpséteind@mndent an was
Canadian exhibitors, though it remains unclear how much of a mandate NICE will have to
continue advocating for smaller theatres in Canada considering the combined efforts of NATO
and ICA to do the sam& sum, he ongoing examples of KCand NICE represent attempts
among independent exhibitors to strengthen their power in the industry through collective action
and advocady something that AHC has deprioritized to focus on best practice management.

Despite itsundeniablempact AHC has suffered from its share of external and internal

conflicts revealing cracks in its foundation and concerns for its longevity. The oldest of these

fractures concerned the groupobés official stat
¥R About, 0o Network of Independent Canadian Exhibitors (
MThis jettisoning from the merger was widely seen as C
midst of the devastating financial effects of COV1B on move theatres. Cineplex, for its part, filed a lawsuit

against Cineworld in July 2020 seeking $2.1 billion f ol

Cinewor | d CB@Newsiuty.6,280 0
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until recently, made all budgetary and personnel decisions. While this was arguably necessary to

get the association off the ground, AHC now serves a much wider network of stakeholders, and

such centralized control has led to charges of lack of transpafdsoysince AHC began a
pronounced emphasis on diversity and equity in the art house (namely through the work of

Alliance for Action), it has come under scrutiny by its members as regards its own practices

these areadn a 2018 conference report AliciaKana pr ai sed t fioendassembl y o

commi t ment to addressing topics around all ysh

between those striving for change and the broader art house comeénunityi f ur cat ed

and gen d%higldlighting nper cei ved resistance ®damause

of young women, some of color, and male afliese demanding change from an older white
mal e art ho¥nergdneratichal and interg@acidibagreementske these are
certainly notunique to AHGC many cultural institutions have collectively reckoned with
accusations of systemic racism, sexism, or inequity since the MeToo and BlackLivesMatter
movements gained mainstream attention starting in 2017.

These points came to a dramatic hiadarly 2020. Miriam Bale, Artistic Director of

Indie Memphis Film Festival, was slated toauair thefifteenth AHC annual conference, but

she did not show up. As detailed by a report

2020: Transparengnd Cri si s, 0 as wel | as Bal ebs own
event advertisements and schedules after
conferenceds philosophy on i ncl us%®Azcordidgtoa t
Bal ebs account of events, AHC Al acks the
¥Kozma, fConference Report.o

392 |bid.

3¥Abby Sun, f2020 AHC Art House Co nFRilmmageeMagazin€dldgR O :
January 24, 2020
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structure needed to properly support its BI PO
atmosphere in which she felt she and others were invited simply to diversitynteeence.
Some fellow attendees spoke against the exclusion of Bale in their own panel presentations. Mid
way through the conference, sensing the backlash haunting the proceedings, Collins read what
Sun described as a ficonevdo ltuhtee droe asstoantse nieonrt Btahl ae
and simply sowed further distrust among members. In a further effort to apply a salve, Alison
Kozberg delivered a closing night statement ¢
problemsin AHCintheemxt 14 days, 0 though it is wunclear
or if further action was taken. In the best light, the Bale incident was a disagreement among
conference organizers over content and representation; at worst it points out certain
irrecancilable differences between the old and new guards of art house administrators who have
differing approaches to the work AHC performs in the name of equity and inclusion.

As tense as these situations were, AHC was hit with two far more calamitouslaternts
in 202Q First, the COVID19 pandemic emerged in the spring, bringing an abrupt stop to all
indoor theatrical activity across much of the world. As cinemas began to shut down, members of
the Google Group exchanged resources and worried anecdotéslabotes, layoffs, strategies
for staying connected to communities,dand how
the strategic term that indie exhibitors and distributors settled on for art-aoasged
streaming of conterif* (These events wilbe detailed more in my conclusion.) Then\ay 22,
a bombshell announcement from founding director Collins rocked AHC at its most vulnerable
mo ment . Il n what was widely regarded as a biza

announced the cantaion of the irperson January 2021 AHC conference #redabrupt firing

MAVOD, Streaming or Virtual Ci nenlh&NeW Yok Tim@uii2zd,e t o Di gi
2020
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of Managing Director Kozberg. All conferences in the foreseeable future were to be replaced by
virtual gatherings, and the Michigam®8, State Th
woul d begin negot i at asamisdependentosggnization orftofasimitah e A H
and simpatico professional service osgani zat:.
statement, which read more like a press release pasted in frémeraswurce, hoped for new

stewardship of the AHC to concretize by the end of the year via a transitional board of

volunteers. While the decision to cancel th@@rson conference was understandable given the
unfolding COVID crisis, the firing of Kozbergame as a shock to everyone, including the AHC
Provisional Board who wemeportedlyleft out of the decisiomaking. The announcement set

off a firestorm of confusion. Comments from the group expressed sympathy for Kozberg but

quickly shifted to anger &ollins and other AHC brass for the callousness of the message, lack

of transparency, and lingering charges of bureaucratic inefficiencies or inequities. Calls piled up

for AHC to follow the invitation set out by Collins and form its own independent nétpro

Since then AHC members have attempted to do just that, albeit with clear mandates to change its
administrative representation and procedures. A community town hall Zoom meeting was held a
week after the announcement to address the crisis and inegéans. (Though | viewed the

meeting in its entirety after it was posted to the AHC Google Group, its content was embargoed
from any journalistic reporting.) At time of writing, AHC is in the process of electing a

transitional board to see the group thgbuo reorganization as its own 501c3 +pofit. It

remains to be seen whether the new board will satisfy demands among some members to deliver
greater transparency and equity that formed the basis of internal fratttates.remains to be

seen if or bw the association will resume its normal functidnscluding its annual

conferencd once the COVID pandemic subsides.



204

The fate of AHC is not a moot point for the art house sector. As one Google Group user
and former member of the AHC provisional board expressedisftgslinteringin May 2020:
fAiThe last six months have been bumpy, but the last 10 years have beersgitiise of us who
predate the AHC know how lonely it was out here before there was an@éttinhg together
and meeting each other has been transformdtivec an 6t i ma FPK ez heri s blaetk
suggested that the writers\&rietywere unawaref or unable to recognize the evolution of
small exhibitors in recent yea'sHC signifies that film culture can remain stubbornly local in
an age of multmedia conglomeration and -@emand viewing habit&rom helping theatre
owners professionalize theipnprofit management to sharing crucial data surveys to positioning
independent theatres as commuiaigntric, civieminded cultural venues, AHC has proven a
crucial influencer in contemporary art house cinemas. My next chaptes ttavanference
roombehind and heador theatres themselves to discuss how the values and practices promoted

by AHC have been realized iwo North American art houses.

¥HDear Art House Community, o AHC Google Group thread,
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Chapter 5| Screen to Screen: Two Case Studies

nltods | o

ng been ksocenewmLostAhgeles lagshbehinditihat of New Waskebut
must we be

out #ne by lowa City?0

Subscribers to the Criteri o-dem&htdstreamied , t he
service, would have noticed in early 2017 a new original series devotedanbfiltms (their
specialty but to the theatrehat exhibit themArt House America offermtimate looksatthe
histories, operations, and cultural valmaking ofindividual art house theatres across the United
StatesOnly a handful of episodesred before the COVIEL9 pandemic shut down production
in 2020. Anong tte theatrespotlighted include the Walter Reade Theatre, the cinema housed
within New Yorkd eenowned Lincoln Center arts complex; Gold Town Nickelodeon, a cozy
venue in Juneau, Alaakwhich splits its building lease with a yoga studio; and the Roxy Theatre
in Missoula, Montana, which burned to the ground in 1994 but relaunched in 2001 as the hub of
the International Wildlife Film Festival hat the preeminent-dwome distributor of gecialty art
cinema devoted a series on its streaming platform to art house theatres suggests where these
cinemashave migrated in the filagultural imagination as objects of interest in their own right.
The homespun sentiment behithé Art House Americaeriessignals the geographic extension
of suchcinemas away frorelite coastal urbanenuesnto neighborhoosl mainstays as familiar
as barbershops or bowling alleys. Inthghlyr e f | e xi ve post ur metworkeat t od
adopt, these cinemasm@ t | u st dtRely ardstoties themeetvdsleos dramatic
highs and lows to match the best movie scapt worthy of documentation and reflection as a

distinct cultural form.

%Mi chael Nordine, AWhy i s LbsAAgelesaimedaly 17,266 use Fi |l m Deser
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My previouschapter establishdtie ways thafrt House Convergemas an industry
trade grouphas, over the last 15 years, promotedaganizingof art houses into nonprofit,
multi-purposeresource hubd parsed out three elemedtsontentdiversification, community
building, andcivic servicéd that characteriztéhis rew directionat a time of precarity in the
theatrical exhibition market. With this framing in hand, | want to now look at how the practices
and strategiegromotedoy AHC manifest in actual theatrédapping out pecific theatre
operationshelps toclarify large scale shifts in thexhibition business, even one as fragmented as
the independent art house sector. It does so by concretizing the abstract discourses promulgated
by tastemakers when theorizing how titebds i ndu
should aspire to.

To return to my historical survey chaptdrete have been threeughperiods of
evolutionin art house history. First came the postaettlingof small independengéxhibitors
into art film enclaves. Many small theatres in need of screen content refashioned into speciality
theatres to capture a market distinct from mainstream cinema culture. This is the change
documented bBarbaraWi | i nsky6s book owhdémrsavinchhegshowsanh
involved a range of changes that went beyond simply screening art films, such as alterations in
theatre d®cor and the manager 6s wardrobe. [ é]
emerge solely from any inherentiatic quality of [art] films, but was also a construction of art
house operators attempting to f P dnnelingthische wi
narrative onto one particular venue, Jim Lane examined the Brattle Theatre in Cambridge,
Masschusetts, and its discursive construction as an alternative film culture venue in the

1950s%°8 The second major batch of art house case studies documents the partial or wholesale

397wilinsky, Sure Seatersl04105.
¥ _ane, fABrattle Theatre. o
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integration of provocative sexual content into art houses of the 19609sumdtiie wake of
relaxed censorship nor ms. Dennis Nyback tells
teetemg between highbrow and sewerow sensibilities following the midentury art film
craze3®® Other case studies detail hesteemedinemas such as The Adonis in New York
bought into the grindhouse ethos by redesigning theatre space to encourage anonymous sex and
other clandestine activityecidedlyat odds with the prestigeputation ofart house$§%

The third shift in art house history comprises the focus of this thélsesethinkingof
art houses intcommunitymindednonprofits deploying a range of practices to remain
financially and culturally solvent. This shift is no less worthy of criticalditbe yet case studies
on contemporary art houses are rare. One such study positioned between a Boledsofian
cultural distinction and my own concern with commudite nt r i ¢ practices is J
article on the Tampa Theatre, in Tampa, [Elaravaudevilleera movie palace that restructured
into an art house in the 1950he Tampaontinues to specialize in foreign, independent, and
documentary films today. Jones highlights the
Society, anditsne mber sd i mpressions of t khlssfilmenlpuee. as an
Her analysis largely echoes the Bourdieutathodof mappingcultural tastemaking similar to
the approach thawilinsky and Lane apply to art house programming, theatterdénd
promotional materials. Interviews with Film Society members reveal how patrons value the
Tampa because it represents what Honbtlthewood an

Tampads differentiati on de fwhoselsusinedssorezmppiesal . I

¥Dennis Nyback, i ArihFrantht ArGHousa td thé GrindBoeise:tHighbew @nd Lowbrow

Transgressions i n,e@s Jolen@lanéand Robert ¥einerqEororiton Scgrecrow Press, 2010),
153169.

Wjack Stevenson, i GrinFroohthe ArtHeuseatotile GBnelhouse Highbrow and Lowbrow

Transgressions i n,e@s. Jolen@landand Fobert ¥einerqeororton Scgrecrow Press, 2010),
129152.
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out once the workday ends, provides Tampamgveeer s wi t h a sense of fAdeé
Aoccasi ono t h abasedsthedtre chaires fack.orhe intanvehience of traveliegp
price ofparking, andhreatening prospexof nighttime crime only augment its aura of
distinction; the Tampabds fdArelative ina%cessib
Her article also hints at where art houses migigrateas film-cultural community centers.
Many Film Society members, remarking on the i
programming, express a desire to have organized discussions or adult education classes in film
appreciation to better take part in t@mmunal experience of art film exhibition.

Remaining case studies of digiaje art houses have picked up where Jones left off. In
my thesis introduction | mentioned28182019doubleissue othe academic journdlhe
Projectorthatreinvestigated caemporary art house exhibition beyond the frames of postwar
distinction and foreigitanguage cinephilia. Two noteworthy case studies came out of these
i ssues. First i s Joan McGettigandés profile on
of four art housegjatheredunder the nonprofit Renew Theatres company that operates across
Pennsylvania and New Jersékin to my project McGettigan mapedout differences between
the Hiway and mietentury art film exhibitors by pointing out the recent turnamhnonprofit
business structures and a concerted effort to foster comninteitsictionsamong patrons.
Theatres like the Hiway have become associated with neighborhood or downtown revitalization

efforts and depend on philanthropic contributions or patidren membership programs,

“Wljanna Jones, fikhiendiowyptadwhl #¢ et atr e Pal aic@nemalahddheTampa T
City: Film and Urban Societies in a Global Conteadls. Mark Shiel and Tony Fitzmaurice (Oxford: Blackwell,
2001), 132.
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suggesting that Athe desire to be part of a <c
film,0 drives the success of the th*atre and
The second recent applicable caselg is my own survey of the Mary Riepma Ross
Media Arts Center in Lincoln, Nebraska. My article exardiheh e Rossd6s curatori a
art house affiliated with a major institution, the University of Nebrdskaoln, through
discourse analysis araoh interviewwitht he t he dti rmed i sliod@imegtocDam at or
Ladel y. |l sought to deter mine how-LiedCelleggoss ( h
of Fine and Performing Arts) reconciles the t
proganmi ng. 06 The former represents Aexhibitions
stakeholders and intended to intervene in soc
Astandard commerci al b u s i ‘e duality that soilat Retere t 0 ma x
Bosma | abels fia cinema of di s¥Myrfiidiagssuggesteds . fia
t hat the Rbeawlidos Rkiughltyrliianked to Ladelyds indi
(insofar as distributor deaddlow) andtothe univers t y 6 s academi c net wor k.
exhibitor balancing institutional obligations and a highly idiosyncratic curation scheme tied
largely to one person, the Rassmbinesvarying iterations of art house exhibit today. This
and McGett i gmark@rsinitial foseintaa longer ruminationfocurrent art house
cinemas that this thestarries forward.
| turn now totwo additionalcase studies that give concrete form to a range of practices

emblematic of art houseince the transition to digil projection Specifically Iwill look at the

2Joan McGettigan, AFrom Audiitversi wrh ttd eAhdtProjdctpu ATeh:e aTh e , M
Journal on Film, Media, and Cultur#8, no. 1 (Winter 2018): 32.

Wi ll Fech, ATicket Stubs, Social Hub: Capital and Com
Arts Center,The Projector: A Journal ofrilm, Media, and Culturd .8, no. 2 (Summer 2018).p.

404 peter Bosmakilm Programming: Curating for Cinemas, Festivals, Archifdsw York: Wallflower Press,

2015), 63.
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origins, strategicevolutions, and contemporary operations of The Hollywood Theatre in
Portland, Orege, and FilmScene in lowa City, lowa. In selecting theises,| considered a
number of factors. Firshothcinemas are nonprofits. This was importandrderto understand
how thisparticularbusiness model informs art house operations and disemakieg. Second,
given the travel restrictions of the COWI® pandemic, | have chosen theatres with robust
online presences the form of official websites, YouTube channels, press interviews,
Kickstarter videos, etc., as well astive participation in AHC adferencesso that | had access

to ample primary sources suitalite discourseanalysis. Finally, | strove for more geographic
variety than hasypically beenfeatured inart house scholarship, which tends toward theatres in
the largest marketike New York City andChicago. By focusing on a cinema in a west coast
city like Portland Oregon (which has a distinct national reputation as a liberal, cexuitare
enclave)and asmallcollege town iran otherwise conservatileaning US statd hope to brig
more layers of geographénd culturakoverage to the scholarship. | should clarify that these
case studies largefletailactivities before the COVIEL9 pandemic broke out in early 2020y
concluding chapter offers a parting look at how art housesmneed to this crisis and how the
redrawn contours of the art housarkethaveadaptedo the pandemic environmefithat said,

it was a reality of my research process that art house administrators were less available for
personal interviews than they migiave been in a year without the disruptions of the pandemic.
More than half of my email and telephone requests for interviews went unanswered or were
otherwise politely declined. While FilmScene administrators were graciously able to sit down
wi t h vented to mide secondary sources (local journalism, AHC reports, websites) for

targeted information about the Hollywood Theatre.
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With that caveat, aeries of research questions and tensions shape this chapter. |
researching these cinemasydnted to gea sense dhe internal understandiragnong
administratorof theatersas nonprofibusinesses and culturasourcs. If the postwar era
created the emergence of art hoysieanks to particular industrial conditions tifeatored
European art filmand efined taste cultute and i f Agoing desameal 0 becam
cinemagdo stay afloatn later decadeshe shift into nonprofit cultural centers signals something
else entirely for the sector: a financial imperative, Y4 it isalso a rearticutézon of theatrical
exhibitorsless as arbiters of taste and much more withenspectrum of commerce and
community. Nonprofitizatiotas produced prominentnew tension into the art house space
between capitaminded practices and communityinded practies, often activated through a
t heatr eds ifganoilany semioes as @ resource center jtgrefforts to integrate
outside stakeholderkthus pay special attention in this chapter to how nonprofit art houses serve
their communities while reainingfinancially solvent The issue ofommunity servicelso
compels one to wonder exactly which communities are most or bestl bgrtleese cinemaso
newly devoted to social causétow do art houses reach out to the economically
disenfranchised? How and to what extent do art houses court children and fasnias of
their core audienc@sTo what extent do these cinemas define themsklvesmething rather
thanagainsta megafex model of exhibition or Hollywood culture broadly?hat are the
complicated taste formations circulating around the through these cinéhmasase studies are
not uniform;questions and tension points rise to the surface organically to differentslagcee
in different ways. In each cagbough,l recap the origins anelvolutionsof these cinemasito
their current forms to trace an arc of practices that formalize our understanding of where art

houses have gone as institutions in recent decades.
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Figure 1: Exterior of the Hollywood Theatre, Portland, Oregon, in 2018. Pho
credit: Leah Nash and Christopher Onstott.
https://hollywoodtheatre.org/about/press_page/

5.1 The Hollywood Theatre, Portland, Oregon
5.1.1 Originsand Nonprofit Turn

The Holl ywood Theatre is an established | a
that dates back to the days of silent cinelhapenecdn July 17,1926 as a singlescreen, 1,500

seat movie and vaudeville palace on Sandy Boulevard, a main thoroughfare east of the



