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ABSTRACT

FROM THE CINEMA SCREEN TO THE SMARTPHONE:
A study of the impact of media convergence on the distribution sector of
American independent cinema 2006D 2010
Hayley Trowbridge

Film distrbution has undoubtedly changed during thisontemporaryera of media
convergence, with a range of innovative practices and methods being adopted across US
film and the arrival of new orgaisations to the industry and distribution sector. This

should not suggest thatconventional distribution and marketing methods are extinct, or
that the traditional gatekeepers of hese fields are obsoleteRather it should indicate a
mergingof old and newstrategies, practices, methods, and organisations, and it is
through this fusion of tradition and novelty that today©smplexdistribution landscape

has emerged. At the forefront of many of these changes has been American independent
cinema and as suchthe central question posed by this thesis is10w has media
convergence impacted on the distribution and marketing of American independent
cinema, and how canthis impactbe understood in terms of wider technological,

industrial and sociocultural contextselevant to the current media landscape? In
answering this this thesis providesa comprehensivere-mapping of the distribution

sector of Ameri@an independent cinemain terms of the distributors involved and

methods and stategies through which films ardeing releasedwithin this contemporary

era of media convergence.

This thesis uses the concept of media convergenes a complex and multifaceted lens

that has dimensions in the technological, industrial and sociocultural realmtrough
whichrecentinnovations infilm distribution and marketing can be examined

Underpinning this framework is the adoption of an approach informed by the emergent
media industry studies agenda (Holt and Peen, 2009; Hilmes, 2013; and McDonald,

2013). The implementation otthis converged method taunderstanding media industries

has allowed for afluid, diverse andmultilayered assessment of therea under

examination. Specifically, the thesis uses Thomas SchatzOs (2009) macro and micro level
framework to examining film indstries in orderto identify key trends and industrial

practices within American independent cinema (and, to a degree, U&fdt large),



exploring how theyelate to specific films, filmmakers and companies, within a

distribution context.

From this a numler of key findings have emerged, including:

* The identification of a new industrial structure that has facilitated fmrm of re-
conglomeration ofparts of the American independent cinemdhat is similar to the co-
option of American independent cinema in thiate 1980s and early 1990s

* The identification ofnew, collaborative distribution and marketing strategies being
used within American independent cinemthat not only seek to connect films with
consumers, but also involve them, to varying degrees, in redd processes.

* An outline and discussion on howhanges within the distribution sector have

impacted on film form and consumption practices evident in this era of convergence.

The thesis provides original contributions to knowledge in the fields of Amaric
independent cinema and distribution studies at largby: reconceptualisingwhat
independent filmis within this contemporary perid of media convergence; reframing
discussions on film digribution to be more inclusive and less elitist in their scope;
providingnew methodological approaches to understanding the wider workings of film
distribution and marketing; anddemonstratinghow distribution studies can be utilised to

understand innovations withirthe fields of film production and exhibition.
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INTRODUCTION
WHERE IS CINEMA? FILM AS A CRGEATFORM RPBRDUCT

One of the most prominent figures in early film theory, AndrZ Bazinsedthe question,
OWhat is cinema?@roughout a number of his essays in the 1950s Since the dawn of
the millennium, this ontological enquiry has returned to the forefront éilm studies as
film has undergone dramatic change as part of an evolving media landscape dominated
by discussions of convergence. Withiis media environment, the wayilm is both
defined and studiedare beingrethought. Traditional film theory and longeld beliefs
about film may not necessarily be adequate in this contemporary climate. Writadgput
this, Anne Friedberguggeststhat the concepts of both film history and spectatorship
need to be reconceptualised due to technological developments (200B78), and that
film as a Odiscrete objectE[is becominglh endangered speciesO (2000: 277). Echoing
FriedbergOsentiment but without the melancholy undertonesl.isa Cartwright described
how filmis Odisintegrating intd® or integrating withD other mediad as part of this
contemporary wave of media convergence (2002: 4173creen Dynamics: Mapping the
Borders of Cinema also addsto this discussionthrough reconsideringthe relationship
between film and the movie theatrdKoch et al,2012: 6).

This body ofwork, underpinned both directly and indirectly by the question Owhat
is cinema?0, suggests that over recent years film has undergone a paradigmatic shift at
technological, industrial and sociocultural level$-ilmis no longer being seen as (and
perhaps rever was) an autonomous medium in which images are recorded onto
celluloid, developed and then projected onto a screen in a theatre for an audience to
watch. Instead, film has transformed into a crosglatform product that is becoming
increasingly fluid al mobile asit merges with othemmedia forms. Nowadays we
consume films in various ways, from watching films in the cinema to viewing the latest
blockbuster on a smartphone. Media convergence has been central to creating the
conditionsin whichthese changes have occurred

Yet rather than focusing on what film is or has become, perhaps it is more
productiveto pursue a topological queryOwhere is cinem2O Given that the
contemporary media environment is synonymous with Omobile media, ubiquitous screens

and moving images on the moveO, Vinzenz Hediger proposes that investigating the

1 Hugh Gray translated a number of BazinOs work into EnglisWfat Is Cinema? Volume One (1968) and
What Is Cinema? Volume Two (1972). The essays in these collections were translated froQue-est-ce que
le Cinéma?, originally published by Editions du CefTranslated versions of BazinOs work have also
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location of cinema is of paramount importance (2012: 61). Thizas resonance with
Victor BurginOargument that scholarsneed to re-examine cinemaOs positidrecause of
the plethora of fragmened ways consumersiow encounter film (2012: 93). Thepresent
day physical (and metaphysical) place of film is an area that film scholarship needs to
exploredue to filmOsncreased dispersion betweemovietheatres, our homes and our
pockets. This breaking of the boundaries of the physicgpace occupied by film is noa
recent phenomenon, butodayOsnhanced portability of film content and othe-go
viewingpracticesdo representa significant shift in film consumptiortrends.
Fundamentd to the changes infilm exhibition that have reinvigorated this
questioning of filmOs location, haveeen developmentsin distribution. Distribution plays
a vital role in connecting films with consumeraVhen this study refers to the distribution
sector t is referring to the industry sector that operates between and connects the
production and exhibition arenas, encompassing distribution strategies, methods and
logistics, licensing and marketing operation# myriad of organisations operateavithin
this sector, each provding key functions and servicethat getfilms to sites of exhibition
and thus connect themwith consumers.First are thefilm distributors; these companies
generallypurchase the rights to a film acrosspecificterritories (i.e. geograplaal
locations) and differentoutlets (i.e. theatrical, DVD, etc.oordinatingits release across
them. Companies such as Fox Searchlight, Magnolia PicturBggent Releasing and
Wildcat Releasing are akkxamples of film distributorsdespite varying intheir industrial
position, size and operationsFurthermore some distributors, as exemplified by Fox
Searchlight, also operate within the realms of film production, distributing their own self
produced filmsas well as oneghey havepurchasedthe rights to. In recent years,
aggregatorssuch as New VideohitMAX andDistribber, who are a third partieshat
negotiate deals between flmmakers/companies and various onliridigital platforms
such as iTunes and Netflphave emerged The aggregatorOs role withiiistribution is
similar to that of a sales agentthey have a preexisting relationship with digital platforms
and vet titles before they go on salen them (Weiler, 2008). The aggregator usually
takes responsibility for converting files ready for each sgific platform, providing the
platform with the necessarymarketing components (e.g. trailer, image etc.) and also
collecting the revenue for the flmmaker/production company (Ravid and Candler, 2014).
Aggregators are in some ways akin to distributorstimat they are the middlemen

between film production companies and sites of exhibitions, and in some instances



distributors willhave theirown direct relationship with digital platforms that negate the
need for an aggregator (ibid).

Within the marketing realm of the distribution sector more varieties of companies
exist. Whilstsome of the marketing(i.e. the production and/or dissemination of content
and campaigns)for a filmOs release may be completed by a distributor@mirse
marketing team, a large prportion of such activityis commissionedto other companies
such as marketing agenciesike New Wave EntertainmenfNew Wave Entertainment
were commissioned by Magnolia Home Entertainmebta sister company of Magnolia
Picturesbto producethe DVD/BluRayfor the release of The Last Days on Mars
(Robinson, 2013)into the US home entertainment markefNew Wave Entertainmenb
The Last Days on Mars, 2015). This included themenu design, compression and
authoring of the DVD (ibid)Additionally New Wave Entgainment also provides trailer
editing and print design services for films and television programmeékhere are also
companies such asA Hg Trailer, thatspecialise inediting film trailers. These ompanies
are often referred toas Otrailer housesO. iy Brailerwas responsible for the production
of the trailer for Despicable Me 2 (Coffin and Renaud, 2013)and the TV spot foMama
(Muschietti, 2013) (A Big TraileB Our Work, 2015) both of whichwere distributed in the
US by Universal Pictureddore recently, companies that specialise in the online and
mobile maiketing arenas have emerged. Thesgigital agencies provide services such as
social mediaand mobile-optimised marketing campaigns. HipCrickdd formerly Augme
Technologiesb for example,provides mobile advertising services for a range of
industries including the film industry. As Chapter Three explores, this agenas
commissioned byLionsgateto deliver aninnovative digital marketingcampaign that
promoted the release ofFor Colored Girls (Perry, 2010).

Therecentinnovations indistribution, namely the various incarnations of digital
deliveryand marketing opportunities as briefly mentioned aboyenderpin and support
the increasingly varied ways thatonsumersnow encounter film. ¥t despite this, this
areahasreceived relatively little scholarly attentiomlisa Perren noteghat the
academic workthat has beenconducted on media distribution has lack of Othematic
consistencyO bun general two pointsare clear (2013a: 165): Frst, distribution is
discussed less than the production and exhition sectors and second,digitalisation has
had a substantial impact on media distributionilfid). The majority of workn this area
generally discusseshanges in film distribution as partof larger studies on the impact of

convergence or technological developments in film. This work has revolved primarily



around the discussion of digital distribution methods (see Allen, 2003 and Keane,
2007). These studies have not necessarilyeen technologicaly deterministic, but they
have foregrounded the technological aspects of theskevelopments while payindittle
attention to their industrial and socioculturalcontexts Furthermore recent studies on
film marketing are few and far between; the noticeablexception is Finola KerriganOs
Film Marketing (2010). Whilst Kerrigan provides a comprehensive account of
contemporary film marketing strategies and links them effectively to their historical roots
and the current media landscapethe study is perhaps todroadto fully engage with
more intricate discussionsabout why new practices have emerged or older practices
developed.Suchdiscussiors are vital if film scholarship is to meet the challengesat
this emergent environment is presenting

There issmall but growing body of studie® such as Ramon Lobato(8hadow
Economies of Cinema: Mapping Informal Film Distribution (2012), Dina lordanova and
Stuart CunninghamOs edited collectidbigital Disruption: Cinema Moves On-line (2012),
Chuck TryonGBn-Demand Culture: Digital Delivery and the Future of Movies (2013) and
Henry Jenkins, Joshua Green and Sam For8@®adable Media: Creating Meaning and
Value in a Networked Culture (2013) D that have begun to address this gap in literature
and look beyond technoloigal change. These studies look at thenessier and less
quantifiable ways in which film and media distribution has evolved. It is within this
growing area of research thakrom the Cinema Screen to the Smartphone: A Study of
the Impact of Media Convergence on the Distribution Sector of American Independent
Cinema 2006 - 2010 situates itself. As Chapter @e will discuss, the Ocatego®@® one
can use that termb of American independent cinema is fluid in its definition and can
have differing connotationsdependent on the line of enquiryaken and the historical
context This fluidity means thatAmerican independent cinema can contaia diverse
array of films. These films are currently being distributed in a multitude of ways, from
being released theatrically on thousands of screengo being shared across social media
platforms. Furthermore recentinnovations indistribution and marketing methods have
been heralded by commentators such as Peter Broderick (2008) as a Onew worldO in
which independent filmmd&ers have more power and control ovdrow their films are

releasedthan in previous decades. As suctiimerican independent cinemanakes an

2 Chapter Two provides extended discussion on the literature surrounding film distribution, with Chapter
Three providing a similar review on marketing.

3 The methodology for selecting #film corpus for this thesis and the thesis@mderstanding of what
American independent cinema is, are detailed later.
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ideal case study for examining the impact of media convergence film distribution. This
should notsuggest that Hdlywood has not withessed, embraced aneiventried to
counteract changes in the distribution field, but ratheacknowledgehow independent
film has tended to be a forerunner of these changes that are theometimesco-opted in
more mainstream arenas. Theradre, although this thesis looks specifically aamerican
independent cinema, it shouldchot indicate that the distribution and marketingactivities
examinedare exclusive to this area

Despite American independent cinemaQsiitability as a case study forttis type of
research there is relatively littlescholarshipthat has used it. Writing in 2005, Patricia
Zimmerman argued that independent film Oneeds to be rethought of as a form of cinema
that moves across different platforms and through different audiees and economies,
rather than a static model of a featurdength film on celluloid that plays in theatres and
film festivalsO (2005: 214). Playing a pivotal role in enablirfgig movement is
distribution, yet since ZimmermanGessaythe plenitude of recen studies emerging on
American independent cinemé&have had a minimal amount to say on thisubject There
are, however, a handful of exceptions which include Geoff Kingdée 2.0: Change and
Continuity in Contemporary Indie Film (2014) and Yannis TzioumkisOs journal article,
OReclaiming Independence: American Independent Cinema Distribution and Exhibition
Practices beyond Indiewood® (2042 Worksuch as this hasstarted to tackle some of
the issues surrounding the ways in which Amean independent cirema isdistributed
and marketed across different platformsbut there isstill substantial terrain left
uncovered.

It is the aim ofFrom the Cinema Screen to the Smartphone to reduce this gapin
researchby posing the central question: bl has media convegence impacted on the
distribution and marketing of American independent cinema arftbw canthis impactbe
understood in terms of wider technological, industrial and sociocultural contexts relevant
to the current meda landscape? In doing this, this thesiwill providea comprehensive
re-mapping ofthe distribution sector of Amerian independent cinema, in terms of the
distributors involved and methods and strategies through which films are being released,
within this contenporary era of media convergencend thus locate its own niche within
the everexpanding canon of research being produced on independent filFurthermore
the thesiswill provide original contributions to research by reconceptualising what

independent film is in a converged media landsge, reframing discussions around film

4 Chapter One provides a literature reviewon American independent cinema.
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distribution, providing new methodological approaches to examining independent film
within this context, and exploring how changes in the distribution sector have impacted
on the fields of film production and exhibitio. To do this, the thesiswill approach media
convemgence as a multifaceted concept, using as a lens through whictchanges inthe
distribution sector of American independent cinema can be examinéd/ith this in mind,
the remainder of this introduction Wl provide a brief overview of the impact omedia
convergence on US filnhefore moving onto a literature review omedia convergence. It
will then outline thestudyOsnethodological approach, before concluding with a summary

of its structure.

A (very)brief overview of media convergence and US film

Early discourses on this contemporary period of media convergence, specifically in
reference to media production, referred to a Odigital revolutionO that had apparently
swept through media industries. Howevers Tony Feldman suggests, the move to digital
media production is nowadays being perceived as Oa process of evolutionO (2007: 1).
With a similar perspective, Brian Winston writes, O[w]hat is hyperbolised as a
revolutionary train of events can be seen a& far more evolutionary and less
transforming processO (1998: 1). Therefarehile there havebeen significant changes
within the film landscape, onemust not to assumethat everything about the film industry
has changed or will change as a result ofcontemporarymedia convergence. Articulating
this sentiment, Tim Dwyesuggeststhat media convergence is a process rather than a
radical shiftin which Onew technologies are accommodated by existing media and
communication industries and culturesO (2010: 2Jhe term OaccommodatedO signifies
that the emergence of new technologies has not changedterything about the pre
existing media landscape; instead indicates that old and new practices, technologies,
industrial formations and cultures have converged.c@isequently, the impact of media
convergence on US film should beritten aboutas a developing process in which old
and new coexist, converge and isome cases, replace one another.

Since the early 1990s the majority of Hollywood films shot on filmeve digitised
for postproduction,and then exported back out onto 35mm as film for exhibition (Willis,
2005: 3). Therefore, rather than film production suddenly changing from celluloid to
digital formats, what has actually occurred, as Stephen Keane notés a Otransition from
analogue to digital processesO (2007: 1). During this transitional perioumerous trends

have emerged, which include:
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* An increase in the number of films being recorded digitally.

* Editing being most frequently undertaken on digite nondinear editing software.

* The rise of digital effects in films and the use of computgenerated images.

* The adoption of digital sound recording.
Looking at the motivations behind the move towards digital processes, John Belton
(2002) outlines how theywere primarilyeconomically driven Digital processes
simultaneously had the potetial to reduce costs and allowvechnology brands to market
new technologies to consumes, and thus attempt to increase sale$2002: 100 D 103).
In previous decades, technolgies such as Technicolor or CinemaScope were used to
attract filmgoers back to the cinema when television was seen as a competitdhis
same logic underpins the marketing of digital technologiésuch as the resurgence of
3D) to film consumers nowadays but this time the competitors areOnew mediaO
technologies, such as video games and the Internet

While digital production processeare used by all sectors of the US film industry,
they are significantly pertinent to independent companies ard.l.Y filmmakers, as the
increasingaffordability of digital hardware and softwarbéas made film production more
accessible.The development of cheaper technologies/materials for producing films is
not new in itself;postdigitisation both9.5mm and 16mm stock were cheaper
alternatives to 35mm However technologies such ason-professional digital
camcordersand smartphones coupled withhome editing software sah as iMovie and
Windows MovieMaker, have enhanced access to filmmaking tools considerably. So
although, as Holly Willisdescribes many commentators havéneralded digital video as
the death of Oreal filmO, many othgserceiveit as opening up avenues via which new or
underrepresented OvoicesO can be heard (2005ir1)ine with this a reinvigorated D.Y.
culture of film production has emerged.

This technological context has impacted on thgpe of contentthat can be
considered to be Ofiim&rom 90second shorts shot and edited osmartphones to
Hollywood blocklnsters, digital production and posproduction techniques have
infiltrated all sectors of the filmmaking spectrum, and as such the term OfiimO has very
different connotations in different contextsThe ontological discussion of what film is, is
not something that this study is overly concerned withf peoplechoose to label user
generatedvideos as films then they have just as much right tee consideredas such, as

a feature film being projected in a theatravould. In this sense, this study is far more
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concerned with Owhere is cinema?0 and theagtgies and methods used to disseminate
all forms of film.

Regardless of what forna film takes, the commonality between them is that their
primary purpose is to connect with an audienéeand thus, be exhibited The traditional
and perhaps most prestigios site of film exhibition has been the cinema screen and
even this has not escaped the reach of media convergence. Over recgsars digital
projection systems have been installed in a significant number of theatrdsyt their
uptake, in the US was initially slow because of the Obattle over who would finance the
installation of digital projection equipmentO (Tryon, 2009: 6%) 2005, this wrangling
was subdued with the major studios establishing Oa financial arrangement that would
help underwrite the cos of converting to digital projectionO for some US cinemas (ibid).
According to Tryon, the transition to digital projection was less clear for small
independent theatresbecauseas theyhad fewer screens than multiplexeshe costof
converting each screenncreased(2009: 66).

Despite theseissues, the 2010 MPAA Theatrical Statistics report found thatthe
number of digital screens in the USiad Omore than doubled€ince the previous year
resulting in digital screens accounting for 40% of the totelScinema screens
(2010:15)8. The benefits of this include the potential of digital projection to provide
Omore flexible film schedules@e provision forOsimultaneous event screenings with
remote locationsO anthe preservation ofOthe openingright print qudity of a filmO
(Tryon, 2009:6). Michael Allesuggests thatO[p]rints using digital sound tend to last far
longer than those that do not, because there is less degradation of sound quality across
repeated useO (2003: 223). Despitthis, Belton argues that digital projection and sound
offer nothing new for film audiences an@rguesthat Odigital cinema is a revolutionary
technological innovation for filmmakersE[and] it is also a potential bodBin the form of
cost savingb for film distributorsO (2002: 107. Whilst Belton maybe right in suggesting
that the theatrical experience has not really changed because of digital projection and
sound, such technological developmentsiay impact on the types of films that people
see in a theatre. Between 2009 and 2010 he number of films released by distributors

who were not one othe major studios (or a speciay division of a studig, increased by

5 The term Oaudience is a problemaiicit canmean different things depending on what media form is
being discussed andts potential to oversimplify the representation o& group ofconsumers(Burton,

2005: 83). Consequently, it is being used heria its broadest sense to refer to an individuglerson, a

mass goup of people,or sub-groups of people who access, use, orferwise OconsumeO film content.

6 This trend hascontinued; in2013, 93% of cinema screen in the US and Canada were digital, with 37% of
these being 3D equippedIPAA2013: 6).

12



5%, whilst films released by the studios themselves dropped by 6% ditohs released by
their specialtydivisionsreduced by 21% MPAA 2010: 13). Whether this increase irthe
theatrical releasing of certain types of independent film&nd the decrease in other
types of films)can be linked to theupsurgein digital projection facilities rguires further
research but thereare signs of aninitial correlation; the 2013 statistics, for example,
depict a similar trendto the 2010 report (MPAA, 2013: 22).

While, dgital projection may make it cheaper for independent filmmakers to
distribute their films due to the difference in cst between the traditional 35mm prints of
films and their digital counterparts, it also, as Tryon states:

E[allows] exhibitors to shut down at a momentOs notice a poorly performing film
and to replace it with a more popular one, potentially reinforcing thdockbuster
logic of Hollywood and by extension placing even further emphasis on theatres as
sites designed primarily for the reception of those films (2009:6).
Consequently, OsmallerO films that build up an audience over numerous weekidhe
spread of positive wordof-mouth are being removed from theatres almost instantlgnd
this reducesthe chance of a film b&oming a Osleeper hitO.

Outside of theatrical exhibitionywe have seen an enhanced mobility of film
exhibition and consumption. The rootsfdhis can be traced back to thenitial
domestication of film inthe late 1940s with the introduction of televisiorand developed
further in the 1970s with the launch of VHSAL the time,rhetoric emergedsuggesting
that the theatrical exhibition of filmwould become obsolete. Yet decades later, there are
still large numbers of theatres still operatingConsequently, rather than an obliteration of
cinemagoing, television and VHS together have brought about Onew forms of access to
the filmic experienceO (&etti, 2009: 62). Alongside this, theréhas been an emphasis
from Hollywood on releasing blockbuster anelvent films that continue to draw
consumers into cinemas. Whiléhe format of VHS has now become all but obsolete, what
is still evident is a strong alture of domesticfilm consumptionthat was proliferated with
the launch of DVD and BhRray.Nowadays, a number ofechnological developments
have emerged that have enabled consumers to engage with film content in a variety of
new locations and waysThismigratorynature of film is symptomatic of widemedia
trends; for example, gaming has gone mobile with devices suchtas Sony Playstation
Portableand through apps Film howeveras Ekkehard KnSrersuggests has always
been nomadic in the sense that cpies of films have been sent out to theatres to be

projected(2012: 169). Therefore, theportability of film has been in development
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practically since the mediumOs inceptigrbut over recent years & migratory nature has
intensified, resulting in film béng Ono longer located and locatable insingle placeO
(ibid).

Viewing any of these changes in the arena of film exhibition (and media
consumption practices at large) as being purely motivated by technological development,
simplifies the situation greaty®. Insteadthese changeshave been brought about byoth
technological and social developmest Writing about the domestication of film,
Francesco Casetti suggests that the Otransformation of the experience of PImEoccurs not
only because of the pressure of the technological revolutionEbut also because there is a
new cultural scenario with which cema must engage© (2009: 63). Discussing the
relationship betweentechnology and society ifbroader terms, Winston has argued that
technological change is genefly predated by social factors, statinghat Othere is
nothing in the histories of electricabnd electronic communication systems to indicate
that significant major changes have not been accommodated by existing social
functionsO (1998: 2). What both authorargue, is that the relationship between
technology andnhow societyuses it,cannot be writen about with causeand-effect logic.
Rather, therelationship between them is more complex, and as su¢hould be
discussed ina multifaceted way.

Underpinning (andundamerntal to) all forms ofexhibitionis distribution.

Essentially, n order for a flm to be exhibited distribution must occur. DistributionOs
function as a connection between production and exhibitianakes it the Olinchpin of the
entire industryOKunz,2007: 112). With production and exhibition showing numerous
signs of the impact ofmedia convergence, it is unsurprising that distribution has not
escaped its reachRecently, mmeroustendencieshave emergedin film distribution,
including, but not limited to:

* The implementation of digital distribution pratices (e.g. streamingdigital

downloads etc.) and marketing strategies (g. QR codes@iralGcampaigns).
* Anincreased visibility and viability of notheatrical distribution models (e.g.

online distribution) and the usage of new marketgavenues (e.g. social media).

7 Drawing on wok from Ben Singer, Barbara Klingatescribes how O[a]y two years after EdisonOs
Kinetoscope appeared in 1894, manufacturers began producing projectors intended for use in the home
and in other offtheatre sites(2006: 6).

8 Publications such asCharlesSwartz (2005),GlennKennel (2007) andLars Svanberg (2013)Dto varying
degreesb adopt this approach

14



* The entry ofnew companies and platforms into the distribution field (e.g.

YouTube, Amazon, iTunes) and marketiagena (e.g. Twitter, Facebook).

* Areinvigoration of DLY. and grassroots distribution models and marketing

strategies.

These changes however, should nsuggest that conventional distribtion and marketing
methods areextinct, or that the traditional gatekeepers in these fields are obsolete.
Indeed, quite the contrary is true. Whas taking placeis a convergence of old and new
strategies, practices, metbds, and organisations, and it is through this eexistence and
fusion of tradition and novelty that todayOs distributienvironmentis being constructed.
Echoing FeldmanOs (2007) statemeabout the incorporation of digital technologies into
media production, this process of change within théistribution sectoris an evolution,
rather than a revolution.

Major studios and DI.Y. flmmakers alike are still working out the rules of this
environment.Innovativedistribution methods and marketing strategieare being tested
out and the ones that do not produce the desired results are beimgthought The
frameworks that previously governed traditional notions of distribution and marketing are
being renegotiated, restructured and reorganised, but perhaps theost interesting
aspect of recent innovations is that such changes are not just being played out before
film consumers, butwith them. Such changes arenot only a real OgamzhangerO for
organisations operating at the top of the film industry hierarchy, bpérhaps more
meaningfully so for those who exist at the botton.l.Y filmmakers andassociated
organisations are learning how to use novel distribution and marketing strategies to
connect their films with consumers and in doing sare often bypassing lie traditional
gatekeepers ofdistribution.

In previous decadesgdistribution has been achallengefor certain independent
filmmakers. In the US film industry, major studios and largendependent companies
have hal a stranglehold ondistribution, as theyhave been the organisations with the
finances, reach and industry contacts to provide distribution in a markitat was
dominated by theatrical releasingWith the striking and delivery of prints currently
costing around $1000 Stewart and Cohen, 2013)not to mention advertising coststhe
likelihood of a small independentompanyor filmmaker having the finances available to
release a film in nunerous theatres across the US igery slim.However this situation
has changed due to the impact of media comvgence.lt is anticipatedthat satellite

theatrical distribution of filmscould reducecosts to just $100 per film(ibid).
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Furthermore while there have been other markets than the theatrical one for some time
D such as television and straighto-video b the Internet has transformed the situation
further. As lordanova argueshe Internet has created a situation in which D.Y
filmmakers Ohave at their disposal the means to access previously distant
audiencesEsufficient to provide the modest revenue needed keep goingO (2012: 7).
Independentcompanieshave been at the forefront of exploitinghese possibilities with
films such asRethink Afghanistan (Greenwald, 2009 and 10mph (Weeks,2007),
utilising the Internet to bypass the traditional gatekeepers dadistribution and to market
their films. Specifically, independent filmmakers and smadkale independent film
companies have harnessed new communication methods associated with Web 2.0 to
connect with consumers and encourage them taot onlyactively engae in their
production, but also theirdistribution, marketing and exhibitionHowever, @éspite such
change,conventional forms of distribution and marketing are still widely adoptednd it
is this coexistence that makes contemporarfiim distribution such a fruitful research

area.

Discussing media convergence: A threstranded approach

Throughout the last decademedia scholars, as well as academics working in other
areas, have discussed the concept of media convergence wide§ince its publication,
JenkinsOConvergence Culture: When Old and New Media Collide (2006) has informeda
significant proportion of thisdiscussion, alongsidehis earlier essag (2004a, 2004b). As
such JenkinsO work seems an apt starting point for ttesiew. Jenkinssuggess that
convergence cultures a space in which Oold and new media collide, where grassroots
and corporate media intersect, where the power of the media producer and the power of
media consumer interact in unpredictable waysO (2006: 2).this environment,binary
oppositions such as OoldO and OnewO, OgrassrootsO and OcorporateO, and OproducerO and
OconsumerO are engaging, borrowing, and ultimately convergitiyeach other, thus
differentiating this period of convergence fronolder ones Jenkins@pproach vievs

media convergence asnvolvingOthe flow of content across multiple media platforms,

the cooperation between multiple media industries, and the migratory behaviour of
media audiences who will go to almost anywhere in search of the kinds of entertainment
experiences they wantO (). This statement highlightsconvergenceOmultidimensional
nature across three distinct strand® technological (the flow of content), industrial

(dialogue between industries) and sociocultural (the emerging consumption praesg.
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Echoing this,other scholarshave alsodiscussed media convergenceas a
multifaceted phenomenon Virginia Nightingale suggests that media convergence
concerns the ways in which Otechnological, industrial, cultural and social changesO have
impacted onthe circulation of media (2007: 20) andDwyer describes how media
convergence has Oa number of distinct levels including cultural, industrial, technological
or regulatory levelsO (2010: 5). Where JenkinsO writings on convergence filidfarthese
studies s that he proposesa hierarchy between thee different expressions. For Jenkins,
media convergence is primarily a Ocultural shiftO in which Oconsumers are encouraged to
seek out new information and make connections among dispersed media contentO
(2006: 3); the technological and industrial manifestations of convergence are secondary.
In assuming a hierarchy between the different strandg is possible to overlook how the
strands relate to and impact on one another. Consequently the pecking order Jenkins
imposesis arguably artificial and using it to analyse contemporary media convergence is
not necessarilyproductive®. Instead, thisthesis presumes each key strand of media
convergenceb namely industrial, technological and sociocultur&to be of equal
importance andarguesthat these strands exist in a plaiike form. Essentially a plait is a
constant and perpetual overlaying of one strand over another to create a chain and this
analogy aptly describes the interlocking of industrial practices, technoiogl
developments and consumer interactions embodied within étcontemporary media
landscape. This understanding isnore akin to DwyerOs (2010) and Nightirg®s (2007)
conceptualisations, and the emainder of this literature review will discuss thee strands,
exploring how they interlink with one another.

In terms of technological convergencat is digitalisation that is central to
facilitating the convergence Obetween different mediaO (Henten and Tadayoni, 2008: 45).
At the heart of digitalisation, Andexr Henten and Reza Tadayoni suggest, is th#ernet
as Oit is unquestionably the most important common technological platform for the
convergence between different kinds of communication and media industriesO (ibid). The
Internetis Oa distribution systerfor informationO (KYng, &rd and Towse, 2008: 3) and
it has played a significant role in enabling traditional forms of media content to be
exhibited andconsumed in new waysThis convergence of new digital practices and

traditional media is central to he success of portable media player®evicessuch as the

9 What JenkinsO hierarchy does achieve, is distandiigworkfrom earlier writingson media convergence
that overlooked sociocultural contributions téthe phenomenon (see Collins, 1996, Doyle, 2002, Feldman,
1999). JenkinsO hierarchyas perhapsmotivated by a desire to reframecholarshipOs approach tedia
convergence at the time.
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iPod, according toMatt Hills, are perhaps the clearest depictions of convergence at work
as on themthe Ointerfaces and intersections of different media technologies are perhaps
most visible® (2009107).

Yet, as Jenkins notes, it is important not to perceive convergence in relation to
specific hardware, instead Oconvergence is a paradigm sBii move from medium
specific content toward content that flows across multiple media channelsO (2006:435
For example, despite being able to consume all kinds of media content on smartphones
b from films to newspaperD this has notyet led to the demise of cinemas, the printed
press andother traditional mediums In reference to this, Nightingale arguest
technological convergence iscbanging the shape and contours of contemporary
mediascapes, but far from the media world becoming simplified as a result, it has
become increasingly complexO (2007: 2Bhe suggests that O[r]ather than
concentrating meda in one device, the current expression of convergence addresses
multiple devices, wireless access and continuous connectivity to individually preferred
networks of personal and work contacts, and leisure and entertainment resourcesO (ibid).
YetPeter Fornan and Robert W. Saint Joharguethat the goal of media convergence is
Othe union of audio, video and data communications into a single source, received on a
single device, delivered by a single connectionO (2000: 50). Jenkins refers to this Ogoal®
as the OBlack Box FallacyO, which descsiliee argument that O[s]ooner or laterEall
media content is going to flow through a single black boxO (2006: 14). However, as
Jenkins correctly observes, rather than one product that delivers all media content,
nowadaysan array of devicesexistthat provide access to various combinations of media
content (2006: 15). With this in mind,Nightingaleusefully defines technological
convergenceas Oa situation in which multiple media systems coexist and where media
content flows fluidly across themO (2007: 20).

Forman and Saint JohnOs stanaa-the-other hand, adopts a technologically
deterministict® understanding of convergence; an approach that has beconergelyout-
dated. The authors perceive convergence as having threetegories; Ocontent (audio,
video and data); platforms (PC, Thternet appliance, and game machine); and
distribution (how the content gets to yar platform)O (2000: 50). Whil¢éhese three
subsections do exist within the umbrella of convergence, perceiginonvergence only in

terms of technologicalconsiderationsoverlooks how they work with industrial and

10 This view suggests that technologies are Ocausal agents, enteringiesties as active forces of change
that humans have little power to resistO (Baym, 2010: 24). In short, technological determinism assumes a
one-way causeand-effect logic in which technology affects society.
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sociocultural factors When discussing the launch of an OenhancedO version of the
television game showVho Wants to Be a Millionaire? (1999 B 2002) in which viewers
could Oplay along on their PC while they watch the show on TVO, Forman andl8haint
do acknowledge how Disnegwned ABC Television worked in conjunction with its
corporate siblingGo.com on the venture, yet this is siddined (as is the soacultural
contextthat the productwas releasedin), in favour of exploring theechnologies that
enabled its creation(2000: 51). What thisarticle depicts is a onedimensional
discussion, overlookingd as Dwyer argue® that O[c]onvergence is never just
technological processO (2010: 8).

Industrial convergencespedfically at an ownership levelis key to facilitating the
crossplatform flow of media content (Murray, 2005: 417)A fundamental manifestation
of industrial convergence is corporate convergee D a process in which Ocompanies
from one sector acquire or start new ones in another of the converging industriesO (KYng
et al, 2008: 4)11. The structure of the six major multinational conglomerate@ime
Warner, News Corp.Sony Corporation, The Waltishey Company, Viaconand Comcas}
and their diversified interest across multiple entertainment industrieenables them to
control much of the global entertainment marketsJenkins describes this trend as
OaarmingChecauseit has concentrated ownershipresulting in Oa small handful of
multinational media conglomerates dominating all sectors of the entertainment industryQ
(2004 a: 33). Related to this is the concept of coption, which is a Oprocess in which
popular countercultural forms (especially youtbubculture fashions) are commodified by
the culture industriesO (Chandler and Munday, 2011). News Corp @& durchasing of
the MySpaceexemplifies this(BBC New® News Corp. Profits Fall, 2011 Furthermore
co-option also occurs when mainstream mediaompanies imitate the production,
distribution and exhibition practice of alternative media products irrder to
commercialise them. As Chapterii@ details, the creation ofspecialtyfilm divisions, such
as Fox Searchlight and Paramount Vantage, by magtudios co-opted certain attributes
of independent film, ranging from aesthetics to distribution strategie$he situationis
perceved to have reduced competitionyltimately decreasingthe number of alternative
or OindependentO voices presentrininstream media. Whilstelements of this argument

are true, there are ways in which industrial convergence (to a certain degreapports

11 Numerous partnerships, contracts and mutuallpeneficial deals have also emerged tsupport the flow
of media content acoss different platforms, whilesimultaneously allowing each organisation to operate
independently of one another. An example of this is the corporate relationship between WarnesBfa
subsidiary of TIME Warm and online retailer, Amazon Studios, discussed further in Chapter Two.
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independent media.AsChapter Two exploressome film festivals and independent
distributors have adopted similar structures in order to supportindependent film

The logic of synergy underpins many forms of industrial convergence. Synergy,
according to Paul Grainge, is Oa principle of crggemotion whereby companies seek to
integrate and disseminate their products through aaviety of media and consumer
channels, enabling ObrandsO to travel through an integrated corporate structureO (2008:
10). This processis evident inThe Walt Disney Company@ie in Wonderland products.
Alice in Wonderland (Burton, 2010) was produced byValt Disney Pictures (a subsidiary
company of Walt Disney Studiosyyas also made into a theme park rideat the
Disneyland Resort and hadelated merchandise(e.g.jewellery andclothing) sold through
the online and offline Disney stores. Despite The Walisney Company being an anomaly
in terms of how the six multinational media conglomerates form&q it has none the less
become Oprobably the most synergistic of the Hollywood majorsO (Wasko, 2003Té).
present day corporate structure of the Walt Disngyompany allows for distribution of its
ObrandsO across various outlets and mediufifgough exploiting their ownership of
different companies operating across various industriesongomerates like The Walt
Disney @mpany have learnedDhow to acceleratehe Row of media content across
delivery channels to expand revenue opportunitiesO (Jenkins, 2004a: 3Whilst
economic motivationsunderpin these synergistic activitiest is also important to
understand how thesetrends have supportedthe emergence of ew storytelling and
consumption practices, aexamined in Chapter Four

Thesediscussions are more related tsociocultural convergencethat underpins
the varied waysthat media consumersnow consume, use, circulate and produce media
content. Acrucial patt of this discussion is what Jenkins (2006) has termed
Oparticipatory cultureO, within which the roles of media producers and consumers
conflate with both sidesinteracting Owith one another according to a new set of rules
that none ofus fully understand (2006: 3)In a coauthored article withGreen, Jenkins
reviews the different conceptualisations of media consumers contemporary
convergence culturefrom Betsy FrankOs (2004) Omedia activesO (young people who want
to shapetheir media worlds more sdhan their parentsQyeneration) to Grant McCrakenOs
(2005) notion of Omultipliers@nedia consumerswho are now responsible for the partial

shaping of brand$ (Frank, 2004; McCraken, 2005; paraphrased iGreen and Jenkins,

12 The other major studios were all acquired by conglomerates, wheredse Walt Disney Company
transformed itself into a conglomerate from the lfin studio Walt Disney Pictures.
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2009: 216). This reviewleads the authorsto the conclusion thatalthough these
understandings ofconsumers have affiliations with the concept of the active audience
that was prevalent in thel970s and 1980s (see Hall, 1973;Blumler & Katz, 1974;
Morley, 1980), todayOsonsumer and themedia environmentthey arein is distinctly
different (2009: 216 ). They suggest that today@snsumers have different motivations,
different resources and operate in a different relationship with media producers than
audiences from previous decades (ibidyvhile consumers have always been involved in
the production of media content (to certain degree$) from participating in test
screenings to being guests on talk showBover the last decade or spconvergence has
opened upfurther avenues for participation.

Oneof these is therevitalised D.1.Y. culture of media production, facilitated by
digitalisation and the widening availability of thénternet. Writing about the role that
digital tools have played in this culture, Jenkins suggests that:

Enew media tecmologies have lowered production and distribution costs,

expanded the range of available delivery channels and enabled consumers to

archive, annotate, appropriate and recirculate media content in powerful new

ways (2004a: 33).

Withincreased accessibilityaffordability and feasibility of media production, distribution
and exhibition, a digital 0.Y. culture has emergedin which consumers are using
technologiesnot only to produce their own contenbut to share and discuss it. In
response to this,has been Othe development of a market for OprosumerQ technologiesO
that are aimed at both Oprofessional® and OconsumerO content producers (Lister et al,
2009: 34). For Jenkins this type of creativity is a fon of Ograssroots convergencétat
represents the Oineasingly central roles that digitally empowered consumers play in
shaping the production, distribution and reception of media contentO (2004b: 166).

While Jenkins is correct in identifying how consumers are increasingly becoming
more involved in the prduction, distribution and exhibition of media content, his
decision to assign consumers an almost centrable in the media landscape is
questionable.Numerousinequalities exist between multinational media conglomerates
and individual consumers As Jonatlan Gray suggeststhis type of OYotopianO rhetoric
should be treated with some scepticism (2010: 164)He writes:

Much of the hoopla surrounding Web 2.00s multiple sharing sites, such as

YouTube, My Space, and Facebook, has focused on how they challerggporate

culture and logic, opening up cultural production, authorship, and distribution to
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seemingly anyone. In the face of such excited rhetoric though, we must remember

that OYouO often excludes all of those on the other side of the digital divide deho

not own computers with editing software and higspeed Internet service. Also,
media multinationals frequently have considerably more time and resources than

OYouO to produce, publicise, and circulate [media content] (ibid).

Although technological advaces have lowered the barriers to media production and
opened up new opportunitiesn terms ofdistribution and exhibition, the control,
influence and dominance of the media landscape hasot yetbeen taken out of the
hands of theaforementionedmedia congomerates andother, large media companies.
Distinct inequalitiesstill exist in terms of finances, time, resources and skillbetween
large media organisations and grassroots producerSurthermore some of the tools
consumersuse to create and share medi content,are owned by the types of media
organisations that these practies are assumed to be subvertingAsJanet Wasko and
Mary Eriksonnote, social media platforms are being used by corporations to Otranslate
potential captive audiences into advertisig revenueO (2009: 377.

Thescenario outlined hereshould also not suggest that people have suddenly
becomecreative. As David Gauntletvrites, Opeople have been making thingsand
thinking about the meaning of making thing® for a very long timeO (20L: 1). Rather
than generatinga sudden rush of creativity, digital technologies have instead provided
opportunities for new types of creativity and thmternet has increased the visibilityof
these forms of creativity Motivations to create in order to onnect with others existed
prior to this contemporary era of convergence, yet it is new sociocultural communication
practices (social media, blogging etc.) that enable such connections to existoss wider
geographies

In recent yearsnew online platforns have emergedb from social media to
applications such as Skyp® throughwhich people can connect with one anotherThese
technologiesare generally referred to under the umbrella term Web 2.0, arve
facilitated the development of new media consumptiopractices, such as livaweeting
whilst watching TV programmes or participating in forum discussions about films. Yet
whilst technology has played an enabling role, it musbt be overlooked that consumers
choosethe waysin which theyuse these technolayies. Furthermore these OnewO
consumption practices are generally predated by existing social practices in the offline
world; online discussions of media on soal media platforms are akin tovorkplace

OwatecoolerQO interactions (see Hanna et al, 2011h@b and Rosson, 2009). Thereforet
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is perhaps apt toperceive Web 2.0, as Annie Green and Michael Stankosky do, as a
conceptthat converges both technological and social dimensions (2010: 235).

What has become apparenthroughthis discussion of media onvergence is that
none of the three keystrands operate independently of one another and are instead
interconnected Technological, industrial and socioculturaxpressiors of media
convergence are not unconnected practices but rather interdependent preses and
the strand that predominates is dependent on the perspective of enquiry that is taken.
This understanding of media convergence is broadly akin to social shaping
conceptualisations of the relationship between technology and sociefs Nancy Baym
suggests,this model accounts for bothOthe social capabilities technologies enabl@and
the unexpected and emergent ways that people use those affordance2010:44).
Essentially, when people useew technologieshey have the capacity tdearn to use
them to fulfil their own objectivesyet at the same time,people cannot make the same
such technologies perform functions that they areechnologically incapable ofloing. As
Baym writes:

From the social shaping perspective we need to consider how societal

circumstances give rise to technologies, what specific possibilities and constraints

technologies offer, and actual practices of use as those possibilities and

constraints are taken up, rejected and reworked in everyday life (2010: 45).

The fact that peoplemake technologies makes any technological development at least
partially social interms of its formation.As Donald MacKenzie and Judy WajcmanOs
suggest,it is Onistaken to think of technology and society as separate spheres
influencing each other: techology and society are mutually constitutiveO (1999: 41). This
understanding is one that is akin to how this study perceives the interactions between
the various expresgns of convergence, and thustoo, seems an appropriate way in

which to view and critjue the usage of new technologies by media consumers.

As all three strands of media convergence have played a role in creatitnglayOs
film distribution landscape it seems illogical to discuss their impact on the field
separately. For exampledigitalisation has played a significant role in enabling film
content to flow across different platforms, yet corporate convergence has afsailitated
this movement.Furthermore consumergengagement with film content across
platforms, and their increasing abiliy to OspreadO this content themselJeass also
contributed to the development ofnnovativedistribution practices. With this in mind, it

seems more fruitful b discuss these three stands asperating n a dialogue with one
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another. Therefore, ather than foregrounding oneform of convergence over another, this
study will instead use the concept of media convergence as a complex and multifaceted
lens through which innovations in the distribution and marketing of American

independent cinema can be examined.

Methodology

As thisstudy is assessing the impact of media convergence on the distribution sector of

American independent cinema from variousiterconnected perspectives, & overall

methodological approacmeedsto be equally as fluid Theemergent fied of media

industry studies seemsto offer such flexibility and scope. IMedia Industries: History,

Theory and Method, Jennier Holt and Perren set this fieldQsitial agenda
Our main objective is to articulate the diverse academic traditions and common
threads defining media industry studies while also illustrating how the integrated
analysis of media texts, audiences, histories, and culture could enable a more
productive scholarshipETo that end, the essays within this book attend to
constructs of textand image as they relate to industrial structures and economics,
connects politics and policy to issues of art and audience, and develop theoretical
and methodological paradigms that not only engage with the past but also offer
ways of thinking about mediandustries in the present (and presumably future)
landscape of convergence (2009: 2).

With media industry studies providing an industridéd approach that also considers

Otexts, audiences, histories, and cultureO (ibid), and this thesis examining chairges

distribution from industrial, technological and sociocultural angles through the lens of

media convergence, adophg media industry studies as aroverarchingapproach

seemed apt.

As Paul MDonald describes, media industry studieis an Ointellectual sbfield
which has cherrypicked ideas, concepts, perspectives and arguments from maby
though highly circumscribed directionsO (2013: 146)In this respect, media industry
studies has Odivergences in the methods and perspectivesO that are embodiétin it
(McDonald,2013:149). This makes any argument that presents media industry studies
as a unified subfield of research relatively weak, yet the underlying commonality between
studies adoptingthis approach is that their objectiveemains the sameito examine Othe

industrial aspects of media communicationsO (ibid). This shared goavides a degree

24



of alliance between the diversity of studies within this intellectual subfield and thus
demonstrates its case for being seen as such.

However, in adopting anore industrial line of perspectivéd as media industry
studies doesb researchers must be careful not to overlook the relevance of and
contributions that other, more traditional approaches, can offavhen examiningthe
media landscape. As John T. Caldwaeltites:

In the recent shift to industry studies it sometimes feels like the very things that

[cinema and media studiesjs most skilled atb critical race theory, cultural

studies, feminist theory, postcolonialism, narratology, close textual analyBis

have been unwisely discarded in favor of the ostensibly more commonsensical,

empirical approach to Oreal worldO institutions. This OcorrectionO is terribly naive.

All of these critical dynamics pervade media industries organisations as well.

Ignoring this fact suggests wilful intellectual blindness (2013: 157).

However, as Caldwell demonstrasg industry studiesdo not necessarily have to be
devoid of these fields or understandings informed by such approaches. As a hybrid
subfield, media industry studies draw on existingapproaches from a range of areas,
using them in collaboration to better understand the current industrial landscape from a
range of perspectives and in relationship in wider technological, cultural, political,
aesthetical contexts.This thesg therefore situates itself within this more contemporary
and nuancedapproach to studyingnediaindustries, as advocated by Caldwell (2013)
and McDonald (2013) amongst othersthat perceivethe field of media industry studies
as being a hybrid disciplinavith the capacity to bring in discussions of culture, texts, and
audiencesinto its wider remit. In doing so, this study distances itself from more
conventional and onedimensional approaches to studyg film industries that is found

(to a certain extent)in work such as Douglas Gomery(@€05) monograph,The

Hollywood Studio System: A History.

Furthermore, as it becomes increasingly difficult (and perhaps misguided) to
study any media industryas an entity in itself rather than part of a much wider,
amalgamated media landscape, a versatile methodological approach seems an obvious
choice forresearchers working in this areaAsMichele Hilmes suggest, the strength of
media industry studies is that it breaks our Oconceptual silosO and instead of examining
the media by Omedium, or technology, or textual f@presearchers adopting media
industry studies approach can focus more clearly on Othe ways media function in the real

world: as an interlinked, hybrid economy of activities, representations, and useatth
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spread across technological platforms, media professions, textual forms and audience
experiencesO (2013: 177). Given that the question posatithe beginning of this thesis
was OWhere is cinema?0, the adoption of this overarching methodological approach
becomes increasingly morgustified.

It is not unprecedented within the study of the American independent cinema for
scholars to adopt a media industry studies appach; two recent publications,
Tzioumaki$d, Hollywood'’s Indies (2012b) and Perren0@012) study on Miramaxpoth
advocated this methodologyFurthermore recent work in the field of distribution studies
such as LabatoO8hadow Economies of Cinema and lordanova and CunninghamOs
Digital Disruption also usethis integrated approachlt is howeve, Thomas SchatzOs
(2009a) @ilm Industry Studies and Htywood HistoryO essay that hsignificantly
informed this thesisOs adoption of the media industry studies agen@ahatz proposes
the adoption of both macro and micro level analyses in terms of uoking how the US
film industry works. At a macro levelSchatz suggests the structural operations of the
industry that should be focused on (2008: 46), whereas a micro level analysis is more
concerned with individual production companies, filmmakers, diste markets and other
smaller denominators (200%: 48). This combinationprovidesenough flexibility to delve
deep into specific areas of film distribution, analysing the operatis of individuals and
companies, whilstsimultaneously allowng fora discussion of how these finer details
relate to wider macroindustrial considerations

In the closing paragraph of his essay, Schatz writes that Omedia production and
consumption are convergingO (2088 54) and as thisthesis will demonstrate, this
confluence b directly related to innovations in the distribution sectom terms of its
macroindustrial level outlook,this thesiswill cover areas such as past and present
industrial structures evident in thefilm and media industries andnew technologies and
the economic/exchange systems evident-or example, the industry trend of corporate
convergence will le examined in terms ofts impact onthe waysthat films are
distributed (see Chapter Twoand how it has facilitated forms of transmedialitysee
Chapter Fou). Ata microlevel this study examinesndividual companies and filmmakers,
such as exploring thecollaborative practices adopted bgocumentary filmmaker Robert
Greenwald(Chapter Six) and aiscussion of the marketing strategies deployed home
entertainment specialists, The AsylurfChapter Three)Microlevel analysis alsgrovides
opportunity for the discussion of consumersO rolesshaping thedistribution sectorand

its practices As Schatz himself observes, Oconsumers are becoming active plaiyetise
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various phases of production and distribution, in ways that may well transform our study
of media industries as they transform the industriethemselvesO (ib)dIn short, amacro
and micro level analysis that examines industrial structures alongsichore nuanced and
narrowy focuseddiscussions onpeople and organisationsis one that has the flexibility
and depth to fully examinehow new industrial arrangement$iave cometo fruition and
how they workwithin the contextual settings§rom whichthey emerge.

As established earlier in this introductory chapter, the distribution sectof the
global film industry is madeup of a variety of different companies;angingfrom
aggregators such as New Video who support the process of getting films onto online
distribution platforms such as Netflixto digital agencies such as HipCricket who provide
mobile marketing solutionsto film distributors themselveswho may undertake within
their own organisational capacity these activities or may choose totsource them. The
distribution sector of American independent cinema is no exceptidn.fact, due to the
scope of terrain that American independent cinema can refer to (asdiscussedlater in
this chapter and revisited in Chapter Onefhe distribution sector ofthis particular area
of the US film industry idroad. It is thereforenot possible to examine how every
industrial operationand company (or even type of company) functions depth and with
rigor, duringthe timeframe and word count of this thesis. Conggiently, it is apt to
delineate this thesisOs scope in terms of how it will examine the distribution secfor o
American independent cinema to looking at the activities angberations of film
distributors as they are ultimately the organisations (regardless$ size) who exert overall
control over the way that any given film is marketeghd distributed, even if they do
commission specific tasks within this process to outside organisatiorig. esserce, this
thesis will take as it starting point the distributas involved in distribution of American
independent cinemaand seek to examine the impact that media convergence has had
on their practices and organisational structur® From this, themyriad ofways in which
media convergence has affected the distributioof American independentinema, and
its wider impact onthe interlinked realms of praluction and exhibition, can be
articulated and appreciated.

To conductsuch an analysisa mapping of the current indugrial landscapeof
distributors involved in the dstribution of American independent cinemanust take
place, and from this afilm corpusneeds tobe compiled so that trends can bédentified
and specific case studies selectedWhile constructingthis thesisO§lm corpus, a number

of challenges were acountered, with one of the main issues beindefining Ameri@an
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independent cinema. Chapter @e examines this issue irdepth, but it is apt towrite a

few words on the matter here. This study has been written with the intention to look at
the whole of the Amecan independent cinema landscapencluding in it@ainstreamO
examples of independent film and those filmmakers operating on the fringestogé
industry. This inclusive approach means that when referring to American independent
cinema, this study is intuding within its remitfilms by companies without any corporate
ties to the six major entertainment conglomerate§TIME Warner, News Corporation, Sony
Corporation, The Walt Disgy Company, Viacom, and Comcasind films by specialtyfilm
divisions? that operate with a degree of autonomyvithin these conglomerateOs
corporate structures.This definitionexcludes filmsreleasedby the major studios
Columbia Pictures, Warner Bros., Paramount Pictures, Universal Pictures, Walt Disney
Pictures and Twentieth Ceniry Fox4. Althoughfilms associated with these companies
are not included in the film corpus it should not suggest that no referenstould be
made to their output. Given the increasingly close proximity of Hollywood and these
major studios toparts of the independent sector, a small number dfiollywoodfilms will

be mentioned within this study. Thibrief referencing (as is the case with nobS films) is
permissible as a means of situating the practices occurring within the distribution of
American indep@&dent cinema irto wider contexts, thereforeensuring that American
independent cinema isnot discussed as operating within a vacuum removed from both
Hollywood and world cinema.

This approachto defining American independent cinemaeans thata large
amount of films are eligible for the film corpus and consequently some delimitingas
needed.Adecision was made to focus on films distributed between 2006 and 2010
based upon a number of factorsFirst, numerous developments occurreth USfilm, in
2006: Apple began to offer movies and TV shows to rent or buy; Amazon launched a
videoon-demand (VOD3}ervice called Amazon Unbox; and Netflix introduced their OWatch
InstantlyO function that facilitated the streaming of movies (Cunningham and Silver,
2012: 191). In relation to the marketing arena, 2006 saw the launch of Twitter that has
played a significant role in the evolution of social networking sites and impacted on the

marketing strategies of organisations operating in the entertainment industries and

13 In using the term specialty division, this thesis refers to formerly independent companies that have been
acquired by the conglomerates (e.g. Miramax), divisions that have emerged from within the conglomerates®
structures (e.g. Fa& Searchlight) and genre labels (e.g. Rogue Pictures) that were subsidiaries of the
conglomerates during the timeframe this thesis examines.

14 Thisapproach therefore rejects other notions of independence such as Geoff KingOs (2009)
understanding of Indievood. See literature review in Chapter One for further details.
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beyord. The OtweetsO people post on the site are restricted to 140 characters, wlish
Vladimir Barash and Scott Golder outlinevas because Twitter was originally Odesigned
to be used via SMSO (2011: 144). From TwitterOs inception, the platform was designed
be mobile and in the years following its launcthis Oo#the-goQusage of social media has
become more commonFurthermore Twitter (perhaps more than any other social media
platform) providesa direct line of communication between people working in miedand
entertainment industries andconsumersand what makes Twitter particularlynteresting
is that this communication works tweways.

Also in 2006, Time magazine,rather controversiallynamed their Person of the
Year as You. What OYouO were doingydiry to TIMEO4 ev Grossman (2006)was
Oseizing the reins of the global mediaEfounding and framing the new digital
democracyEworking for nothing and beating the pros at their own gameO and You were
now being congratulated for itThisstory of 2006 wasOabout community and
collaboration on a scale never seen beforeO, and it was the masses who were
orchestrating it (ibid).Similarly, in 2006, Business 2.0 also topped its 050 Who Matter
NowO list with You (Business 2.0, 2006). Whilst this type of @¥pianO rhetoric should
be assessed with a degree of scepticism, as Gray (2010) suggests, the fact that such
discourse was prevalenindicates that the relationships between produces and
consumeis werechanging, or at the very least felt likéhey were Therdore, 2006
seemedlike an aptstarting point forthe film corpus

The decision to cut off the corpus at the end of 2010 was made partially due to
this thesis commencing its life in late 2010. Consequently, this endlate seemed
appropriate, otherwise the fm corpus would have continued to expand throughout the
process of researching and writing; thus makingunmanageable.Additionally,a number
of other significant developments occurred in the distribution sector in 2010 such as
Hulu (a formerly free vide streaming platform) launched a subscripn service, YouTube
positioned advertisements on QillegalO uploads and géwe revenues to the copyright
holders, Netflix offered unlimited downloads for $7.99, and iTunes oftst online
streaming of films in a mmber of countries (Cunningham and Silver, 2012: 193). These
developments allude to a further consolidation of online distribution practices, including
the monetising of the Oshadow economies of cinemaO by YouTube, suggesting perhaps
that era of online exgrimentation within distribution had come to an end and the era of

monetised online distribution was about to burgeon.
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With this loose deihition of independence in mindand a specifictimeframe in
which to locate examples of this notioonf independence online databaseswere usedin
order to survey both the types of filmbeing released and the companies who were
releasing them that fitted thiscriteria. As a starting pointThe-numbers.com was used to
collate adatabase of USproduced featurefilms distributed for the first time in the
theatrical marketby any company except the major studios between 2006 ar21015.
The OindependenceCiiuése films was determined by their distributor. This means that
even if a film was produced by a nemajor studio but wa distributed by one,it could not
be considered. This does mean that some contentious decisions were made. For
example, the independently producednicrobudgeted Paranormal Activity (Peli, 2007)
has been excluded from the corpus despite being produced the then independent
company, Blumhouse Production®¥ because a major studid® Paramount Picturesb
distributed it. This film does exemplify the utilisation of new distribution and marketing
practices but as this study focuses on the distribution arena, @hdecision to delimit
independence based on distributor is justifiable.

Whilst collating this list there were a few discrepancies ara$ the sourceis not
independently verified, it was necessary to crosseference this initial list with another
database IMDb was chosen for this crosseferencing alongsideboxofficemojo.com.

Both of these sites are recognised as being largely reputable sources for information and
have previouslybeen used by a number o$cholars(see Nelson, 2011 Schatz, 2013.
Althoudh neither of these two additional sites are independently verified and therefore
cannot be assumed to be 100% correct, the triangulation of all three sources has
provided a relatively reliable set of result$zurthermore, incases where contradictions
emerged, then other sources such as industry publicatior{e.g. Variety) were also
consulted. This process resulted inver 1400 films being identified as being examples of
American independent cinema that had been distributed theatricality the

aforementioned years, andover 200 different companies that have acted as these filmsO
distributors (see Appendix Item 1).

From examining this database of films and distributorg, was first thought that
these films and distributors could be positioned on spectrumof independence, with

one end being located nearer to mainstream film (e.g. Hollywood) and the other the end

15 Rereleases, novelty films (i.e. IMAX releases), short films or films produced entirely outside of the US we
not considered.

16 When Blumhouse Productions produceBaranormal Activity the company could easily be defined as an
independent outfit, but in 2011 the company signed a three year Ofirst lookO agreement with major studio
Universal Picturestransforming its independence into a different kingKroll, 2011).
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being the fringes of US film (e.g. the terrains of the lda+no budget filmmakers and
companies)(see Kleinhars, 1998; Pribram, 2002; King, 2005). From a macro
perspective, this understanding initially led to the conclusion th#tte current distributors
involved in the distribution of American independent cinema can be placed quite neatly

within a taxonomy of independence, as indicated in Table One

Table One The Taxonomy of Independence

Categories of Distribution Companies distributing American
independent cinema

Major StudioSpecialtyFilm divisions

Mini-majors

Mid-scale independents

Lowend independents/D.L.Y. filmmakers

At the top ofthe taxonomy, are thespecialtyfilm divisions, and this category
accounts for those distributors who operate withithe structures of themajor
conglomerates, includingcompanies that were originally standalone but were later
acquired by a studié® (e.g.Miramax), specialtyfilm labels established by the studios
themselves with the intention to compete in the US independent film markée.g. Fox
Searchlight) and genre divisionsstablished by these specialty film labels in order to
handle product that wasperceived asbeing different to OqualityO independent production
(e.g.Dimension Films andRogue Pictures)Films released by the specialty divisions
regularly win highkprofile awards, such aBlack Swan (Aronofsky, 2010) and play in
thousands of cinema whilst on theatrical release, such aghe Return (Kapadia, 2006).
Distinguishing clear lines between these types of films and the output of the major
studios in terms of production budgets, cast and crew, overall quality and other similar
factors is, ofen, a difficult task. Similarlythe output of todayOs OmimajorsO such as
Lionsgate and Summit Entertainmenf is often similarto the output of the major

studios, despite not having any ownership/corporate ties to them (Hillier, 1994: 21).

17 Brian Taves (1995) propsed a similar taxonomy when looking at B films, which he perceivas
HollywoodOs Oother halfO, dnkisl between tre taxonomy being discussed herand Taves work can be
drawn. The main difference is that TavesO taxonomy foregrounded the films and theitreics, whereas
the categories proposed here have been defined primarily on industrial position, with textual
considerations being secondary.

18 Otherwise known as major independentd\yatt, 1998a).

19 During this period that this thesis examines, Lionsggand Summit Entertainment were separate
companies, however in 2012, Lionsgate acquired their former rival (White and Grover, 2012).
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Indeed, he types of films released byompanies such ad.ionsgate and Summit
Entertainment aretoo comparable(perhaps more so than some of the specialty
divisionsO outputp major studio releasesas theyalso contain a high calibre of
production talent, household nane actors and have high production valueghe
Expendables (Stallone, 2010) andThe Twilight Saga: New Moon (Weitz, 2009)exemplify
this. When looked at from a hierarchical perspective, thadependent films released by
specialtydivisions and bycontemporary minimajors, as Chapter Two will exploresgem
to operate at the OtopO of timelependent sector.

The third category in the taxonomy is occupied hyid-scale independents that
range from companies such as Magnolia Pictures to smaller outfits such asigtic
License. Film released by distributors categorised under this banrege not necessarily
as well financedas major studio releases such advatar (Cameron, 2010), yethey are
not the most quickly and cheaply produced films in the market. For exalmpMagnolia
Pictures@epertoire includes films such aBubble (Soderbergh, 2005)that was directed
by Steven Soderbergha weltknown (and respected) director within independent film,
and I’'m Still Here (Afleck, 2010) that contained OkstO actor, Japin Phoenix. Qualities
such as these separate the distributors (antheir films) in this category fronthose
operating in the ottom rung of the taxonomy. Thénal category is the domain of théow-
end independents such as Aloha Releasin@he lower regins (or fringes) of terrain also
includesD.L.Y. filmmakersvho selfdistribute through fourwalling strategies, selling
DVDs affestivals, releasing online via social media and other grassroots, OoutsiderO
methods. This area of the independent terrain fors a part of what Lobatderms the
Oshadow economies of cinemaO which are those economies that are largely unregulated,
unmeasured and in some cases, less legal than more mainstream or (initially) visible
ones (2012: 1).

However after further examination of the different distributors identified in the
database,viewing the industrial landscapen a spectrum simplifies itand what is
actually present, isa much more complex environmentWhilethe majority of
contemporary independent films and companiesould easily fit into thefour categories
outlined in Table Onethere are notable anomaliesFor example jnitially IFC Filmgwhich
stands for Independent Film Channelyould probablybe considered to be a miecale
independentdue to the types of filmghey release. Yet as Perren notes, despite having
the word OindependentO in the companyOs acrartimn IFC is actually Oemwned by

several of the wealthiest media companies in North America® (2004) Therefore,
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given the IFCOs ties karge conglomerags it does not fit into the midscale independent
category as easily as it first appearedvhile it is too small and different in nature than

the studio specialty film divisions to be included in the first categorfhisexample
illustrates the problematicnature of imposing such a rigid taxonomy of categorisation on
the currentlandscape of American independent cinema. Therefore, what this thesis
proposes is rather than impos ataxonomyon an industrial context that it does not
alwaysfit, it is more appopriate to adopt theVenn of Indegndence as depicted in

Diagram One.

Diagram One The Venn of Independence

Category 1:Major
Studio Specialty Film

divisions
Category
4: Low-End - %ﬁt&?rﬂfy
Independe Majors
nts

Category 3: Mid-Scale
Independents

As the diagram demonstratesthe four main categories evident witin the
American independent cinema landscape are clear to see éduoperate within asemi-
structured framework, but what this approach also allows for is fonalleable boundaries
between these ategories. Therefore, films and companies cdre positioned within two
or more of thecategories This conceptualisation oAmeican independent cinemaOs
terrain is one that is tolerant ofand sympathetic tq the current industrial landscape that
is dominated by convergence, mergers, acquisitions, fluidityprement and ongoing

change. This approach is thereformore relevant andadaptable tochange thanother,
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more rigid approaches allowsee Perren, 2013b) Whilstthis is largely an industrial
approachin terms of the positioning of different types of distributors involved in the
sector in the diagram according to industrial paon, the decisionmaking underpinning
the positioning of individual companies within its frameworkso takeson-board the
types of films that the company in question releases and the distribution/exhibition
strategies they adopt. IFC Film$or example,could be positioned in tle overlap between
categories oneand three. Although IFC filmOs current industrial characteristics are
somewhat similar to €pecialty division® dueo its ownershipby AMC Networks, the
textual qualities of the distributorOs fils the topicsthey addressand ways they are
distributed, are more akin to midscale independent distributos.

From a research perspective, this diagram provid@ macro overview of how
American independent cinemaOQOs distribution sector (in terms of thstidbutors involved)
is structured. From thisinitial table of films and distributors, the scope of the American
independent cinema terrain also becomes visible, and an overview of diversity of films
are apart of it Dat least in terms of the theatrical narket B is provided. Through this
process, the researcher became more wafiformed about the types ofilms and
companies involved inAmerican independent cinema, and therefore when discussing or
referring to American independent cinema, this thesis doa® in the knowledge that it
has systematically reviewed and mappedut the terrain beyond the initial limitations of
the researcherOs own subjective knowledge.

Despite thedatabaseOs value, it was felt by the researcher that the examination of
more than 1400 films and over 200 individual companies was beyond the scope of this
thesis. It was dedded that 10% of this figure would provide a more manageable corpus
and therefore a selection process for this sample was needed. This began by dividing the
theatrically released films in the databasénto Venn of Independence categories
(including the various overlapping areas). This resulted in:

e 212 films in category 1 étudio specialty division¥

* 194 films in category 2 (mirimajor)

» 731 films in category 3 (midscale independent)

* 113 films in category 4 (lowend independent)

* 98 films in the specialty division/mid-scale independent crossver

* 60 films in the minkmajor/mid-scale independent crosever®

20 Some of the crossver categories from the Venn of Independence showed no results.
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Each category was then allocated a 10% ratio remit for inclusimto the film corpus and
therefore as Appendix Items P 7 demonstrate, the following numbers of films were
selected from each category or crossover categéfy

e 21 films in category 1 §tudio divisiong

e 19 films in category 2 (mirimajor)

* 73 films in category 3 (midscale independent)

e 11 films in category 4 (lowend independent)

* 10 films in the specialty/mid -scale independent crossver

* 6 films in the minkmajor/mid-scale independent crossver
The individual films were subjectively selected to form the sghe on the basis that they
represented a diverse range of theatrical release strategies, approaches to marketing,
genres, distribution companies and budgetsn order to present a true picture of the
theatrical distribution of American independent cinemda his resulted in a theatrical
corpus of 140 films whose distribution history (e.g. methods, strategies, marketing
campaigns etc.) was researched furthered for the purposes of this thesis, ankdene
relevant, their production and exhibition contexts wer@so investigated.More
specifically, troughout this thesis, the films and distributors evident in these tables have
been used to: (a) identify broad, general trends withthe distribution sector, (b)provide
a macrolevel overview of the distribution seor in terms of the distributors involved; (c)
identify key films anddistributors that can be used forcase studies that act asexemplars
for wider practices$2.

With this study lookingat the diverseways in which American independent
cinema is distributed, the film corpus mustalso be representative ofthis. It therefore
needed to includefilms distributed outside of thetheatrical realm, including thehome
entertainment, festival and online marketsProducingsuch a corpuswas quite
problematic. In fact,it has actually been impossible to ascertaipwith any degree of
accuracy a definitive list ofeligible filmsreleasedonline, on DVD, on television or at
festivals between 2006 and 2010.This is largely due tahe parameters of film
convergingwith other media forms,and this in turn hasposed a number of challenging
methodological questionshow is it possible to track how many people have sold their

film at a festival?; how is it possible to account for all of the films that have been

21 Number of films selected wererounded to 0 decimal places.
22 How this corpus is used within the individual chapters of this thesis will beflected on at various points
within them.
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released online &ross various platforms such as iTunes or YouTube?; howvad®
measure how many straighto-televisionfilms have been distributed?The answer to
these questions is thatit is not possible especially wherexamining all current forms of
distribution. What tis means is that film distribution(in its current forms) $ not
quantifiable and perhaps trying to quantify it misses the point; film no longer has an
absolute definition or stateb it is more fluid than that.

Referring back to LobatoOs understandingtbé Oshadow economiesf cinemaQ
the areas containedwithin these economies are categorised by their lack of
measurability and in some cases, visibility (2012: 1). Therefore, how do we approach
studying these terrains whilst still demonstrating rigour thin our approach? The answer
this study proposes ighrough undertaking an informed yet subjective decisiemaking
process interms of film selection when analysing areas that defyjeasurement.
Consequentlythis studyOapproachto discussing films distibuted outside of the
theatrical realm hasbeen basedon handpicking specific exampleghat the researcher
considered to berepresentative of the diverse distribution methods and marketing
strategiescurrently being adoptedprovidedthat they fall somewlere within the Venn of
Independence categoriegsee Appendix Item 8)The filmsselectedare referenced
throughout the pages of this thesis, both in general terms (e.g. when referringon-
traditional forms of distribution) and also specifically (e.g. ing as key case studies).
Whilst this approachto defining a nontheatrical corpusmay be both contentious and
questionable from a methodological perspective, it has provided a way in whaghfilm
distribution methods and marketig strategies evident wthin American independent
cinema can be discussed within the same studg an inclusive manner It is this
approach that qualifies this thesis as being an original contribution kmowledge in
Amaeican independent cinema, film and distribution scholarshipn essence, this thesis
is afilm distribution studythat utilises the industry sector broadly referred to as
American independent cinema as a case study through which recent changes in film
distribution can be examined. In order to present and discuss dufindings, an
overarching methodological approach that aligns itself with current strands of media
industry studies research has been adopted, allowing the thesis to examine the industrial
trends present, but also to relate and discuss them in line witkextual considerations

and their reception (in the broadest sense of the term) by consumers.
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Structure of Thesis

Thisthesis is divided into two sections in fitting with the macro and micro analysis
methodology proposed earliePart One (Gapters 1D 3) will contextualise the study and
provide a comprehensive overview and examination of broader topguch as the
industrial landscape of American independent cinema in the era of converger(ae
terms of the distributors involved in the sectorjand the distribution and marketing
strategiescurrently being adopted withirthe sector. This substantial contextualisation is
required as there is no exisng monograph that has surveyed howmerican independent
cinema (in all of its incarnations) is being distriiad and marketedin the timeframe that
this thesis coversPart Two (Gapters 4 P 6) will provide micrdevel analyses of the ways
in which these broader areas have impacted on or relate to specific issues concerning
film form, the way in which consumersrgage with film andthe alternative ecosgtems
of distribution that haveemerged.Whilst this thesis is primarily a distribution study,
exploringdistributionOs links to production and exhibition is necessalye to the
distribution sector acting as a linkbetween the two.If the transformationsevident in
distribution were presented aghough they operate within a vacuunt would greatly
underestimate and misrepresent the impet of such changes, and thus nofully answer
the thesisOsnain question. Furthemmore, without the contextualisation provided byart
One the more intricate discussions ifPart Twowould have no roots and it would
therefore bedifficult to relate these examinations to wider trends. In short, one part
without the other would not fulllexaminehow media convergence has impacted on the
distribution sector of American independent cinema.

Specifically, Chapter @e discusses the current state of American independent
cinema, providing an outline and critique of recent approaches siudyingthis field. It
also presentsa framework throughwhich consumer articulationsof American
independent cinema can beexamined and their relationship to themarketing and
branding of American hdependent cinema beexplored Chapter Two exploresrecent
develgoments in the distribution ofAmerican independent cinema, discussg these
changeswith reference to theirtechnological, industrial and sociocultural context$n
essence this chapterexamines distribution strategies andmethods, the logistics of the
sector, and licensing,alongsidethe distributors involvedin it. Chapter Three surveys the
marketing of American independentinema. This chaptercoversconventional elements
of marketing campaigns such as trailers, TV spots and posters, coupled with distoss

of newer marketing techniques and platforms. The chapter highlightow, as part of a

37



converged media landscapemarketing campaigns are becoming increasingly more
integral to filmsO story worlds

The thesisthen moves on to Part Twoin whichmore nuanced focal pointsare
explored.Focusingon transmedialityand its relation to distribution studies Chapter Four
highlights the impact that new distributionmethods and marketing strategieshave had
on the emergence of novestorytellingpractices inthe sectorand relatesthis to wider
topics such as film brands and franchisesThis chapter demonstrates that distribution
studies is intrinsically linked to other fields and that distribution practices undoubtedly
have a relationship with those practices\adent in production and exhibitionEssentially,
this chapter arguesthat the impact that media convergence has had on distribution and
marketing has also had a ripple effect on the types of stories being told in American
independent cinema and how consuers are engaging with these storieevelopingon
from this, Chapter Rre discusses online articulations of consumption practices specific
to film-viewing contexts, egloring behaviours such as hastagging tweets, OcheckiagO
whilst watching films, andother similar phenomena. This discussion draxomparisons
between traditional notions of worebf-mouth and articulations of consumption and the
word-of-mouse practicesevident online. It accouns for how consumersuse online
platforms (most notably socid media outlets) b OtalkO abguaind engage wittfilms, and
examines the online reception of a viral marketing campaign. Chapter Sliscusseshow
both D.1.Y. (det-yourself)and D.l.W.O(doit-with-others) models are used to bypass the
traditional gatekeepers of the distributionsector. It links this discussion to wider trends
such as he portability of media content and the thriving ecdemand media consumption
culture, the relationshifs between media producers and media consumerajternative
economiesand current industrial structures.The studyculminateswith a conclusion
outlining the newindustrial arrangement that oversees much of the distribution of
American independent cinema, and, arguably, that of US film at lardfealso assesses
the value d media industry studies as an approach to this kind of study and propasan

agenda for future research.
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PART ONE: CONTEXTUALISATION OF THE STUDY
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CHAPTER ONE
AMERICAN INDEPENDENT CINEMA IN THE ERA OF CONVERGENCE:
AN EVEREXPANDING DISCOURSE OF UNCHRTX

In 2014, The Sundance Film Festival celebrated its thirtieth anniversaand since its
inception (viathe Sundance Film InstituteOs takeovef the U.S. Film Festivaip 1985
(Sundanceb Festival History, 2014), the festival has been synonymous winhdependent
film. Thefestival has beenassociated with and launched some of the most
recognisable OindependentO film directors and canonical films suceaslies, and
videotapes (Soderbergh, 1989),Clerks (Smith, 1994), The Brothers McMullen (Burns,
1995), The Blair Witch Project (Myrick and Stnchez, 1999)Memento (Nolan, 2001),
Little Miss Sunshine (Dayton and Faris, 2006) andPrecious: Based on the Novel "Push"
by Sapphire (Daniels, 2009). Furthermore as Michael Z. Newman suggestout of all the
festivals, Sundanceexerts Othe strongest influence on independent cinemaO (2011: 63)
and as such seemsan apt place to start this chapte©s discussions afhat American
independent cinemais.

A cursory lookat the films nominated for the U.S. competitns at the 2014
festival demonstratesthe broadness and ambiguities in what American independent
cinema is deemed to be. Blumhouse Productions, for exampieas the production
company behindWhiplash (Chazelle, 2014) the winner of the U.S. dramatic compéion
category. As a production outfit, Blumhouse Productiohas producedParanormal
Activity and its sequels,as well asother relatively weHfinanced and massreleased
horror films such asThe Purge (DeMonaco, 2013%3. Despite its acceptance and
subsequent win at the Sundance Film Festival, the current industrial position of
Blumhouse Productions, its distribution links to major studios and the types of films it
produces makes Whiplash’s Oindependent®@asus questionable. Yet, othewinnersfrom
the same yearDb such as therecipient of the Audience Award: Best of NEXT competition
category,Imperial Dreams (Vitthal, 2014) b seemed to embody much more of what
would typically be perceiveas an independent film.AsEmmanuel Levysuggests,the
ideal indepencent film is a Ofresh, lodsudget movie with a gritty style and offbeat subject
matter that express the filmmakerOs personal visionO (1999: 2). This version of

independence Oconjures up visions of ambitious directors working with little money and

23 The Purge had a reported budget of $3 million and was distributed theatrically by Universahich
opened the film in a saturation release in over 2500 theatres across the US (Box Office MBjbhe Purge
(2013), 2014).

40



no commerdal compromiseO (ibid)mperial Dreams fits this notion of independence well
as itis the first feature film from writerdirector Malik Vitthal and the film was developed
through VitthalOs involvement with the Sundance Screenwriters Lab in 2011 (Sunddce
Imperial Dreams (2014), 2014). This briefcomparison of these two filrs and their
production narrativesrepresents the contradictory, fractured and diverse nature of the
term American independent cinema.

Definitions of American independent cinemare constructed via arange of
approaches. Scholars, film journalists and industry commentators all have their own
(often competing and contrasting) understatings of thesector. Somecontemporary
debates in this field questionwhether the term has lost all meamg P and in some cases
querying if American independent cinemacaually exists. For example]John Berra
asserts that:

It is debatable whether a genuine American Oindependent cinemaQ exists in the

new millenniumE What is not debatable is that the term OAnean independent

cinemaO not only exists, but carries with it a variety of meanings, associations, and

expectations of both an artistic and commercial nature (2008: 1).

This lack of homogeneity in outlining what contemporary American independent cinema
is and the diversity of approaches to studyinigy contributes to whatis simultaneouslya
minefield for scholars to tackleand a rich, intricate field of study. In their edited
collectionKing, Claireand Tzioumakis identifiecthat since the new millennim there

have been twenty books published on American independent cinema, in additionato
large number of essay$2013: 1). Since the release othis collection,more monographs
have been publishedncluding Sherry B. OrtnerQ&t Hollywood: Independent Film at the
Twilight of the American Dream (2013) and KingOs owpublication Indie 2.0: Change

and Continuity in American Indie Film (2014).

This consistent stream ofesearchsuggests that the area is stilfruitful for
scholars further justifying the raticnale behind studies suchas this one. Yetdespite this,
contemporaryAmerican independent cinema can ba problematicresearcharea
because of the conflicting approaches tdetermining what this field of study comprises
It is therefore important for anynew studies entering into this field to firstly be aware of
the existing materialand, secondly, to be clear as to howhey are defining and

approachirg American independent cinema. Whout this awareness and clarification
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new studies riskcontributing nahing meaningful toresearchin the field?*. Whilst the
Introduction to this thesis outlined the way in which it perceives American independent
cinemato be structured(primarily)as an industrial category, this chapter will provide a
critical review of ealier studiesand approaches to delineating and discussing the field.
This review will feed into a case study analysis of how a specific group of consumers
perceive American independent cinema and how such perceptions can contribute to,
impact on and be unerstood in relation to wider notions of independencd.he results of
this case study will be discussed Hine with how certain parts of American independent
cinema are being marketed and branded, anthus further highlight whythis thesis has
adopted an ndustrial line of enquiry when determining independencdélthough the
rhetoric of thischapter may seem to suggesthat American independent cinema as a
category of film isextensivelyproblematic,this should notimply that the term or the
sectors of theUS film industry that the term can refer to are no longer in existence.
Rather, this chapter will suggest that the term is still viahlproviding that scholars use it
discerninglyb in essence, being clear from the oet what they mean byt and with what
position such meaning vas been derived. Without this, the term can mean almost

anything, and subsequently as a point of referencé becomes useless

So, once again, what is American independent cinema?

As a prelude to this chapterOs case study, s&bdetour is required through theacademic
landscape in whichdefinitions of independent cinema, if not hotly contested, are subject
to varying conceptual approachesvhich shape what independence might mean. In
American Independent Cinema, King presentsa useful tripartite framework, suggesting
that American independent cinema, its films and filmmakers can be discussed Oin terms
of (1) their industrial location, (2) the kinds of formal/aesthetic strategies they adopt and
(3) their relationship to the broaer social, cultural, political or ideological landscapeO
(2005: 2). These three ways of looking at independent filfoosely groupdines of

enquiryin the field and as such will provide the broad structurto this literature review.

24 Berraasserts thatalthough Othe economics of feature film production and of mass entertainment in
general have previously been discussdd detail in an academic context, the industrgectorthat is

American Qindependentd cinema has generally been overlooked by scholars who have focused on this
particular form of modern mediaO (2008: 11He goes onto to suggest that where such consideratis

have been taken into accounthat they have been sidelined or portrayed as Oa footnote to a bigger pictureO
(ibid). This citique is not entirely justifiableas studies such as Tzioumakiskinerican Independent Cinema:

An Introduction (2006a) and PribranO<inema and Culture: Independent Film in the United States, 1980

- 2001 (2002) B both publishedprior to BerraOs worR do take into account, highlight and discuss such
topics. This lack of awareness axistingresearch is a downfall of certain studigsand is a reason why

certain discussions in the field do not seem to progress.
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These three approacheshowever,should not be seen as operating iopposition to one
another;rather, these broad lines of enquiry often overlap and interlinKherefore,as the
latter part of thisreview and the proceeding casstudy will demonstrate, industrial,
formal and deological understandings of independence are best examined within a
discursive framework.

Turning our attention first to independence as an industrial position, King argues
that O[a]t an industrial levelAmerican independent cinema stretches from the temes
ofEalmost nobudget filmmaking to the margins of HollywoodO (2005: 11). This diverse
industrial landscape and its (in some cases) close proximity to Hollywood, is largely
responsible for the current difficulties involved in defining American indepant cinema.
When describing something as OindependentO, the Osubtextual assumptionO, according to
E. Deidre Pribram, is Othat it is independent of something other than itself® (2002: xiii). In
the case of American independent cinemathe implicit refereneEis the ubiquitous
presence of the Hollywood industryO (ibid). Yet if the independence of American
independent cinema is defined by its supposed freedom from Hollywood, the industrial
arrangements of the US film industry in recent decades have undoubtggiroblematised
definitions.

It is difficult to draw a decisive line between Hollywood and the independent
sector, largely due to the impact of industrial convergence. Since the 1980s the major
studios (Paramount, Warner Bros., Columbia, Twentieth Centliox, Walt Disney
Pictures, and Universal) and their respective current parent conglomerates (Viacom,
TIME Warner, Sony, News Corporation, Thal¥®Disney Company, and Comcgshave, in
some cases acquired formerly independent film companies that produceathat they
perceived to be commercially viable forms of independent film (e.g. Walt Disney Pictures
acquisition of Miramax)In other instances these companieshave established new
companies within their own structures thaproduce and releasesimilar types offilm (e.g.
News Corp.Os launch of Fox Searchlightjroughcorporate convergence and/or ce
option, the major studiosand their respective parent conglomerateshave successfully
encroached uponand commercially exploitedndependent film creating an increasingly
permeableboundary between Hollywood and the OindependentO sector dildSTrade
publicationshotions of independence as an industrial category also struggle with this
porousness Variety defines independent film to be any film withoutifiancial backing

and/or distribution from one of the six major US film studios. However, many of the films
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within Variety’s weekly independent box office chart are frorspecialtyfilm divisions of
the six major US studios, such aBox Searchligh{Variety Independent Box Office, 2011).

HollywoodOs involvement with independent film is complex and multifaceted.
Schatz describes these recent industrial arrangements as the Oannexation of the indie
film movement by the media conglomeratesO, suggestihgt this has created a Osafe
haven for a privileged cadre of filmmakers while leaving the truly independent film
business in increasingly desperate financial straitsO (2009b: 20). For Schatz, American
independent cinema in the 2000s can be divided into two distincategories; first, the
specialtydivisions of major conglomerates that produce Omodestly budgeted films in the
$30 million to $50 million range for more specialised and discerning audiencesO and
second, the Otruly independent producdistributorsO thaproduce films up to the $10
million range (usually less) and have a very niche share of the overall market (2009b:
25)25. Add to this, the Ofranchisgpawning blockbusters budgeted in the $10&250
million rangeO that are synergistically exploited acrossieas entertainment industries
and mediums, and Schatzreatesa picture of a threetier US film industry (ibid). This
macro framework of the US film industry is us@ as an overview, yet as thentroduction
to this thesis highlights, theAmerican indepemlent cinemais far more complex than the
two tiers that Schatzproposes Instead this hesis has identified four main categoriesf
American independent cinema and perceives these sectors to be permeable; Szhis
framework however, isnore rigid.

Auseful conceptual structurefor approaching this area is TzioumakisOs
periodisation framework that he first introduced imollywood’s Indies: Classics Divisions,
Specialty Labels and the American Film Market (2012b) and then in an essay titled
Olndependent, irid and indiewood: Towards a periodisation of contemporary (pd$80)
American independent cinemaO (2013). In bothtbese pieces of work Tzioumakis
segments contemporary American independent cinema into three phadgshe
independent, the indie, and inddwoodb with each phase representing a specific
expression of independenfilmmaking and roughly coincidingvith the respective
decades of the 1980s, 1990s and the 2000¢. In terms of HollywoodOs involvement

with the independent sector, this framework hidlghts how each phase Ois marked by

25 The criteria for the 2014 Spirit Award® a leading independent film award® seems to share SchatzOs
notions of Otrue independence, specifying that any film that costtless $20million to produce (including
postproduction costs) was eligible (Spirit Awardd<ligibility,2014).

26 As Tzioumals acknowledges, these periods overlap anthérefore there arenot definitive dates when
one stageends and anotherbegins (2013: 30).
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the presence of a distinct group of studio film divisionsO that signifies the closeness of
American independent film to Hollywood (Tzioumakis, 2013: 30).

In the first phase divisions such as the now defunct Universald3ksics and
Twentieth Century Fox International Classics began to emerge within the structures of the
major studios and their parent onglomerates (2012a: 15). Whilghe life-span of these
divisions wasrelatively short, they Osignalled the beginning of American independent
cinema that was also financed, produced and distributed by companies with corporate
ties to the Hollywood majorsO (2012: Sthough, in this initial phase finance and
production werelimited. The OindieO period thiailowedsaw a rew set of divisions
materialise with ties to Hollywood, such as Sony Pictures Classics and Fine Line
Features. These divisionkandled more commercial independent film compared to the
low-key, lowbudget films of the previous decade (Tzioumakis: 2012a: 8)hese films
tended to have recognisable stars, stronger gerie conventions,increased emphasis on
authorship and/or sought to appeal to weléstablished niche audience groups such as
African Americans (ibid). The final pha€@Oindiewood® involves morerecently
established divisions like Fox Searchlight and Focus Features and represents an
Oenhanced Oconvergence® with HollywoodO (Tzioumakis, 2012a: 10). Rather than
harbouring similarities with the 1980s independent phase, indiewood is a heightened
version of indie filmmaking practices with larger budgets and distribution practices akin
to the major studios (ibid) Fox SearchlightGBlack Swan, for example, was playing in over
2400 theatres at its widest release (Box Office Mojp Black Swan (2010)) and had an A
List star, Natalie Portman, in itslead role.In segmenting HollywoodOs pd€80
involvement with independent film into these distinctive yet overlapping waves of film
productionand distribution, Tzioumakis offers astructure that both highlightskey trends
and how they have developedyhile simultaneously providingscholars with an historical
framework in which to situate and discuss specific films and companies.

Qutside of this industrially influenced framework are more textudbhsed
understandings of the concepts of indepedent, indie, and indiewood filnthat draw on
aestheticand ideological interpretationsTurning our attention to the discussions around
independent filmOformal and aestheticqualities, the generalconsensus in scholarship
is that independent filmshould diverge fronthe mainstream filmmaking practices often
associated with the major studios. Tzioumakis suggests that mainstream American
cinema tends to adopt a Oclassical aestheticO, whiatlicates that independent cinema

has the scope to Odepart from some or all conventions associated with classical
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narrative and film styleO (2006 7)?7. Such departures may includéncoherent stories,

an exaggerated emphasis on character development over plot, discrepancies in spatial
and temporal relationships, inclusion of scenes that do not progress the story or
character development, the presence of visuals and/or audio that disrupt the viewérs
coherency in understandinghe film and other conventions that to greater or less
degreescan be attributed tomore avant-garde flmmakingpractices. These
characteristics can be found in a number of independent films that form this studyOs
corpus, such as incoherent presentation of story inland Empire (Lynch,2006) or the
prominence of chaacter exposition over the development of story ifhe Puffy Chair
(Duplass,2005). Yet this approach also has its problems. As Tzioumakis observes, many
contemporaryHollywood or mainstream blockbuster films could be described asibg
deviant from the clasical approach in the sense that the spectacle of the film is of far
more importance than a clear and coherertausally-structured story (2006a: 9).

When approaching OindieO cinema, Newman defines it as a Ocultural categoryOQ
whichis not just based on a3et of industrial criteria or formal or stylistic conventionsO
(2011: 11)28. The period in which this cultural category emerged, according to Newman,
was in theOSundancéiramaxO eraand although he acknowledgethe impossibility of
declaring a definitie origin and conclusion, he does propose that the 1989 US Film
festival (later renamed Sundance) at whickex, lies, and videotape was screened and
DisneyOs shuttering of Miramax in 2010, aegents that help to construct indie cinemaOs
historical frame (D11: 1-2). KingOs (2014) identifies another strand of indie filmmaking,
one that he terms indie 2.0. Indie2.0 represents a secondyeneration of indie
filmmaking that emerged from around the 2000s onwardsKing, 2014: 5). The term has
resonance with Web 2, as it alludes to the Ocollective participation and collaboration in
the production of online materialsO that somedependent filmmakers within theindie
2.0 category have engagedK(ing, 2014: 4). As King acknowledges, such practices are
still relatively marginal(ibid) and as such conceptualisations of indie 2.0 are

questionable. It is this tenuous link between the actual practices and tlpgactices that

27 David Bordwell, Kristh Thonpson and Janet Staiger (1985) outline the classical aesthet&s being a

practice associated with films produced under the studio systemhich has continued into contemporary

years as a dominant mode ofilm practice. Ths approach is governed by assal narratives (ones bound by

a causeand-effect logic) in which the visual and audial elements of the film are all geared to the telling of

the Ostoryd. The emphaisisn the telling of a coherent story, not necessarily thetylistic features of the

film.

28 perrenOs notion of indie film differs from this as shees industrial position to define its parameters; she
usesthe term OindieO to refer to any Oconglomerate ownedO studios, and the term OindependentO to refer to
studios and labels with no such ties (2013b: 108).
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Q.00 alludes towhy this thesis broadly rejects its usag&urthermore,this thesis strives
to acoount for both traditioral and innovative practicegpresent withn American
independent cinema. The use of 02.00 puts the innovations at the forefront, \ittien
actuallythe convergence ohovel approacheswith traditional practices that hascreated
the current, complex landscape of American independent cinema.

ForNewman, indie cinema, as awtural category is constructed bya cluster of
interpretive strategies and expectationsO that are shared by film industry personnel,
festivals, critics, audiencesand so on {bid). Newman proposestiat indie cinemaOs
audience useOviewing strategiesO to understand indie cinema (2011:1Hjs discussion
is largely informed by a textual analysis that sees hiassessing thefilmsGorm,
aesthetics and ideological stanes to substantiate his argument. The specific viewing
strategies that the author identifies are Ocharacters as emblems, form is a game, [and]
when in doubt, read as antHollywoodO (2011: 29). Yet whilst Newman offers convincing
arguments and case study amlyses of how these viewing strategies workhe does fall
into the trap of overemphasising how these three slogans Osignal a distinct conception of
OffHollywood cinemaO (ibid). For example, the viewing strategy Oform is a gameO could
just as easily be appied to Christopher NolanOsception (Nolan, 2010) as it could to
Memento (Nolan, 2000) b one of which is a Hollywood product, the other part of the
indie cinema that NewmanOs study discusséssues such as thismean that although
NewmanOs studseeks i present a framework through which indie cinema can be
understood, it does sawith contradictions In this sense, Newman@gpproachis not as
useful as TzioumakisOs (2012b, 2013) framewarkecause of its relative lack otlarity
and general looseness.

In a similar vein, KingQ&009) understanding of Indiewoo# is also problematic.
Initially KingOs notion of Indiewood seems to bdiire with TzioumakisOs §22b, 2013)
periodisation as hedescribes Indiewood as Oan industrial/commercial phenomenonO that
occurred within the American film industry during the 1990s and the 2000sO (2009: 2).
For King, Indiewood is the middle territory of US film, somewhere between the Hollywood
blockbuster and the ndlow budget independent film, and is a site in which OHollyslo
and the independent sector merge or overlapO (2009: 1). This merger is characterised by
a borrowing and combining oformal, aestheticand ideologicalfeatures from both

Hollywood and independent film (2009: 3). The point of departure between the two

29 King adopts acapitalized O10 when discussindiewood, whereas Tzioumakis uses a nampitalized
version. This study aligns itself more so with necapitalisation of indiewood as outlined by Tzioumakis, but
when discussing KingOs work in this field, the capitalised version of the term is adopted.
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scholarsO approaches is that KingOs Indiewood is a particular institutional arrangement
associated with the specialty film divisions and with examples of Indiewood films that are
characterised by particular textual features. In essence, KingOs industrial textual
definition of Indiewood also includes films released by the major studios themsehis
not just their subsidiariesb providing that their textual features are itine with his
perceptions ofwhat Indiewoodfilm is (2009: 4 B 5). Tzioumakis (2012b,2013), on the
other hand, discusses indiewood as a phase in the evolution of contemporary American
independentcinemathat also coincides with a particlar approach to filmmaking and b
uses it to discuss the subsidiary companies of the major studios thial into this
bracket. This subtle yet important differencesets the approaches apart from one
another. KingOs inclusion of major studio releases into his conceptualisation contradicts
this thesisOs approachs heforegrounds textual features over indusial position,
whereas this study has chosen to take an industri##d approach to determining
independence that is informed by textual qualities at a secondary letfel

In foregroundng textuallyHed notions of independenceover industrial position
scholars risk presenting a misguided and incomplete view of American independent
cinema. For example, when writing about independent film in the 1980s, Justin Wyatt
(2000) suggests that films such agirst Blood (Kocheff, 1982) are independert due to
the company behind itb Carolco Picture having no tieswith any major studios
However, thetextual qualities of the films produced by Carolco Picture didot
necessarily challenge dominant filmmaking practices of the time, in fact, theid the
opposite. AsWyatt writes, Carolco Pictures did not compete with the major studalsng
the lines of offering something different to them, but instead competed on the same
terms by producing Ocostly, stdriven vehiclesO (2000: 143)n this respect these films
had few points of contact with the way the label independent walefined and used
during the 1980s, whenthe term was firmly Oassociated with intelligent, meaningful,
often challenging but always full of spirit filmmakingO (Tzioumakis, 2@0@3). In
contrastto this, films produced by major studios were deemed to be more formulaic in
their nature, conservative in their ideologies and style, and were aimed at an increasingly

younger demographic (ibid). Therefore, the output cdbmpanies such asCarolco Pictures

30 This should not suggest that KingOs (2008) NewmanOs (2011) work has moerit, nor that points
raised by these scholars will not inform this thesis@ider dicussion. Rather, whilst this thesis broadly
rejects their ways of conceptualising recent incarnations of American independent cinema, it does
generally embrace their arguments on textual features and cultural considerations.
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are rarely discussed as parbf American independent cinemawyattOs essay, for
example, was published in an edited collection at®80s Hollywood

Parallels with Carolco PicturesO releases can be drawn with a nunabéne films
distributed byLionsgate and Summit Entertainment. Films such ashe Expendables and
The Twilight Saga: New Moon from an aestheticstance do not challenge contemporary
dominant filmmaking practicesnor arethey particularly akin to awant-garde or
experimental films. ¥t both were industrially independent of the major studiosDespite
this, filmslike these and the companies thatelease them are still often overlooked in
scholarship on independent film; notable exceptions include SchatzOs (20di8¢ussion
of New Line Cinema and &ren0$2013b) essay on LionsgateAs the proceeding section
of this chapter demonstrates, his is probably due to the rhetoric thaperceived1980s
independent ilm as a cinema of OqualityO, produéeddiscerning audiences
(Tzioumakis, 2006 a: 13), still holding somecurrency.

The disregardingof these types of films from discussioson American
independent cinemais probably also due to them not being particularly politidpbr
ideologicaly challenging As King suggests, independent film providex space for
alternative expressions of political perspectives, nastominant ideologies and different
social viewpoints (2005: 199). In approaching independent film from this perspective,
films produced in different industrial contexts such as Brave New Filnfe®hink
Afghanistan (Greenwald, 2009) and Focus Feature®tokeback Mountain (Lee, 2005)
can both be discussed within the context of independent film. WhereBsthink
Afghanistan was produced by a company with no ties to the majstudios that crowd
sourced the finances and resources to make and release the fillBrokeback Mountain
was backed and released b¥ocus Featuresa specialty divisionof a major studio.
Rethink Afghanistan is a documentary that questions the USOs involvement in the on
going confict in Afghanistan.Brokeback Mountain is feature filmabout the secret love
between two cowboys and, as Gary Needham describes, Orefuses to portray
homosexuality as anything but a difficult and emotive subjectO (2010: 6). Despite the
difference in industral position, both films contain nordominant political and/or
ideological representations. As Needham observes, independent film production and that
of the major studios were Oonce radically opposed to one another through production
practices and pditicsO (2010: 29D 30). Yet whilefilms such asBrokeback Mountain are

being produced and released within close proximity to Hollywgadspace is being
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created, as lan Mohr states, for films that are simultaneously Oglossy award hopefuls and
edgier fareO (Mohtited in Needham, 2010: 30).

Whatthis suggests, as Chuck Kleinhaobserves, is that independent film is a
relative concept determined by its relationship to the Odominant Hollywood systemO
(1998: 308) and, therefore, producingdelineations of independent film and outlining the
ObestO way to approach it is nigh on impossiBlgen the complexities ilefining
American independent cinema, numerous stues discuss it as a discourse, with any of
these discussions dravng upon Michel FoucaultOs work. Inecture titled @Ordredu
discoursCtifanslating into English as OThe Discourse banguage®), Foucault suggests
that Oin every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected,
organised and redistributed according to a certain numbef proceduresO (1970: 216).
Thisimplies that the dominant discourseb a way of talking, writing, discussing a topic or
ideaBis embroiled with notions of powerdue to the wayin whichit is controlled and
constructed by people, groups and institution®iscourses then, when approached from
a Foucauldian stance, delineatevthat can legitimately be said about a particular topic
within different historical periodsO (Molloy: 2010: 2 this sense Robert Stam, Robert
Burgoyne and Sandy Flittermahewis sugjest that such discourses Ohave a maieutic
functionObthey @ring cultural objects into being by naming them, defining them,
delimiting their field of operationO and because of this, these objects Obecome linked to
specific practicesO (1992: 216)Discourses dependon who is contributing to them and
in what historical context, meaninghat a discoursebased approach to discussing
American independent cinema acknowledges that a delineation of the fiefneither
fixed nor absolute, allowindor different and often competing ways ofiefining this sector
of US film

Yet, the question still remain®who contributes to the discourse of American
independent cinema? According to Tzioumakis, this discourse Oexpands and contracts
when socially authorised instittions (filmmakers, industry practitioners, trade
publications, academics, film critics and so on) contribute towards its definition at
different periods in the historyof American cinemaC006a: 11). As Molloysuggests,
when Othe interest of groups shiftand change, discourses will necessarily be
established, adapted, negotiated and revised@0(2: 2). Furthermore, at any given time
there will be a number of different discourses in circulation that serve a multitude of
purposes and represent a number ofgrspectives (ibid) Approaching American

independent cinema as a discourseacknowledges the fact that definitios are
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simultaneously dependent upon the historical contexts under examination and on the
sources that have contributed totie discourse. Whathe following case study analysis
will demonstrateis, how consumerscontribute to this discourse It will do this by
outlining how consumers@onceptions of what American independent cinema is can be
examined in an online environmentand then discussing hese conceptionsas part of
wider discursive frameworkskFrom this, links between online consumer discussions of
American independent cinema and the ways in which certain types of films and
incarnations of American independent cinema are marketed and bragd will be drawn.
Thus, what this case studwill begin the discussion of ishe link between marketing and

consumer perceptions about film#.

Talking about independence: IMDb.com and the discourse of American
independent cinema
In order to bring film cosumersOperceptions of American independent cinema into the
wider discussiors onits discourse the first challengeresearchersencounteris howto
methodologically approach the way in which consumers tédkabout this sector of US
film. Whileaudiences have always@pokenCabout film, what this talk consists of and
their responses to films has generallybeen written about in a speculativenanner (see
Plantinga, 2009), or havebeen the kasis of relatively smalscale and/or geographically
limited studies 6ee Austin 2006; Chuu, Chang and Zaichkowsky, 2009). Theternet
and web 2.0 communication tools have changed this to a certain degre%s Chapter Five
demonstrates further, primary datafrom online sources such as social mediean be
useful in both quanttative and qualitative analysesWith a growing number of platforms
on which consumers can talk about filpthe first step in researchinghese conversatiors
is to decideupon which platform(s) or whicltommunication tool(s) teexamine

For the purpose 6 providing an overview of how consumers discuss and delineate
American independent cinemaconsumptionrelated online communities seemed an apt
starting pointing. According to Jo Brown, Amanda J. Broderick and Nick Lee these
communities are Onetworks ofgople whose online interactions are based upon shared
enthusiasm for, and knowledge of, a specific consumption activity or related group of

activitiesQ(Brown et al, 2007:3). As opposed to social media platforms such as Facebook

31 Chapter Three, Chapter Fownd Chapter Five all return to thigliscussion

32 The use of the wrd OtalkO in thisntext is usedin relation to oral communication practices (e.g. speech)
and online communication practices that mimic this (e.g. status updates on Facebook etc.) desfiite
latter also being a form of written communication.
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and Twitter, where interacions betweenusers are not necessarily based on particular
consumption activity sites that provide an online space for consumptiorelated
communities aremore specific Websites such ag’Film, Rotten Tomatoes and IMDb are
examples of OplacesO whena filnd/or TV consumptiorrelated communities congregate
and are more suitable platformsfor researchersto analyseconsumerdiscourses on.

Of allthe online platforms on which film consumptiorelated communitiesexist,
IMDDb33 is perhaps the most prolificjdentifiable and visible. According téVIDb, the site
has over 0103 million unique visitors per montlfDb.comb Advertising, 2014). fie
user profile of the/MDb community is split relatively evenly between the genders and the
largest percentage of the 8eOs users is from the US (31.8%) (Al&BMDb, 2014). The
dominant age range ofMDb users is between 18 and 49 (IMDb.conb User
Demographics, 2014. This profileis largely inline with wider trends in USnternet usage
(United States Census Bureai2012). Furthermore,as Nelson (2009) states, the site is
representative of how contemporary consumers are consuming films in different ways.
These new practices extend beyond just viewing films and involve more interaction and
engagement with then, their associated paratextual entities and with other consumers.
In Andrew FisherOs case study analysis Db, he asserts that it has become Oa major
force in raising public awareness of film titles and connecting filmmakers and other
industry professionas to audience members around the globeO (2012a: 14¥lere
Fischer accounts for the transformation afViDb from a small project designedo create
an online database of films into a subsidiary company of Amazon with investiture in film
distribution (as detailedin Chapter Two{ibid).

For the purposes of thiscase studyi,it is its function as a databaseof films and
the ways in which it provides opportunities for users to discuasd valuefilms according
to Ocommunal practicesO that aneost useful (Molloy,2010: 101). Thesecommunal
practices involve users posting comments, talking about films on discussion boards and
rating individual films (ibid). Through analysing the results of these communal practices
in relation to the wider frameworks ofMDb and its community, the case study presented
here will attempt to discen how thiscommunity discusses and delineates American
independent cinema. In doing so, it will propose th&¥Db and its community can be
considered as one of the Osocially authorised institut&® (Tzioumakis, 2006 11) that

contributes to the discourse of American independent cinemB&urthermore, it will relate

33 IMDb is an online film and television programme database that is largely openly accessible and contains
features via which registered users can participate in activities such as uploading revie$ilms, posting
and replying to threads on message boards, writing synopses for films, and rating films.
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these consumer articulations of independence to the way in which certain sectors of
American independent cinema are being marketing aritanded, highlighting the link
between industry and consumer discourses.

In terms of the behavioural characteristics of th&v/IDb community, Molloy
suggests that it isa transient space in which Oactivity coalesces, shifts and ebbs around
particular films, constructing discourses about them and allocating value to them within
hierarchical ranking systemsEthat reflect the performance of the communityOs dominant
taste preferencesO (2010: 101). With these hierarchical ranking systems being one of
the definingfeatures of the site, it seemed appropriate to use the siteOs Top 50
Independent Film Chart as the starting point to exploring how the community discess
American independent cinema bgnalysng the users@eviews of films containedwithin
it. This approah brought about some ethical considerationsn Inger-Lise K. Borés
(2011) study, she justified her use of IMDb reviewsas primary databecause theyhad
been posted on a public website with Othe intention of being read by a wide audience©®
(2011: 146). Despite this, Bore also acknowledges that she was using the reviews in a
different context than what their writers had intended and therefore she adopted a Olight
disguiseO approach in protecting the identities of the reviewsO authors (ibight
disguiseis mid-evel of disguise that online ethnographersan adopgt when using words
people have postedon the Internet As Ann Bruckman suggestdght disguise involves
naming the place where the information was gleaned from and using full quotes; names
or pseudonyms, however, are not giver2002:229). This means that it may be possible
to trace back the quotes or work used in a study to their original sources with a little
online investigation (ibid)A light disguise approach was adopted in this case study.

In order to calculate the top 50 independent filmsiMDb uses the numerical
values attributed to the films (basically a mark out of temivenby users to rank the films
in order using the formuladD WR= (v O (v#m)X R + (m O (v+m)¥ G4 Dto give a true
Bayesian estimate (IMDb.com® Independent Film Chart, 2011). This means that the
more votes a film has, the more influence they have on the filmOs positiothe chart.

This system is idine with the sites hierarchical measurement systems and highlighting
of the communityOs dominant tasteMplloy,2010). This is particularly relevant to this
case study as the results presented here are representative of the dominant discourse of

independence found onMDb, not necessarily the onlyrevalentdiscourse.

34 WR = Weighted Result, R = Rating (mean average for the movie), V = Votes (number of votes for the
movie), M = Minimum Votes (currently at 200) an@ = Mean Vote across whole report (currently 6.8).
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In terms of the films eligible for this specific chartMDb classifies independent
film as being a film Onot produced by a major studioO and studios it considers to be
OmajorO are MGM/UA, 20th Century Fox, Sony Pictures, Warner Bros, Paramount
Pictures, Univesal, and Disney (IMDb.cor® Glossary, 2011). Any film produced by a
company other than these aforementioned studio@ncluding their subsidiaries)
released in any year and attributed to any country is therefore eligible for the chart.
IMDb’s delineation of independent film istherefore slightly different from how thisthesis
has approached constructing its film corp. Despite this, thechartOs datés useful in
discussing the discourse of independence frompasumersO perspectivdsecause itis
representative of a number of new and emerging practices through which film
consumers now connect and egage with film. For exampleysers contribute to the
information about the films detailed in the siteOs database, the formation of its various
charts, and variots other features. In this sense,le site can be seen as an example pf
what Pierre Zvy (1999) has termed Ocollective intelligence@ccording to vy, the
principle notionof collective intelligence is that O[n]o one knows everything, everyone
knows sonething, all knowledge resides in humanityO (1999: 2ajhisconcept is one of
the defining characteristics of convergence culturdé¢nkins,2006: 4) and as Tom
OOReilly has suggestealso contributes to the notion of Web 2.0 (OOReilly paraphrased
in Green and Stankosky, 2010: 235). Therefore, the practices evident aWDb are
symptomatic of wider consumption practicesvident incontemporaryconvergence
culture. Furthermore the functionality of the/MDb site, in terms of its search function
and open access to certain data,also makes it an apt resource.Essentially the site is an
example of the intertwining of the sociocultural and technological strands of convergence
explored in the Introduction.

As thechart is concerned with worldwide films, the datset was delimited to
contain justfilms that credited the US as being@ countryof origin. This reduced the
sample of films to 35¢. Even with this reduction, it wasot possibleto examine every
review attributedto the 35 films as many of themhad thousands of reviews.
Consequentlythe reviews wereordered via how useful other members of théViDb

community found them. Due to the hierarchical nature é¥/Db and also because the

35 This thesis focused on distributor, not producer, as a way of delineating independence. It also includes
MGM within its corpus as although it was one of the major studios in what is commonly referredgso
HollywoodOs golden era, it is currently not owned, unlike the other major studios, by a multinational
conglomerate. Therefore, within the timeframe examined in this thesis, MGM is more akin to the mini
majors.

36 See Appendix Item 9.
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wider communityhave authenticated these reviews to a certain degreeb by ascribing
the value of OusefulO to them, this seenagdappropriate reading order. Thedecisionwas
then made to only analyse 10 reviews per filmhis decision was based omMDb only
displaying ten reviews per page of results and as general user practicéseading
search engine results indicate, very few users look beyond the initial page of restilts
This provided a more manageable dataset of 350 reviews.

It is worth noting here two more observations about the dataset usééfore
moving on to its analys. First, asusers are constantly updatingMDb, this chart, the
filmsO reviews and their rankings are subject to change over time, making both the order
of the films and their reviews temporary. The second observation was that the vast
majority of user reviews submited were fromthe US(55%) The other countries of origin
of the reviewers included the United Kingdom (9%), Canada (8%), Australia (5%),
Netherlands (1%) and Finland (1%), with all other countries equating to less than 1%
each (see Appendix iem 10). Therefore, the discourseof the reviews analysed isargely
representative of USMDb users and depicts a generally Western perspective.

When analysing the reviews both quantitative and qualitative approaches were
adopted. The quantitative stagadentified the frequency of adjectives used by reviewers
to describe the films. When analysindhts frequency, judgement words such as ObadO or
OgoodO were discounted, as were words such as OmasterpieceO, OclassicO, and
OlandmarkO as these adjectives colild used to describe any type of film found in a
chart, whetherit was a best independent filnor best blockbuster chartln analysing the
frequency of the adjectives, words that had the same or very similar meanings were put
into groups. For example, the ards Ooriginal®, OuniqueO anebwkimdd were grouped
together into a cumulative frequency. Thiwas done in order to provide truer
quantitative understanding otthe discourse of independence flsimilar descriptive words
were counted on an individal basis they would not seem as dominant as when they are

grouped together. The full resultsfahis quantitative grouping aredetailed in Chart One

37 A recent study fom Chitika (2013) reported that pagel results onGoogle garnered 92% of all traffic
from searches.
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Chart One Frequency of Adjectives

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

B Number of reviews appeared in

— — — v = + +~ = —
S 33 EZ2 YL E2fEERESERESSE5T5 3
C2E oL ZI<ESEETESES L5808 bl c
=955 o B o L o 3 > & o Lo r to0
an 00 © U5 O o f= T L £ 0T s L m
C E2=2 0 = = = h O ¢ o S s 2 > 4
O 6 3T o & S 5 S o2 aoam =38 < 9]
Omga > £ =272 E z 5 o
= g §-c:s_3 g
c O
2 = F O
=

Frequency of adjectives used to describe independent US filmsIbDb users

In order to make sense of these quantitative results, the adjectivédentified
were qualitatively analysed itine with the connotations of the various reviews and wider
understandings of American independent cinema. First, the adjectives were grouped in
accordance to industrial position, forrand aesthetics, and ideologis, irine with KingsO
(2005) framework. Given that these three categories are both fluid and interconnected, a
Venn diagram approach to categorising them was adoptésee Diagram Twp This
approach is akin in many ways to this thesisOs understandinghefthree key strands of
media convergence as operating in a plalike structure. In essence, the three key
determinants of independence that King proposeare toointerrelated. Terms such as
Ogritty® and OuwlgetO aabe both seen asaesthetics, and dso asrelating to the

industrial position of the film.
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Diagram Twa Venn diagramdepicting the quantitative results when
categorised usingGeoff KingOs (2005) framework foapproaching
independent film

Industrial Position

Form and

Ideology Aesthetics

AsDiagram Twdepicts, the IMDb discourse of independence situates the discussion of
independentfilm firmly in the grounds of form and aesthetics, with the vast majority of
the adjectives used in the reviews falling either wholly withihis category or ito one of
the hybrid areas thatit is a part of. The industrial position and ideologyategoriesare
sparse in comparison.

What is surprising about these results is that only 1.4% of the sampled reviews
referred to the films as being OindependentO. There areumber of potential reasonsfor
this. For example, the users who have written the reviews may not have felt that
OindependentO was a useful way in which to critique or comment on the films. This could
relate to the previous discussion about the scope of the ter@independentO and that in
its present incarnation could refer to more or less any filfkurthermore as Tzioumakis
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outlines, the term Oindependent®as a way of referring to a specific section of the US
film industry® came to prominence in the 1980s as gtics and scholars began to refer to
a canon of films as Ocontemporary Amean independent cinemaO (2012012). This
body of film<) ideologiewere seen as being in opposition to the New Rigiieologies
that permeated American culture at the time, andcepresented an Oarticulation of
progressive and even radical ideasO (ibithowever, by the 1990s this conservative
dominance was dwindlingand coinciding with this the independent film sector was
becoming more commercialised apart of its co-option by Hollywood andits close
proximity tomainstream culture (Tzioumakis, 2012b: 13)Therefore, by the late 1990s
the term OindependentO had become virtually meaningless for critics andditrars alike
as a way of referring to and categyising films (Tzioumakis2012b: 14). Giventhat IMDb
only emerged in its current incarnatiom 1996, the historical and industrial
understandings of independent film are perhaps largely lost on consumers who are
posting reviews on theplatform. Incidentally, many of the films entained within this
chart have industrial positionscloseto Hollywood Wih reference to King©notions of
independence beingon a spectrum (2005: 9), many of the chartOs filpsuch asEternal
Sunshine of the Spotless Mind (Gondry,2004), are edging tovards the OmainstreamO
arena. This couldalso explain why the reviews do natally discuss thefilms as being
ideologically radic as in most instances, they are not.

Perhaps then, it ismedia convergence in its various guiselindustrial,
technologicd and socioculturalb that has rather substantially influenced what
consumers deem to be independent filmin essence, the industrial convergence that has
taken place over the last couple of decades which formerly independent media
companies havebecome part of multinational conglomerates andwhere companies
have emerged from within these conglomerates that have -opted production,
distribution and exhibition practices associated with independent medimakes it
difficult perhaps, from a consumersO peapsctive, to distinguish what is really
independent, and what is notThis could explain why the term QindependentO does not
feature in many reviewsFurthermore, as a consequence of technological convergence
(as explored briefly in the Introduction) theris now so much filmproduction, distribution
and exhibitiontaking place at a grassroots level via the use of digital technologiasd
processes, which has seethousands of films of all kinds made and dissemated
through various platforms. It is perhapthese less viewed (andn certain instances, less

critically-acclaimed) independent films that might be more likely to be perceived as being
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independent by consumers and thus, discussed as sudRerhaps then due to
technological convergencéacilitating a renewed D.l.Y. culture of film production (and
also dissemination)that has created a sociocultural merger between the les of
producer and consumerand with industrial convergencdiaving brought about the ce
option of the most visible parts of the indegndent film landscape ,consumersO
delineations of whatAmerican independent cinemas, have shifted. The discourse
prevalent on/IMDb, goes someway to demonstrating this.

Despite users not tending to discuss the films as being independentspecting
the reviews as entire texts (as gposed to individual adjectiveshas revealedthat many
of the users passed comment on how the films were not like Hollywd@sioutputin a
review ofSe7en (Fincher, 1995)a user stated that OThe film, blending a well put togeth
combination of dark visual style, intense plot development, and polished acting, remains
tight and focused throughout, from beginning to end, never straying outwards into
unimportant issues, or resorting to typical Hollywood clichZg®on, 2002) This
sentiment was found in many reviewswhilst the users were not directly referring to the
films as OindependentO they were pitching the films in opposition to Hollywood. From this
we can decipher thatboth Kleinhans(1998: 308) and PribramO§002: xiii) assertions
that independent film is generallydefined in terms of its relationto Hollywood (2002: xiii)
still holds currency with contemporary film consumers despite certain sectors of US
independent film operating in closendustrial proximity to Hollywod as a result of
industrial convergence.

The interconnectedness of certain parts of the US independent film sector with
Hollywood could also explain why the discourse of independence in this case study is
dominated by discussions of form and aesthetics;ith the blurring of lines between
Hollywood and independent film, film consumers perhaps find it easier to focus on the
individual films rather than their position within a larger industrial contexthe most
frequently used adjectivesvere fromthe form and aesthetics category or one of its
hybrid groupings As stated, the most frequently used adjective grouping was OoriginalO,
appearing in 36 of the reviews analysedlhis suggests that independent films do things
differently, and it can be generally assued (as indicated above) that this means doing
things differently than HollywoodThis was followed by the words OcomplexO, ObeautifulO,
Ointelligent®, Opowerful®, OcreativeO and OartO that respectively appeared in 25, 24, 21,
21, 20, 18 and 16 reviews. Oneuser suggess$ that Memento (Nolan, 2001) was Onot to

be missed if you are looking for something clever and origingf®on, 2001a) with
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another user referring toAmerican Beauty’s (Mendes 1999) plot as being Ointelligently
builtO(Anon, 2000) In a review of Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless Mind, a user stated
that it was Oa modern artistic triumph@non, 2004) These adjectives were generally
used in reviews that alluded that the audience for these films weraore discerningin

their tastes. For exampé, one reviewer describedlemento as having a Overy original
premiseQ(Anon, 2003)and would appeal to audience members who Oseek something to
keep them awake, interested, and constantly thinkingO. Another reviewer described the
structure of Mulholland Drive (2001, Lynch)as complex, suggestinghat the film was

only recommended for the Oright crodwho ar@serious about film and do not mind
having to think about what [they] watch@\non 2005). Furthermore one reviewer of

Fargo (Coen & Coen1996) stated that O[i]f you can appreciate an intelligent look at rot
alwaysso-intelligent life on this planet, you'll enjoy the little more than the hour and a
half this movie has to show you@non, 2001b) The underlying message of this

particular statement is tha only a certain kind of viewer can OappreciateO a film such as
Fargoss.

This type of elitist discours# relatesto how product differentiation can be
established. In his essayn high concept films, Wyatt draws upon Jack HirshleiferOs
(1980) work to suggpst that product differentiation can be achieved via distinctions
made in terms of variety and quality (Hirshleifer, 1980 paraphrased by Wyatt, 1991: 87).
In this respect, \ariety refers to the Ocharacteristics of a commodityO (ibid); in film terms
this could be the genre, the star, the music and other attributes. Distinctions in terms of
quality, on the other hand, Oassume that consumers value some underlying attribute
containedwithin the productO (ibid). As ChaptenrBe demonstrates, both of these
distinctions occurin the marketing of American independent cinema, yet the reviews
analysed here tend to focus on the distinction of quality. A general trend is that these
reviews posiion the films in opposition to, as one user state€)Hollywood bubbtumO
(Anon, 2001c) This positioning issimilar to how the marketing of certain types of
independent film positionthemselvesas being for selective audience®. This type of
independent filmtends to be released by companies such as Fox Searchligind also by
smaller distributors such as Magnolia PicturesAs Chapter firee will explore films in this

category tend to emphasis the supposed OqualityO of their films and are tagy

38 A similartype of rhetoric is associated with and found within many of the different types of DVD special
features that are discussed in Chapter Four.

39 See Newman (2011)

40 The branding of films via the special features on DVDs, as Chapter Fdiscusses is another

incarnation of this elitist discourse.
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released in correlation witithe awardsO season, often winning Oscarsd other high-
profile awards.A large number of posi990 US films in this chart belong to this
category,potentially explainingwhy markers of quality such as originality and intelligence
are prevalent in the reviewsThus what this suggests ishat a symbiosisexists by which
brands are created, understood, strengthened and utilise&ssentially for a brand to
work its meaning must betaken on by consumers and once consumer understanding
has been acknowledgedy the industry marketers can then exploit the brand
characteristics further. In terms of American independent cinema what we are seeing is
that the characteristicsof OqualityO afeklitismO thetere promoted by marketers of
certain films arenow (at least in terms of this case studys demographjdbeing
determined by consumersas beinggenerally representative of whaindependent film is.

It is this type of American independent cinemBAthe section that has largely been
co-opted by the major conglomerates at an industrial lev@lthat Newman(2011) refers
to. The authorsuggests that during the Sundanc#liramax era Othe idea of independent
cinema has achieved a level of cultural circulation far greater than in earlier eras, making
independence into a brand, a familiar idea that evokes in consumers a range
emotional and symbolic associationsO (2011:4) This brand of independence, or indie
cinema as Newman refers to it, is based on a discursive framework worked out through
an array of textual and/or contextual criteria (2011: 8 9). Writing in an earkr article,
Newman proposes that indie cinema can be tied into indie culture large,and as such
has connotations of Osmaéicale, personal, artisic, and creativeO (2009: 16). Conversely,
mainstream culture, Oimplies a larggcale commercial media indusy that values money
more than artO (ibid). Yet despite thwpposition betweenthese two cultural categories,
Newman daes not seeindie cinema asdefinitive and absolute, insteadlike Kleinhars,
1998, Pribram, 2002 and King, 2005)he proposes that the inlie-mainstream dichotomy
is actuallypart of aspectrum, and he states that Osome films might be stronger or
weaker examples of indie cinemaEsome are more central, and some more peripheral or
problematicO (2011: 9). In reference tthe case study analysipresented here the films
in the chartgenerallycontribute to thisbrand identity, with the discourse thatthe users
have createdexemplifying this This gives credence to NewmanOs stake that indie cinema
is a brand as the user reviewsdemonstrate both an understandng and reiteration ofthe

brand®sonnotations.

41 The earlier eras that Newman is perhaps referring to here are the gr@80s when the term
OindependatO wasnOt necessarily prominent in audience discourse within the US.
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However,independent cinema is not a singular brand, nor &s the range of films
under its banner share a single identityThe construction of the film corpus for this thesis
demonstrates thisas it provides an overview of the diversity of films being distributed
under the umbrella of American independent cinemaather than just the films released
by a certain incarnation of independencéWith the film corpus being largely compiled on
a systemaic basis, using industrial points of reference to independence (such as
ownership, organisational structure and capacity etc.) as opposed to more subjective
notions found in articulations of aesthetics or ideological stance, this study has provided
a mappng out of the various different types of films being distributed within the
American independent cinema sector, rather than just one fraction of thisid the case
as will become apparent in subequent chapters of this studythat American
independent dnema has a range of ObrandsO operating within its terrain, with the indie
cinema that Newman describs, being just one of them.The exploitation fare offered by
companiesoperating on the edges of the film industry such as The Asylum are a different
brand, the genre filmsthat werereleased byFox Atomic and Roguei€tures another, and
so on Therefore, thedominant ObrandO of independence is dependent upon the
discursive frameworkwithin which it isexamined. For example, théVIDb case study
suggests thatthe dominant discourse present on this siteegards independent film to be
indine with NewmanOs understandings of indie cinema, yet perhaps if a similar analysis
was to be done using consumers associated with more politically radically activities then
it is conceivable that a completely different discourse would be created. Referring back
to MolloyOwiork, it is clear that there will always be a number of different discourses in
circulation at the same time, and these different discourses will be repregative of a

range of perspectives (2010: 2).

Conclusion

Thischapter has outlined the complexities involved in approachirige study ofAmerican
independent cinema that most notably start with the question, what is American
independent cinema? This chagr has not necessarily answered this question in a
definitive sense, but it has added its own contribution to the discussiofhere areno set
definitions or boundaries (whether industrial, political or cultural) for this sector of US
film, but that shouldnot suggest that it does not existWhat it does indicates that
concepts ofAmerican independent cinema can be constructed in differemtaysand that

these constructions form a degree of correlation with the various ObrandsO of
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independence that are inexistence.Furthermoreg as Chapter Wo explores despite
academic questioningover the existence of American independent cinema, industrially
this terrain is thriving, as films thatin one way or another fall into the dcourses of
independence formthe majority of the films released in the US.

Yet despite this only a smallnumber of these films are regularly discussed in
academic publications within the remit of independent cinemstudies. A certain elitist
tendency exists and dominates much of the sclerly discussions around American
independent cinema. It could be said that such perspectives are largely influenced by the
markers of OqualityO explored in tHdDb case study analysis; an overhanging influence
perhaps from independent cinema irthe 1980s. This influence could also be due to
independent cinemaQOgerceivedrelation to art cinema and supposed opposition to the
mainstream or commercial terraingsee Murphy, 2007) Yet as was demonstrated in the
Introduction of this thesis, via the Venn of Ir@pendence and the film corpus, the terrain
of American independent cinema is far more diverse thahese OqualityO judgements
and discourses. In this light, further justification and credence is given to the way in
which this thesis has approached studyinthhe sector by using a systematic process,
underpinned by subjective insighto guide the decisioamaking process as to what films
and distributors are discussed within its pages. The opposite approach to this wordty
either wholly on the researcher(stial knowledge ofthe sector or on popular discourses
about independence whichwould have led this thesis into the pitfall of only discussing
certain parts of American independent cinema whilst purporting e&xaminethe whole
terrainOs distribution.

Furthermore, until relatively recenly film studieshas been dominated by
approaches that looked at film from its formal/aesthetic qualities or ideological
substance; in comparison, industrial approaches to film studies are thin on the ground.
One of the seninal and most often recommended introductory bookis film studies, Film
Art: An Introduction (Bordwell and Thompson, 1979), for example, almost avoids any
industrial discussions even in its newer editions. Therefore, the academic discourse of
independerce has been largely dominated by discussions of challenging fillaither
formally or aestheticallyb that experiment with mainstream modes of filmmakingr
those films that take on alternativeperspectives and taboo subjects. Howevgthe
popularisationof the media industry studies agenda has changed this to a certain
degree, with work by scholars such as Schatz (2009a), Tzioumakis (2012b) and Perren
(2012 and 2013a) being testament to this.As highlighted in thentroduction, what

63



differentiates this Oew waveO of industrial approaches to earlier ones, is that such
approaches are not industrgeterministic in the sense that they do not see industry as
being devoidof the culture(s) they operate inthe products they createand the
audiences they servelnstead, the aforementioned studies and approaches advocated
by Caldwell (2013), Hilmes (2013) and McDonald (2013) combine industisd analysis
with other approaches from textual analysis to reception studies, and thus position
industry discussion withinthe sociopolitical contexts in which they occur. In a similar
fashion to how this thesis positions itself in terms of its understanding of media
convergence as a threetranded concept with dimensions in the industrial, technological
and sociocultural realms, the discussion of the distribution of American independent
cinema presented within its pages tries to adhere to these interconnected realms.
Therefore, h adopting an industryled but not determined approach, such as the
one evident in this thesisscholars can avoid the pitfalls of making value judgements on
OindependenceO and thus not overlook the varied and diverse terrainitector. This is
not to say that industrial notions of independence are more worthy or credible tharesn
more based a the film textsthemselvesb or that industrial considerations are not
intrinsically linked to the film text andhe ideologiesit conveysb but rather to highlight
that such notions should alsde considered alongsidether discourses of independence
on an equal level. The genre products and commercial output of outfits such as New
Line, Lionsgate and Summit Entertainment all contribute to American independent
cinema, yet many of their films are often overlooked most researchin this field. The
films produced and distributed by companies operating on the edges of the US film
industry such asThe Asylum and Maverick Entertainment also contribute to the American
independent cinema landscape, yet discussions about their outpate generally limited
to their cult or exploitation contentand donot extend to questions ofindependent
filmmaking (see Evans, 2012). More so, what about discussions of filmic content that is
independent but forms part of a largetransmediatext such as Lance Weiler®@andemic
41.410806, -75.654259 (2011)? Should examples of this fare also been discussed as
contributions to the wider landscape of American independent cinema? This study
argues that they should. All of these aforementioned examples are embodiments of
independent filmand as such should not be excluded from scholarship on the area on
grounds of form, aesthetics or ideological stance. The industrial approach to examining
American independehcinema outlined in the htroduction of this study provides scope

for includingall forms of independent film into such discussions. This is important
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becauseas the remainder of this study will demonstrate, the distribution landscape of
American independent cinema in the era of convergence is vast, varied aichost

beyond definabiity.
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CHAPTER TWO
DISTRIBUTING AMERICAN INDEPENDENT CINEMA IN THE ERA OF
CONVERGENCE: AN OVERVIEW OF DISTRIBUTION METHODS AND
STRATEGIES 20062010

In January 2006, Soderbergh@sbble (2005) was released simultaneously in cinemas,
on DVD and online b929 Entertainment (2929 Entertainmentb About, 2011). This
strategy P day-and-date releasingD collapses the OwindowsO between the markets and
subsequently eradicates the traditional hierarchy that has seen the theatrical
presentation of a film as the met prestigious site of exhibitiondue to its conventional
place as the first platform toexhibit a film. The noveltpf Bubble’s distribution garnered
significant attention in press and industry circles: AnthgrKauffman (2006) described
what would followas the Odasand-date distribution revolutionGScreen Daily reported

the move as OmouldreakingO (Kay, 2005); and Mohr (2005) suggested that if the
strategy proved a success that it could signal a Omassive sea change in the business of
distributionO. Tlsi hyperbolic rhetoric was ngthowever, because Bubble was the first film

to adopt a dayand-date releasing strategy but because of the Ostar powerO of
SoderberghOs name (Tryon, 2009: 105). Soderbergh rose to acclaimed director status in
1989 with the release and success okex, lies, and videotape. Since thenhe has

become a highprofile name in independent cinema, thus explaining the press attention
Bubble received.

The emergence of dagnd-date releasing strategies can be attributed to a
number of facors D all of which can be linked back to media convergence at
technological, sociocultural and industrial levels. Fundamental to tleeirrent methods
used to release films aross platformsis the digitalisation of film. Without thishome
video/DVD and onine distribution would be impossible. As discussad the Introduction,
the digitalisation of film has enablecconsumers toaccess films in an eveincreasing
number of ways and wittthis has come new consumption practices, whiclatter
chapters of this thesis explore Theinstitutional structure of 2929 Entertainment also
facilitated the implementation ofBubble’s release stategy. Whilst 2929 Entertainments
not a conglomerate on the scale of Tim&/arneror News Corp., it still demonstrates the
application of corporate convergence (see Jenkins, 2004&Yng et al, 2008) in order to
disseminate film content across multiple platforms. Mumber of 2929 EntertainmentOs

subsidiary companies contributed t@ubble’s crossplatform release: Magnolia Pictures

66



handled the theatrical distribution of the film; Landmark Theatres wetbe theatrical
screening venue Magnolia Home Entertainment orchestrated the DVD release; and
HDNet Movies handld the filmOs online release (2929 EntertainmeftAbout, 2011).
This ownerslip of different subsidiary companies allowe@929 Entertainment to
negotiate and alter the order in which they distributeBubble in each market.

At the time ofBubble’s release MagnoliaPicturesCbresident, Eamonn Bowles
was positive about the dayand-date model, suggesting that it widens the audience for
independent film from being just those consumers that are based in cities with theatres
that play independent films (Bowles, quoted in McNary, 2009). Dagd-date releasing
means that online or home etertainment audiences can watch a film at the same time
as people who live in citiesuch asNew York (ibid). Whilst commentators such as
Jenkins have referred to the multinational conglomeratesO ownership of various media
companies as OalarmingO (Jenki@804: 33), this same strategy when adopted in the
independentfilm sector couldsupport someindependent films in connecting withnew
consumers. This could lead to more revenue from a filmOs release and consequently,
economic viability to certain sectoref American independent cinemaDespite this the
strategy has not been welcomed by all sectors of the film industry. Theatrical exhibitors
were already anxious about reducing the windows betwedineatrical and ancillary
market releases due to a fear of their revenues droppingand dayand-date releasing
takes this further by completely collapsing such windo#s While dayand-date releasing
has not dominated film distribution strategies posBubble’s release, it has continued to
be utilised (almost exclusigly in the independent sector), and the windows between
markets are still condensing.

This indicates that film distribution has changed, and theatrical distribution is not
as dominant as itwas in previous decades. In fact, as Jeff Ulin states, the thea#d
presentation of a film is actually a Oloss leaderO in a large number of instances and
therefore theatrical presentations of films could be perceived as another marketing
component for the more profitableancillary markets(2010: 121). Additionally, wih
methods available that bypss theatrical distribution alogether, a reassessment of what
film distribution is in this crossplatform, multifaceted environment must take place. With

this in mind, this chapter will provide an overview oécent changes infilm distribution in

42 |n a study on the top 50 grossing films in the US released between 2001 and 2005, Randy A. Nelson
and Patrick Rutherford found that Oroughly a quarter of the films appear on DVD heéxitingthe

theatresO (2010: 689). In 2010 the Odeon cinema chain contemplated boycottiAtice in Wonderland
(Burton, 2010) in some Europearcinema chains due to DisneyOs plans to cut Othe period between a film's
debut and its DVD release from the staratd 17 weeksO to just 12 weeks (BBC Ne®<deon, 2010).
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reference to American independent cinema between 2006 and 2010, exanmg themin
the technological, industrial and sociocultural contexts in whi¢hey occurred. The
chapter will explore different areas of film distributiorsuch aslogistics (via the
discussion of different distribution strategies and methods), liceimy, and the
companies involved, thus providingoth a review of scholarship on the fieldnd current
practices evident in the distribution of American independent cineanin-ine with the
wider scope of this thesis, this chapter will focus primarily ditm distribution companies
rather than the smallercompanies(such as aggregatorsyhat are involvel in supporting
distribution practices. Furthermore,the distributors and films selected for discussion will
be drawn from the film corpuswith the aim that they are representational of wider
industry practices andthe American independent cinemaector at large. In essence, the
discussions within this chapter will seek to pwide a macrelevel overview of the ways in
which American independent cinema is being distributed (methods and strategies) and
the types of film distributors involvedThrough thisdiscussion that details the
continuation of traditional distribution actvities alongside the emergence of new
practices, the chapter willargue that new types of film distributorshave arisenwho now
co-exist alongside traditionhgatekeepers of this realm.tlis this pull between innovation

and convention that createsodayOslistribution landscape.

Film Distribution: A review and discussion of

Media distribution operates in between the production and exhibition arenas, acting as a
link between the two and providing routes through which content can be disseminated to
sites at which viewers can access, engage and interact with As Perren observes,
distributors are OmiddlemenO and are Oresponsible for ensuring that media find
audienceO (2013a: 166). In the film industry, distributionOs pivotal position between a
film being made and it being screened has ld commentators to perceive it as the key
sector of the industry. William M. Kunz, for exampléescribes it as theOlinchpin of the
entire industryO (2007:112) and echoing this sentiment, Kisgiggests it isOa critical
component of the film businessO (2005: 17). King goes tmargue that it isthrough
distribution that films Gind their way into cinemask [receiving]Ehe necessary marketing
and promotion to secure an audienceO (ibid). The focus of KingOs statement is on
theatrical distribution and at the time when he wrote it, theatrical distribution was more
dominant than it is now, yet astated, this situation haschanged As a reflection of this,

in KingOs latest monographe describes distribution as Oa crucial giping stone en
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route to exhibition and salesO (2014: 79). This subtle adaptation allows for a discussion
of nontheatrical distribution strategies on the sameelvel as theatrical ones, ands
indicative of changes that have occurred in film distribution beeen the studiesO
publication dates.

In her study ofHollywood Wasko adopts a more economic perspective to defining
distribution, describing it as a process that Oinvolves a number of different markets
where revenues are gleaned for the lease or sale wifotion pictures, as well as other
related productsO (2003: 80). This statement is as relevant now as it was when it was
written, as it encompasses hw film is a crossplatform product. Yet hrough using the
term Orevenue gleanedO, Wasko firmly situategrilisition as a part of profitpursuit
process and whilst this is true in some (perhaps even most) cases, defining distribution
in this way overlooks how it can also be used to add neconomic value to films in terms
of opening up new ways for consumers ccessand engagewith them. Furthermore,
there arefilms produced that are not distributed with the intention to make money.
Instead their raison d'stre could be social, political or artistic; the output drave New
Films exemplifies this. Therefore, it perhaps more accurate to see WaskoOs notion of
distribution as being applicable only to commercial forms of filmmakingkin to the
context that she was writing about.

With this thesis covering wider remits of the US film industry, the inclusive
understanding of distribution that industry practitioner David S#a provides is perhaps
more apt. For Sin, distribution is Owhere completed films are brought to life and
connected with an audienceO (n/d). This definition is one that is quite fitting for this
studyOs approach to understanding and examining the distribution of American
independent cinema given both its openness to all forms of distributioand motivations
behind a filmOs distributiorThedistribution process can be divided into three distinct,
yet interconnected stagesb marketing, licensing and logistics (ibid). This chapter will
explore the areas of licensingnd logistics with thefollowing chapter focusingon the
marketing arena.Licensing refers to the rights to release a film across one wore
platforms in different geographical locags (Sin, n/d b a). Traditionally, distributors were
usually offered licenses for Otheatrical rights, for showing the film in cinemas; video
rights, for video and DVD exploitation; and TV rights, if the disitiar is able to sell the

film to a broadcasterO (ibid). Nowadags array of digital delivery rightgan also be

43 David Sin is the Head of Cinemas at the Independent Cinema Office and has also writteiSéoeen
Online (the BFIOs education website).
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included in this list. The logistics of distribution involves the physical and digital
transportation of a film to the various sites of exhiban. In the early days of film this
meant getting a print to a theatre, but nowadaysan rangefrom selling DVDs at festival
to the online streaming of filmsAs established in thertroduction, there area wide array
of companies operating within the disibution sector of American independent cinema
such as digital agencies and aggregators, yet this thesisOs scope and focus is spisbn
the companies that would be traditionally described am distributors and the online
companies that are quickly emblishing themselvesas new types of film distributors
This limitation, as previously indicateds due to boththe practical constraints of this
thesis and alsobecause distribution companie$* are the ones who ultimatelygovern the
three key elements offilm distribution that Sin outlines(marketing, licensing, and
logistics) even when they outsource and commission specific activities to other agencies
and companies.

Despite distributionOsnportance to the film industry, the diversity of aatities
incorporated in thissectorOs functias) and the considerable development it has
experienced over recent years, the scholarship on the field is relativeiyall. Looking
first at existingwork on the sector prior to the recent innovations that this study
examnes, it is Wyatt that has perhaps made the most contribution to this field,
particularly in terms of independent film. In WyattOs (1998b) essay, OFrom Roadshowing
to Saturation Release: Majors, Independents, Marketing/Distribution Inndi@nsO and
his later revisionistessay, published in 2005, he explores distribution strategies used in
US filmb both in the mainstream and independent arena® during the 1970s. These
essays chart changes within strategies adopted within the sector, linking them to both
the industrial climates of the time and to the types of films being releasels well as
providing ahistorical overview of formerlyadopted distribution practicesWyatt links
trends in the independent sector to those evident in more mainstream arenas, ande-
versa. This approaclseesboth parts of the US film industry as intrinsically linked (and to
a certain degree, calependent)and has informed the way this thesis has approached
examining the distribution of American independent cinema. Rather than spectices
evident in American Independent Cinemas operating within a vacuum, this study
follows WyattOs approach, and instead situates them with a broader context, discussing

them alongside the distribution activities of major studios.

44 Here, the term distribution company is used to refer to tise outfitsthat employ thousands of workers,
those that are embodied by an individual filmmaker/collective of filmmakers and those operating between
these twoaforementionedpolar ends of the distribution company spectrum.
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In terms ofexamiing Hollywood distribution strategies, Wasko8sw Hollywood
Works (2003) contains a useful chapter ordistribution that addresses howit fits into the
industryOs economic frameworks a8koOs analysis provideshistorical understanding of
how the major sudios have come to dominate the distribution of US film from the 1950s
onwards through becoming parts of diversified conglomerates with interests in a range of
entertainment fields that have enabled them to exploit OconceptsO acrgsethora of
industries and markets (2003: 59). The key argumentasko presentss that
distributorsO position as Omiddlemen@d as parts of larger corporate structures
enables them to exert a significant amount of power over the US film industry in terms of
the types of fims that are released (2003: 84). Whilst WaskoOs writings provide a solid
overview of mainstream distribution from a power relations and economic persige,
she largely overlooks cultural and textual considerations and as sutie chapterOs
outlook on what distribution is (or perhaps, more aptly, was), is slightly limited.

In McDonald and WaskoOs edited collectifine Contemporary Hollywood Film
Industry (2008), essays by Phil Drake and Frederick Wasser take a cloksok at
relatively contemporary disthution strategies used in the mainstream arena and
examine the growing importance of ancillary markets. Whereas studies such as KlingerOs
Beyond the Multiplex (2006) and Aaron BarlowQge DVD Revolution (2005) look largely
at the consumption cultures thathave emerged witin the ancillary market of home
video/DVD, these two essays instead address the impabat these markets have had at
a more industriallevel. Both essays highlight the theatrical mark@slecline and look
towards the home entertainmentitld as being the dominant (in terms of revenue)
distribution arena. WasserOs essay explores how Hollywood learned from the lessons of
video (that saw two competing formats initially adopted) with D\V&nhd instead saw all
parties b studios and hardware prducersb agree on universal formats (2008: 128)He
implies that home entertainment andthe DVDsector has been a doubleedge sword for
the independent sector with iton one hand contributing tothe decline of art cinemas
and on the other hand offering kheaper distribution opportunities for independent
filmmakers (2008: 129). DrakeOs essay extends this argument further, suggesting that
the home entertainment market has had a negative impact on the whole of the US
theatrical market with ancillary channelsargely outperforming domestictheatrical
grosses (2008: 81). Bothauthors correctly identifythat the role of theatrical distribution

within the wider film distribution landsape is lesser than it once was. ét theatrical
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distribution is still a commonlyused distribution method and yields a significant degree
of status within the film industry despite recent innovations.

In the latter 2000s, a body of work emerged that examined film distribution from
a @seudobusinesO studies angl&kunzOs€uilture Conglomerates: Consolidation in the
Motion Picture and Television Industries (2007) falls within this category. The study looks
at the merging of the entertainment industries tine with the formation of the
multinational conglomerates, addressing within issuesof ownership and regulationn
the distribution sector.Similarly,Ulin (2010) too examines the commercial side of film
distribution, providing overviews of areas such as synergy, conglomeration of the
entertainment industries and branding. Assessg film distribution from a legl
perspective, Andrew Sparro{2007) examinesthe legal issues that are embroiled within
new forms of distribution. Whilst these works are useful in terms of their insight into
specific industrial aspects of distribution ad provide functional overviews of the areas
they detall, it is these types ofvorks that openup industry studiesto fierce academic
critique.

This type ofwork s what Caldwell would describe aan industry studythat
OnaivelyO overlook established thetical frameworks and traditional close textual
analysis and instead provide ar@re commonsensical, empirical approach to Oreal
worldO institutionsO (2013: 157). Studies such as Kunz (2007), Sparrow (2007) and Ulin
(2010) lack the depth, analysis, and disussion that more traditional film studies
scholarship would pride itself onEssentially they write about the industry as it appears
in official records, in some ways divorcing it from the social, cultural, and political
contexts in which it exists.Theaforementioned publications are more itine with industry
and film journalism publications such a%ariety, indieWIRE and Filmmaker Magazine in
terms of their style, tone and coverage of pics. This thesis sees no issuwith using
these types of publicaibns as source material for understanding what is happening in
the industry.However, such publications should be perceived as what they are;
indicators of activity occurring within an industry, not critical understandings of such
activity.

Fortunately nd all of the contemporary work on film distribution is akin to this
OpseuddusinessO studies approachn recent years, studies that address how the
distribution sector works, whilst taking social, cultural and political aspects into
consideration, have legun to emerge and fit largely into the contemporary media

industry studies agenda. Two key studies that exemplify this were published in 2012,
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namely LobatoOShadow Economies of Cinema: Mapping Informal Film Distribution and
lordanova andCunninghamOs éed collection, Digital Disruption: Cinema Moves On-line.
LobatoOs work examines Othe circulatory dynamics of cinemaO, which essentially is about
Ohow movies travel through space and time, and what happens to them (and us) along
the wayO (2012: 1). Pringally what Lobato is describing here is film distribution in its
broadest sense. LobatoOs study analyses the multifaceted ways in which people now
encounter films and the proliferation of film consumption practices that have
consequently emerged in recendecadesacross different geographic contextd obato
draws upon his earlier workpositioningthese practices as existing on a spectrum of
formality, with some being more formal than others (2009, 2012J-or Lobato, formal

film distribution is regulated, neasured, and controlled by corporate organisations,
regulatory bodies and/or the state, whereas informal film distribution is characterised by
being substantially less controlled, less monitored, arsbmetimes less legalb hence,

the phrasing Oshadow econdies of cinemaO (2012: 4).

Through looking at less formal distribution practices, the autheeeks to upheave
some of the traditional approaches in film studies that have marginalised some of the
most widespread and integral ways in which people currendgnsume films, and instead
rightfully places Othe shadow economies of cinema@he centre of his analysis (2012:
1). Although these Oshadow economiesO and the activities they encapswapezate on
the fringes and, in some cases, outside of the film indtry, Lobato still chooses to use
the term distribution within his study as he feels the term retains the significance of
agency in how content moves from production to exhibition (2012: 2). Despite
acknowledging his own aim in moving discussions surround film distribution closer to
media and cultural studiesO scholarsO notions of circulation, Lobato does express a fear
that some studies adopting the term circulation also have the tendency to overlook the
importance of agency (ibid).

lordanova and CunmighamO£2012) edited collectionhas strongparallels with
LobatoOs studyVhilstthe collectiondoes not necessarily focus on Othe shadow
economies of cinemasO, it does firmly address film distribution thetargely outside of
Hollywood and that occursvithin anonline enviroament through a mixture of essays and
case studies. The collection aims to exploteow people experience cinema as a
consequence of digital innovation, and also charts the Opossibilities for the global
circulation of filmOZ012: 1). It is this broad scope that inevitably means thatome

areas, issues and debatesre barely covered or not addressed at all. The impact of
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changes in film distribution on film form and storytelling practices, for example, is not
addressed.Echoing the setiment of LobatoOs ideas on the diversification of distribution
circuits, lordanova states that a new film circulation environment has emerged and
within it Oa plethora of circuits and, possibly revenusseamsO have materialised (2012:
1) Indine with this, she argues thathe traditional film distribution model of hierarchical
window releasing isunder threatby digital distribution (2012: 1).Yet, unlike Lobato,
lordanova does not feel the need to retain the phrase distributida describe such
changes(or disruptions, as she would perceive themand instead enthusiastically
replaces itwith circulation throughout herchapter - a reoccurring trend inthe collectionOs
other essays.

Theconcept of circulation has gained currency in academia in recent ysalue to
the publishing of JenkinsFord andGreenOSpreadable Media: Creating Meaning and
Value in a Networked Culture (2013). In this study the authors present a case for seeing
the movement of media content within this contemporary era of convergenae a
process of circulation rather than distributionFor Jenkins et al, the term distribution is
representative of a process Owhere the movement of media content is lard@ty totally
b controlled by the commercial interests producing and selling it{3: 1), whereas
circulation is symptomatic of a Omix of tajpwn and bottomup forces [that] determine
how material is shared across and among cultures in far more participatory (and
messier) waysO (ibid). While there are grounds for the argument thateagigmatic shift
has occurred in terms of how media content flows and connects with consumers, this
should not necessarily suggest that notions of distribution are defunct. Rather, as this
chapter demonstrates,and as the case studies inChapter Six willexemplify, both these
practices exist within the contemporary media landscape.

This shift from distribution tocirculation is associated witta Omovement towards
a more participatory model of culture, one which sees the public not as simply
consumers of pe-constructed messages but as people who are shaping, sharing,
reframing and remixing media content in ways which might not have been previously
imaginedO (Jenkins et al, 2013: 2). By its very definition, culture is a construct of people,
but what Jenkinset al are proposing is that consumers are reshaping contemporary
media culture in previously unseen ways (ibidyurthermore what the authors propse
(as Chapter Five explos is that theindividualswho arereshaping the media landscape
are not necessaily doing it in isolation, but are in fact operating as part of Olarger

communities and networks, which allow them to spread content well beyond their
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immediate geographic proximityO (ibid). It is this that makes the way in which consumers
can now share ad discuss content, fundamentally different to previous eras.

Jenkins et al (2013) use the term OspreadabilityO to describe different forms of
content circulation. For them, spreadability refers to:

Ethe technical resources that make it easier to circulatsome kinds of content

than others, the economic structures that support or restrict circulation, the

attributes of a media text that might appeal to a communityOs motivation for

sharing material, and the social networks that link people through the excrgm

of meaningful bytes (2013: 4).

The termaccounts for both the technical and cultural factors that support consumers in
sharing content for their own reasons (Jenkins et al, 2013: 3). Central to the spreadable
media model is the blurring of roles betweethe producer and consumer (Jenkins et al,
2013: 7), and as such the authors distance their notions of how content spreads from
earlier conceptualisations of viral media. For Jenkins et al, OviralO suggests notions of
OinfectionO and OcontaminationO thateestimate the power of media companies and
underestimate the agency of audiencesO (2013: 21). In contrast, Ospreadable media®
moves away from the passive audience member being injected with a viral message, to a
process in which Oaudiences play an aaivwole in OspreadingO contentO (ibid). Circulation
of content acknowledges that individual audience members choose to OspreadO content
and messages for Otheir own purposes and through their own relationshipsO (Jenkins et
al, 2013: 22). Basically, the colletive mass decides what is valued, and what is spread.

In some ways lordanovaOs adoption of the term circulatiomigital Disruption is
generally akin to Jenkins et alOs (201®)itings, with both studies highlighting that
significant change has occurré (and is still occurring) in terms of how media content
flows through platforms and connects with consumer3herepeated emphasis on
OdisruptionO in lordanovaOs chajmedigital Disruption, firmly emphasises the
collectionOs main argumemthat the traditional film distribution model of hierarchical
window releasing is Oradically underminedO by technological innovations (2012: 1). With
the Internet offering numerous ways that content can be shared (in some cases without
the creatorOs consent), the hinchies and traditional gatekeepers of film distribution are
at the very least being challengedLinked to this Cunningham and Jon Silvé1$2013)
chapter in Digital Disruption accounts for how some of HollywoodOs initial ventures into
online film distribution, such as Pop, have not worked out as planned. The authors

suggest that HollywoodOs attempts in this market were undermined by two factors: first,
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their dominant target audience (under 250s) were the same demographic who are mostly
likely to participde in illegal film downloading and, second, the software/technology
supporting the illegal market developed more rapidly than that of the legal one (2012:
50). It could also be argued that HollywoodOs ventures into online film distribution were
far too foaused on a traditional distribution mindset (e.g. a tegown approach) and did
not offer the more participatory and portable offerings that other (more successful)
online film distribution platforms and services provide (e.g. a mixture of tdpwn and
bottom-up approaches).

With digital technologies offering new possibilities (both legal and illegal) within
film distribution/circulation, lordanova calls the movement of film online a
Odemocraticising processO, empathically declaring that film and its diatitn is now
unshackled from the Otyranny of geographyO (2012: 23). To a certain extent this is true:
for example, dayand-date releasing facilitated by technological developments erodes the
windowing system and peeto-peer file sharing disrupts the indidual territory releasing
strategies that had previously dominated global film distribution. Yet, we must be careful
not to overstate such democratisation and enter into similar discourses that Gray alludes
to in his critique of OYotopian rhetoricO (2010163). As Tryon argues, the Ovarious
modes of digital delivery are designed in part to provide media conglomerates with
greater control over the distribution, circulation, and exhibition of their moviesO (2013:
50). While the branding of the associated t&hnologies and platforms may promise
freedom and mobility, this may not actually be the case (Mosco dta Tryon, 2013: 50).
The geablocking of certain content on platforms such as YouTube aptly demonstrates
this. Abalanced viewthen is required when poclaiming the impact of digital innovation.
This stance is particularlappropriate given that many of the OoldO or Otraditional®
gatekeepers of film distribution still have significant power and control in the arena and
(as will be discussed in this theisOs conclusion) because new gatekeepers of distribution
have begun to emerge within the online arena.

Emerging during a similar timeframas the aforementioned studies is Tryon©s
Demand Culture: Digital Delivery and the Future of Movies (2013). Here Tryon introduces
the notion of Oplatform mobilityO, a model that conceptualises the current crolsgform
distribution and consumption of film (2013: 4). TyonOs Oplatform mobility® argument
goes beyond discussing the mere technological infrastructures thfacilitate cross
platform delivery and consumptionand builds on earlier discasions about mult

platforming, participatory cultureand on-demand access to contenfrom scholars such
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as Jenkins (2006) and Hills (2009). For Tryon, Oplatform mobilityQuites Othe social,
political and economic changes that make mobile access more desirableO (2013: 4).
What is particularly interesting aboutryonOs woiik his perception of the Oindividualised
consumerO, who is an agent in control of their own viewing exences, interacting more
capably with media content than in previous eras, whilst simultaneously using digital
tools to remain in social spaces with friends and family (@i As Part Twaof this thesis
will examinein detail, the newer forms of distribtion that this chapterwill outline, have
played a fundamental role in creatingn environment for thesendividualised consumers
to perform a significant role inconstructingtodayOs multifaceted distribution
environment.

TryonOs study suggedtsat contemporary consumers are dispersed across a range
platforms. With thishas come the questionhow can distributors ensure that their film
firstly reaches consumers and secondly enables them to secure the revenue they need in
order to sustain their work? Theoncept of the OLong Tail® which was initthigussed
by Chris Anderson in a 2004 article foWired and then later expanded upon in the book,
The Long Tail: How endless choice is creating unlimited demand (2006) goes some way
to answeiing this query. AaersonO£2004, 2006) OLong Tail® modejuesthat the
future of the entertainment industry is not in selling high volumes of a few mainstream
products, but is instead in niche markets. Underpinning the logic of ti®ong Taid
economy are three governingrinciples, namely, enhanced availability, low prices and
effective search mechanismsibid). Essentially what Anderson is arguing ithat the
digitalisation of mediag coupled withthe enhanced online search facilities that allow
consumers to locate spemlised products means that it is now highly possible for the
aggregated sales of many niche products to be a viable revenue stregmoviding that
both production and sales costs remain low.

Yet whilst the OLong Tail® model is genecalgidered to have quite a bit of merit
to it, it also has its limitations. Critiquingt, Lobato notes that the OLong Tail® model
Oworks for selfonsciously marginal cultural production with high levels of (sub)cultural
prestigeO and is not necessarily fitting with otheiche markets such as thestraightto-
video economy, whictdo not demand such worthiness (2012: 36). Rather than being
Oundiscovered gemsO, Lobato suggests that markets such as the stragbideo
economy are more about surplus product and as such anet necessarily best

understood through the OLong Tail® approach (2012: Bajthermore,films released by
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straightto-video specialists The Asylum and Maverick Entertainment hditde to do with
the O(subgultural prestigeO that Lobato refers to.

However, AndersonOs model should not be dismissed entirely. The implications of
this alternative economic model for the mediand entertainment industries areaptly
summarised by Marijke de Valck:

Nowadays, thanks to djital technologies, media productgan easily and

inexpensivelycopied and distributed across various platforms. The result is a

media economy in which niche products can be extremely profitable, and

therefore are of interest to commercial parties as well (2012: 119).

The Long Tail model can bknked to BroderickOs (2008) notion of Ohybrid distributionO
that is central tohis conceptualisation of OThe New World of DistributionO. This new world
is characterised by a poweto-the-filmmaker ethos and offers flmmakers the opportunity

to bypass theold gatekeepers of distribution and to Oreach audiencdsectlyO; its
predecessorwas Oa hierarchical realm where filmmakers must petition the powers that

be to grant them distributionO (ibid). Hybrid distribution provides filmmakers with the
scope to:

E.split up their rights, working with distribution partners in certain sectors and

keeping the right to make direct sales. They can make separate deals for: retail

home video, television, education&t, nontheatrical, and VOD, as well as splitting
up their dgital rights. They also sell DVDs from their websites and at screenings,
and may make digital downloads available directly from their sites (ibid).
The main benefit of this type of distribution is that the filmmaker can retain more control
over their filmy they can search around for the best distribution in each sector and make
separate decisions about eacimarket. With digital technologies (as de Valck outlines)
offering easy accessibility to crosplatform distribution and Anderson@Bong Taifmodel
presenting a framework through whickhe crossplatform targeting of niche consumer
bases can be economically viable, it could kerguedthat the distribution stumbling
block that parts of American independent cinemaave struggled with for decadess
beingeroded. The following section will outline the extent to which this is true, whilst
simultaneously providing a macrdased analysis of the wider distribution landscapie
terms of key practices and trendsevident within this thesisGsampled film corpus

coupled with reference to specific film distributorsontained within the corpusand the

45 Educational distribution invéves licensing or selling a film to educational establishments for a much
higher charge than a single DVD. As Broderick (2008) outlines, through this independent flmmakers can
still garner decent returns, however, they may have to compromise by delayimgdeneralDVD release.
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ways in which they are releasing their film3he films and distributors discussed within
this review are representational of wider industry behaviours, and have beslected for
their diversity and ability to represent thenultitude of ways in which American

independent cinema is now distributed.

Where is American Independent CinemaR&n overview of distribution
companies, methods and strategies
From a macro perspetive, contemporary US film is currently dominated in terms of
market share, power, reachand control bysix major studios; Warner Bros., Paramount
Pictures, Walt Disney Pictures, Twentieth Century Fox, Sony Pictures and Universal. In
2010 these studios (minus their specialty divisionshad a combined US box office share
of 82.44%, which would not seem so impressive if there were only a handful of other
distributors who released films theatrically in the same year (Thembers.comb Market
Share 2010, 2011). However, as an additional 130 companies also distributed films
theatrically that year,the majorsO dominance of the theatrical market is clear (ibid). The
130 other distributorsthat released films theatrically had a combined market share of
17.56%, whid on average was 0.135% of the market per distributor (ibid). Whilst the
six majors reaped the largest financial returns from the box office they by no means
released the most films. According to th&PAA Theatrical Statistics 2010, its members
(the six major studios) released 104 films, whereas the combined releases of what could
be termed independent distributors (an amalgamation dhe major studioOs specialty
divisionsand companies with no affiliationgo the majorg was 456 (2010: 13).
Therefore it can be stated thaton average, a major studio release will garner larger box
office takings than an independent film wouldWhat thisfirst part of this distribution
sector overviewwill provideis a comprehensiveoutlining of the types ofdistributors
involved inthe theatrical market(discussing them in reference to the sectasf American
independent cinemain which they operate), the types of films they release and the
strategies that underpin tlese releases. It will draw on films and distributors listed the
tables in Appendix Items2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 using them as keyexemplars of wider
industry trends.

Althoughmost major studio releases perform better at the box office than the
output for independent distributors not all independent films sink vthout a trace at the

US box office. Referringack to the Venn of IndependenceOs categotidisere are sectors

46 Rounded to three decimal places.
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of the independent film landscape that challenge the six majorsO dominance of the
theatrical terrain. The category of the GmirmajorsO (Hillier]994: 21), which includes
companies such as Summit Entertainment and Lionsgatis a case inpoint. In 2010,
Summit EntertainmentOs highest grossing film wEse Twilight Saga: Eclipse (Slade,
2010), which achieved $300,531,751 at the US box office alonéThenumbers.comb
Market Share 2010 Summit Entertainment, 2011). In the same year, Warner Bros. was
the top grossing major studio, yet their highest gross release that yeamception (Nolan,
2010) bdid not equal the takings ofThe Twilight Saga: Eclipse, as it only took
$292,568,851 at the US box office (Thenumbers.comb Market Share 2010 Warner
Bros., 2011). Films that do this, such a%he Twilight Saga: Eclipse, are the exception
rather than the rule.The Expendables, which was released by Lionsgatevas the only
other independent film to appear in the top 25 grossing films of 2010 (MPAA Theatrical
Statistics, 2010: 14).

Thespecialty divisionsof the major studios also, to a lesser degree, challenge the
majors at the box office. In 2010 these compames released a total of 37 films, yet
despite links to the majors and many of therachievingrelative financial success, none
of them were included in the top 25 grossing films of 2010 (ibid). The films released by
these divisions (with the exception ofenre labels) largely tend todifferentiate
themselves from theblockbuster/event movies generally released by the majors and the
mini-majors. As discussed in Chapter @, films such asBlack Swan and The Kids Are
Alright (Cholodenko, 2010) tend to be more Ipt and characterdriven, often explore
taboo issues and are less reliant on spectacle. In terms of their box office grossing per
annum, these distributors usually sit behind the six major studios and the mimgjors. In
2010, the top six grossing distribtors were the major studios, followed by Summit
Entertainment and Lionsgaten 7t and 8 position, Fox Searchlight in 9 position, Sony
Pictures Classics in 12, Focus Features in 18, and Paramount Vantage lagging slightly
in 19t position as they mly released 3 films during this year (theumbers.comb Market
Share 2010, 2011). The genre divisions that existed during the years 2006 and 2010
tended to occupy a similar locatiomn the box officechart, rangingfrom 10t to 25th
position, but ascertaning abox office pattern for them is difficulbecausethey were
often relatively quickly shuttered or sold durinthese years.

In the midsscale independent category a number of box office patterns are visible,
dependent on whether reference is being nte to companies at the togend of this

category, such as Magnolia Pictures who release a steady stream of films per annwmn
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those at the bottomend such as Argot Pictures who only release one or two films into the
theatrical market each year. In 2010, Mgnolia Pictures was placed 28 in the box office
takings chart (ibid) and released a mixture of US films such as Casey AffleckOs directorial
debut, I'm Still Here in addition to norNUS fare such as the Irish filmThe Eclipse
(McPherson, 2009). Whildistributors such as Magnolia Picturehiave a regular film

slate, their box office revenue is substantially lower than that [arger distributors such

as Summit Entertainment. Magnolia Picturesn 2010, had a box office gross of
$8,667,644, which was dwarfedby Summit EntertainmentOs gross of $519,928,031
(the-numbers.comb Market Share 2010, 2011). In terms of box office takings, a
significant gap exists between the mianajors and the topend, midscale independents.
Furthermore a relatively large disparit exists between togend midscale distributors

and bottomend mid-scale distributors Argot Pictures, for examplevas positioned 634

in terms of 20100s box office takings, garnering $307,097 that year (ibid).

Moving onto the lowend independent distrilutors such as Lavender House Films,
one can see thatan even bigger inequality of box office grosses exists. Outfits such as
these emerge frequently, release one or two films and then disappear without a trace. In
the case of Lavender House Films, the corapy only released one film into the theatrical
market, The Rise and Fall of Miss Thang (Hawkins, 2007). It was released ilone theatre,
in 2008, and madea mere $581 at the box office(Box Office Mojd The Rise and Fall of
Miss Thang (2007), 2011).

Given the diversity in distributors releasing films into the theatrical market,ig
not surprising that there isa range of release strategies in operation. The two largest
forms of theatrical release are known as supesaturation and saturation releases. Tése
are commonly used by the major studios when distributing their blockbuster and event
films. A saturation release plays i2000+ theatres, whereas a supessaturation release
is shownin over 3000 theatres simultaneously (Drake, 2008: 67). In 2010, Parammunt
released/ron Man 2 (Favreau, 2010), which at its widest release was playing in 4390
theatres across the US (Box Office Moilron Man 2, 2011). Whilst these types of
release strategiesare rare within the independent sector, some independent filmsd
utilise them. The Twilight Saga: Eclipse and The Expendables were both given asuper-
saturation release, which saw the films open on 4380 and 3270 screens respectively
(Box Office Mojd 2010 Domestic Gross, 2011). It is thesalistributorsO mirinajor
status that provides them with the means to adopt similar release strategies to the major

studios B something many other independent distributors do not have the capacity to do.
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The widerelease is the next largestheatrical distribution strategy which
according toBox Office Mojo, refers to films releasedsimultaneouslyon over 600
screens (Box Office Moj® Top Weekend Averages, 2011). However, given that super
saturation releases have frequently been playing in 4000+ theatres, it is perhaps
appropriateto suggest that a wide releas@ow equates to 1000+ theatres.Thewide
release strategy is adopted by a number of distributors includisgecialty divisionsand
mini-majors. When Rogue Pictures was the genre division of Univet&alt chose to open
The Return in 1986 theatres across the US (Box Office Mof@The Return (2006)
Weekend Box Office History) just shy of a saturation release and in 2007 the then
Disneyowned Miramax releasedzone Baby Gone (Affleck, 2007) in just over 1700
theatres (Box OfficeMojo B Gone Baby Gone (2007) Weekend Box Office History, 2011).
Additionally the minimajors occasionally adopt a wideelease for some of their Osmaller®
films such as Lionsgate%ecious that opened in 1003 theatres (Box Office Moj®
Lionsgate, 2012) Despite these examples, between the years of 2006 and 2010, the
number of films given a wide release was relatively low, with distributors generally opting
for one of the saturation releases or fosmallerscale theatrical distribution.
Thelimited release strategy is most often adopted by misicale and lowend

independents. Drawing on research produced by Daniel R. FellmEarrigan writes that
a limited release Osees a film opening on between 50 and 700 screensO (Fellman, 2006
paraphrased by Kerrigan2010: 161). Many of the independent films released in this
way only play on a handful to a couple hundred screens at ma&ta Still Here, for
example, opened in just 19 theatres and played in just 120 theatres at its widest release
(Box Office Mojd I’'m Still Here (2010) Weekend Box Office History, 2011). The logic
underpinningthis is an economic one. As Ulin describes:

Opening a film in a nationwide and worldwide manner is the most expensive

avenueEif a picture is opened in limited release, targetingitics and key cities and

hoping that reviews and word of mouth will create momentum, the costs are

dramatically reduced (2010: 384).
Essentiall, if a film only plays in 70 theatres simultaneously the prints and advertising
costs (P&A) are far Igs than ifa film was playing irB000 theatres, therefore reducing

the upfront investment.Furthermore, whiledigital distribution has reduced the print

47 In late 2008, Rogue Pictures was sold to Relativity (Cieply, 2009).
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costs*, it has not reduced the advertising spend and therefore OP&A buddetsnain]
relatively highO (Kerriga2010: 102). With a limited release, as Kerrigan notes, the

prints can be moved around from location to location, with some revenue from each area
being reinvested in a local marketing campaign in the next area (2010: 161).

Bearing some similaities to the limited release,the platform releaseseesa film
released in a select number of theatreswith the intention to widen its release over the
course of its theatrical run. The strategy, according to King, Owas designed to allow
independent films to build a audience from relatively smaller beginnings than is
generally permitted in the commercial mainstreamO (2005: 29). Again, this option is
favoured bymid-scale and some lowend independents as it allows them to Ogradually
build up the audience for a PIm and as revenue comes in, the distributors can afford to
increase the size of the P&A budgetO (Kerrigan, 2010:102). More so, positive vadrd
mouth surrounding a film will give smaller independent distributors more negotiating
power with theatres, as they would then have a proven demand for the film.

The platform release hasilso been adopted by the major studiosO specialty
divisions. In 2007, Miramaxreleased the Coen Brotherslb Country for Old Men. The
film opened in just 28theatres, building graduallyto it being played inover 2000
theatres (Box Office Moj@® No Country for Old Men (2007) Weekend Box Office History,
2011). Miramax (with the ba&ing of its parent conglomeratgwould have been capable
of releasing the film ina widerrelease from the start of its theatical run. In not choosing
this strategy, MiramaxOs distribution decision could have been linked to the brand identity
that the distributor wanted to give the film. Through opening the film insanall number
of theatres, Miramax sought to differentiaté&Vo Country for Old Men from its own and
DisneyOs other more mainstream or gerrased films which adopt wide/saturation
release strategies. In doing sdliramaxsought to enhance the filmOs independent
credentialsas the platform releaseis generally associated with independent film.

An alternative and less frequently adopted theatrical release strategy deployed
independent film is Ofowwalling®. This strategy is wher(sually)D.L.Y. filmmaker or low

end independent, rents a theatre, provides their own copy of their film and handles the

48 For example, using DVDs to send out films to exhibitors is less expensive than sending film prints in
terms of the cost of poduction and the logistical costs in transporting thenkurthermore high definition
digital mastering that involves compressing and encrypting film films so that they can be sent via online
systems to exhibitors has the potential to reduce the costs assated with production and logistics further.
Whilst this process may initially be expensive from a production perspective, as with any technological
development, costs reduce rather substantially with time. This method also negates any need for postal or
transportation costs, in essence putting the logistics of sending films to exhibitors at the click of a button.
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box office takings. The distributor/flmmaker will keep the total box office takings but will
have to pay an initial fee to the theatre for its rental. This not common pracice, but as
Phil Hall suggests, the fouwalling option is a viablen at least two marketsb New York
and Los Angeles(2006: 186). The Quad Cinema in New York offers such a package via
its 4-Wall Select Programme that allows filmmakers to screen theinfilwhilst retaining
all control and rights for the film all platforms (Quad CinemaWall Select, 2011).This
venture isrisky, asit exerts greater pressure to get an audience for the film as the
exhibition venue has been paid for upfront; however, the ravd is that the total box
office revenue from the screeningan be retained(Wyatt, 1998: 73). With other
alternative distribution methods open to independent filmmakers that require less initial
investment (namelyin the online arenas), this practice ray eventually become
redundant. Yet as Chapter Six will detail in relation f®mph (Weeks, 2007),
approaching the logistics of distribution in alternative manners, such #seatrical road
tours of films and the fourwalling booking strategycan be good ways of raising
awareness of a film and pushing sales in other, ancillary markets.

On rare occasions different theatrical distribution strategies can be usedthv
films over the course of theitheatrical run, with some defying categorisation. One such
exampe is Repo! The Genetic Opera (Bousman, 2008). The film was originally given a
limited released by Lionsgatewhich opened the film in only 8 theatres across the US
(Box Office Mojd Repo! The Genetic Opera (2008) Weekend Box Office History, 2011)
despite the distributor® tendency to opt for wider release strategies and the direc@®r
previous box office successes includin§aw Il (2005), Saw Il (2006) and Saw IV (2007).
By the end ofRepo! The Genetic Opera’s initial 5-week theatrical run the film had
garnered a meagre $146,750 at the US box office (Box Office Md)dRepo! The Genetic
Opera (2008), 2011), which means that with abudget of approximately $8,500, 000it
could not be considereda box office success (IMDb.cof® Repo! The Genetic Opera
(2008), 2011). Despite its initial poor reception, Bousman was convinced the film had an
audience and consequently took the film on a nationwide tour, screening it in keiies
and theatres(The Hollywood Reportdd Repo! The Genetic Opera (2008), 2011). The
logistics of theatrical distributionb whether digital, semidigital or analoguebis
predominantly handled by the filmOs distributor, yet as LionsgateOs initial strategy did not
seem to connect the film with an audience, Bousman took this into his own haahd
did atheatrical tour of the film himself.This has resulted inrRepo! The Genetic Opera

garnering a cult following akin t@he Rocky Horror Picture Show (1975, Sharman). Since

84



BousmanOs road topthe film continues to play on a regular basis in thegds across the
US, with the film was still attracting around 150 people per month to the Vista Theatre in
L.A. (The Hollywood Report&rRepo! The Genetic Opera (2008), 2011). This
unconventional theatrical distribution demonstrates the necessity of choaogj the OrightO
distribution strategy in order for fihs to connect with an audienceAs will be discussed

in latter parts of this chapter, attracting core audiences is a key part of a successful
distribution campaign formanyindependent films.

Connectingfilms to core audiences does not necessarily have to occur through
theatrical distribution. HIms that are givena theatrical release are then usually
distributed in other ancillary markets via a windowreleasing approachor, as discussed
earlier, are rdeased simultaneously across a number of markets via the dapd-date
strategy.Regardess of strategy, however, the filrwill be licensed in each market(in
different territories)in specific ways. For exampldottle Shock’s (Miller, 2008) theatrical
distribution in the US was handled by Freestyle Releasing, who agree2Po fee of the
net of the box office takings as well an undisclosed upfront fee (Film Independént
Bottle Shock, 2009). With offices across the country, Freestyle Releasing made the tea
with individual theatres, opening it in around 50 theatres and then expandiogit in a
platform release strategy (ibid). In addition to this, the filmmakers licensed the filmOs DVD
release to Fox Filmed Entertainment, with the LLC who owns fhe receiving 40% of
the DVD salesstruck a fixedterm exclusive deal with Netflix for the films online
distribution andlicensed Out Lot Films to handle the foreign sales of the film across
different markets (ibid).This type of fragmented licensing agreements, vah sees films
handled by a multitude of distributor® in the broadest sense of the ternb across
different markets and geographies is particularly common in the independent sector,
more so nowadays with the array of distribution chanrsshvailable.

There are also many films that are produced specifically with the intention to
bypass theatrical distribution altogetherWith reference to sone of the films and
distribution/production companies contained within this thesisOs ndreatrical corpus
(see Appendx Item 8), this section of the distribution overview witxamine the various
avenues and strategies involved in distributioAmerican independent cinema outside of
the theatrical realm (athough crossover, in some instancespccurs). The straightto-
video and television markets areboth representative ofdistribution possibilities outside
of the theatrical realm.Operating within this terrain is The Asyluthat release 10D 15

films per year,usuallyvia US television channels such aSyfy, Lifetime, Stez, and
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Showtime(The Asylumd Company, 2011). They specialise in modern day exploitation
films and OmockbustersO suchMsga Shark Versus Giant Octopus (Perez, 2009) and
2012 Doomsday (Everhart, 2008). These films and their distribution and marketing
strategies are reminiscent of the 1950s exploitation films produced Ikprolific producers
such as Roger Corman an8am Katzman. According to Thomas Doherty (1986),
exploitation filmmaking practicegespecially ones that targeted youth audience$§jst
emergedin American cinema during the late 1950s with films lik®ock Around the Clock
(Sears, 1956) being released that had various topical and sensationalist elements that
could be exploited to make a quick returnMega Shark Versus Giant Octopus is one of
The AsylumOBestknown films; the filmOs brash title and mketing campaign, which
exploits the monster element and cheap production valuggarnered quite a bit of
attention from online fan communities. The film has subsequently spawned an
exploitation tribgy withMega Shark Versus Crocosaurus (Ray, 2010) andMega Shark
Versus Mecha Shark (Edwin Smith, 2014) The Otruism of exploitation filmmakingO, as
Doherty describes, igo Obe the first, not the best; quickness counts more than qualityO
(1986: 305). The Asylum has adopted this concept when releasing a number of their
mockbusters.2012 Doomsday, for example,was produced on a reported production
budget of $250,000 and was released in February 2008 (IMDb.co®2012 Doomsday
(2008), 2011), a whole year befoe the blockbuster it mocked® 2012 (Emmerich, 2009)
Pwas released in cinemas (Box Office Moi®2012 (2009), 2011). Such cheap
productions with rapid release strategies, allow The Asylum to capitalise on the
marketing ObuzzO surrounding the HollywoodKilasters on which their mockbusters are
loosely based.

Maverick Entetainment is another company thaexists on the edges of the US
film industry, specialising in distributing US and foreign ldwdget straightto-DVD fare
such Robbin’ in da Hood (Quake,2009). Writing about MaverickOs releases, Linden
Dalecki (2012) too draws links betweeits films B particularly their OurbanO relead®s
and DohertyOs (1988york on the 1950s Oteen picO. Writing about the 1950s tepit,
Doherty declared that:

Teentargeted material has mainly meant teen protagonists coping with teen

dilemmas in a teen milieu. The sine qua non is a certain verisimilitude in the

stylistic expressions and cultural rites of the moment, notably the insidepe

details of vernacular, fashiorand musicOO (1988, 207).
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As Dalecki observes, the phrase OteenO could be replaced with the phrase Ourban teenO
and it would aptly describe films such as Maverick Entertainmen®bin’ in da Hood
(2012: 374). Maverick Entertainment has also extended thedistribution into the online
arena.In 2008 it simultaneouslyreleasedArmy of the Dead (Conti, 2008) on DVD and
on iTunes Maverick EntertainmentGexploratian of new marketscould be due to the US
home video marketOs decline. Despite the howiewingmarket superseding the US box
office by about 2¥2 times in 2010, Peter Caranicas (2010) reported that rentals in the
first quarter of 2010 dropped by 14%and sellthrough numbers by 11%. Potential
reasons for this downturn could include competition fromtleer forms of media
entertainment (e.g. computer gamespind the illegal distribution and consumption of
films viapeerto-peer file sharing sites and pirated versions of DVDs.

The tekvision market alsooffers opportunities for film distribution and is
particularly important for documentaries. Whilst a theatrical distribution deal may be the
Oholy grailO to documentary filmmakers, Claire Aguilar (Programming Vice President of
Independent Television Service) suggests that successful theatricatljeased
documentaries are rare (Aguilar quoted in Albiniak, 2011). Television, to a certain
degree, seems to offer more realisable opportunities. Senior Vice President of National
GeographicOs Global Development, Bridget Hannicutt, has suggested that the television
route should be part of any documentaryOs distribution strategy from the beginning due
to its ability to generate buzz around a film (Hannicutt, quoted in Albiniak, 2011). This
should notsuggest that the theatrical realm is a OO area for documentas because
some documentaries do achieveommercialsuccess in the theatricabrenab An
Inconvenient Truth (Guggenheim, 2006) exemplifies this. However, what is being
suggestedis that the theatrical marketmay not necessarily be the most suitable
distribution channel for certain films in terms of connecting them with an audience.

Television also offers opportunities to screen film on dedicated film channelhe
Independent Film Channel, for example, specialises in Otelevision programming that
challengesthe conventions of storytellingO through the broadcasting of both films and TV
series (IFG® About, 2011). The IFC is part dhe larger IFC Entertainmenthat has a
variety of subsidiaries operating within its corporate structursuch as the previously
mentioned IFC Films (ibid). The channel and its corporate siblings recently ventured into
day-and-date releasing. Films such asife During Wartime (2009, Solondz) were
released theatricaly via IFCFilmsin theatres as well as on the chann@ On Demand

platform (IFC Film® About, 2011). This moveby a number of independent distributors
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to the simultaneous crossplatform releasing of films is symptomatic of many of the
conceptualisations of todayOs media consumption culture such as HillsO (2068n
that todayOs consumers require @emand access to content and TryonOs (2013)
account of Oplatform mobilityO.

Film festivals such as Sundance can also be considered as film distributors given
their role inthe distribution process The festivalcircuit, according to Michael Z.
Newman, is Oa distribution network parallel to commercial, theatrical distributionO (2011:
56) and is a staple part of American independerdinema. It offers opportunities for
independent filmmalers to be Odiscovered® andfftns to be picked up by distributors
and offered distribution deals. Soderbergh®sx, lies, and videotape is often cited as an
independent film festival success story. In 1989, the film won the Audience Award for
Best Feature at the then named US Film Festi@ow Sundance). Despite having already
sold the home video rights, which according to Yannis Tzioumakis Omade the possibility
of a theatrical distribution deal very difficultO, thérf was picked up by Miramax which
Oagreed to purchase all remaining righfor $1 million, while also investing an extra $1
million in print and advertising costsO (20@6 273). The film took just under $25 million
at the US box office (Box Office Mofdsex, lies, and videotape (1989), 2011), and can
be linked to a Ochange ilandscape of commercial independent cinemaO and
HollywoodOs entry into the independent sector (Tzioumakis, 280875).

Another significant film festival in the independent landscape is Tribeca. Robert
De Niro, Jane Rosenthal and Craig Hatkoff establishté festival in 2001 after 9/11,
aiming to Ospur the economic and cultural revitalization of the lower Manhattan district
through an annual celebration of film, music and cultureO (Tribeca FiAbout, 2011).
Film festivals such as Tribeca and Sundance veeperhaps the traditional route that
consumers looking for specialty or niche films would go down. However, given the rise of
the Internet as a site for searching for, streaming and downloading films, the introduction
of specialised film channels and othesimilar innovations that cater for niche markets
these types of film festivalsseem tobe under threat (de Valck, 2012: 1200 121). For de
Valck, the main reason for this is that film festivals may not be able to offer the
commercial opportunities offerd by the@ong Taiimodel and digital methods of film
distribution (2012: 126).

Such anxieties are questionable however when examining the current industrial
structures ofboth of these aforementioned high profile film festivals. Sundance and

Tribecahave both become quite diversified as a result of industrial and technological
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convergenceand have subsequently expandetheir role within film distibution. Tribeca
Festival ispart of Tribeca Enterprises who operate Oa network of branded entertainment
businessesO that includes the aforementioned festival, Tribeca Cinemas, and Tribeca
Film (a distribution initiative), as well as its Ostrategic partnership with the Tribeca
Flashpoint Media Arts AcademyO (an educational institution offering a range of
programmes in media and film) (ibid). The various subsidiaries and initiatives operating
under Tribeca Enterprises are similar to those incorporated in The Sundance Group,
which includes the festivalvith which itshares its nameand a cinema chain.

These festivals havealso ventured into online film distribution. In 2011, Tribeca
launched the Tribeca Online Film Festival that ran alongside the offline one. As Ben
Childs (2011) reported, the online festival streamed six feature films and nine short films
Oliveftom the festival and also madeprevious short films from the festival available.
Tribeca Enterprisesas also entered thefield of crossplatform film distribution in 2010
with the launch of its own distribution arm, Tribeca Film, which is Odedicated tquacng
and marketing independent films across multiple platforms, including theatrical, video
on-demand, digital, home video and televisionO (Tribeca Film Press Information, 2011). In
2011, Tribeca Film releaseBeware the Gonzo (Goluboff, 2010) on theirvideo-on-
demand service during August, September and October, whilst simultaneously
distributing the film theatricallywith a limited releaseduring September (Tribeca Fil®
Beware the Gonzo (2010), 2011). Similarly, in 2011 Sundance announced that it wdd
be expanding its Artist Services Initiative to Obring independent films to digital platformsO
(Macaulay, 2011). As part of thdéicensingdeal, flmmakers were able to retain
ownership of their films whilst simultaneously using the Sundance brand to cam with
consumers across platforms such as iTunes and Hulu (ibi@his means thatthe
filmmakers were able to pursue distribution deals for their films outside of these
agreements, ratter than being tied into an OaightsO agreement witBundance/Artigs
Services. Essentially, this programme acted as the aggregator to get these films on
online platforms, whilst allowing the flmmakers to retain overall rights to sell and
distribute their work in other markets.

Online film distribution has caught the aéintion of organisations associated with
the Internet such as Google and Amazon. AmazonOs Instant Video service, for example,
offers a wide array of films and television programmes that can be streamed to laptops,
Internet-enabled televisions and so on (Anmn Instant Video, 2011). Such online video

on-demand servicesD or Ostreaming multiplexesO as Tryon (2013: 27) refers to thBm
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are common. GoogleOs subsidiary, YouTube now has full fedamgth films available to
watch online either for a fee or for e (YouTubed Movies, 2011) despite being originally
more about personal video sharing and hosting. More recently, mobile applications have
emerged for audievisual consumption, such as the mobile version of Babelgum (an
Internet television platform) thatlaunched in the US in 2009 (Andrews, 2009). Its first
feature film, Rage (Potter, 2009), was released in September that year (Kay, 2009).
Theses online and mobile distribution both contribute and respond to the-demand
access to content that scholars sut as Hills (2009) has described as being evident in
this era of convergencé.

Whilemany of the aforementioned online (and mobile) distribution methods, as
King identifies, Oare likely to become increasingly central to the Hollywood economyO,
these same nethods are also extremely useful for Osmaller scale or emerging filmmakers
seeking to bypass the control of the existing dominant playersO (2014: 79). Nowadays
filmmakers do not need to secure a traditional distribution deal at all in order for their
films to reach consumers, as alternative distribution methods that largely fall into
BroderickOs (2008) conceptualisation of OThe New Word of Distribution® and hybrid
strategies have emerged which endb filmmakers to release films themselves. The ease
and costat which DVDs can be produced, for example, makes this distribution route just
as accessible to those operating at the bottom of the film industry hierarchy as those at
the top. As Broderick (2008) notes, flmmakerkave soldtheir films on DVD from their
own websites and at festivals, cutting out the middleman and keeping the full revenue
(ibid). The ensemble of filmmakers responsible faumo (Perlmutt, Walker, Abelman and
True, 2007) adoped this strategy and sold their film directly to consumers at fasals,
as well as selling their film directly from their website, making it available on Netflix and
having it broadcast on PBS (Broderick, 2008 his type of distribution strategy inverts
traditional notions of the logistics and licensing of film disbiution in the sense that for
certain distribution avenues the filmmakers themselves were handling the logistics of the
distribution (e.g. selling the film fom their site and at festivalsand also in terms of them
dividing the rights to the films across ifferent distribution markets such as providing
PBS with the television rights to distribute the film as part of their P.O.V. documentary
series whilst simultaneously reserving the rights to sell the film directly from their own

website.

49 Furthermore, the DVD kiosks run by companies such as RedBox that allow people to rent and return
DVDs via a 24hour satellite pickup and drgo-off points (see Tryon, 2013), can also be seen as a response
to this consumption culture, albeit in a less immediate way than online distribution provides.
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The positive attibutes of BroderickOs New World include a visible reduction in
distribution costs due tothe digitalisation of film,the increased viability of norheatrical
distribution routes, and the ability to Okeep control of their contentO for filmmakers (ibid).
Through using social media tools for marketing and thaternet as a distribution system,
filmmakers are increasingly able to tap into core audiences. Whattracting core
audiences is not a new strategy in independent film (as Broderick himself
acknowledges), the use of social media in order to directly connect with fans and niche
demographics is. As Tzioumakis (2012a) has observed, the main change betwéen
old world and the new ones found in the relationship between the people making the
films and those consuming themAs Chapter & examines Robert Greenwald adopted a
similar strategyP using digital tools to connectvith and renegotiatethe producerOs
relationship with consumers® when releasing films such a$raq For Sale (2006) and
Rethink Afghanistan (2009). Greenwald bypassed theatrical distribution with both of
these films and instead used social networking sites, the digitalisation of the film
content, and thelnternet to selfdistribute (with others) Jenkins et alOs (2013) notions of
Ospreadble media® and OcirculationO are particularly relevant to understaniaavg
these strategies work.

It has been suggested that the same technological advancemeramely the
digitalisation of film content and thelnternet b that have opened up new disthution
opportunities to D.L.Y. filmmakers (amongst others) have also hdetrimental
consequences for the film industry. Pirated DVDs and what Sparrow has termed Othe
illicit distribution of film via thelnternetOare presented by the industry as a genuine
threat (2007: 34). Whilstthis is to some extentcorporate hypeand despite copyright
infringement having long since been an issue for the industry, tha&ernet has seen a
proliferation in which films can be distributed and downloaded illegally, and a afu
quicker rate and on a more global scale than before. Digitalisation Oenables information,
software, text, pictures and, importantly, filmgo be copied millions of times without loss
of quality, downloaded without the knowledge of the copyright holdend transmitted
around the world instantly over networksO (Sparrow, 2007: 1). A recent example of this
practice occurred with the leaking o$icko (Moore, 2007) online. As Tryon describes, the
film was Oleaked briefly to the video sharing site YouTubeEsaelays before critics and
political pundits were slated to see itQ, prompting the distributor, Lionsgate, and
production company, The Weinstein Company, to bring forward the reledage (2009:

1). The Weinstein Company had similar issues with its getabelOs filnGrindhouse
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(Rodriguez and Tarantino, 2007), prompting the company to Oask that YouTube remove
some unauthorized footage that had leaked on to the siteO (Zeitchik, 2@)7

A largenumber of peerto-peer Internet services exist that allow peole to access
and download media in contravention of copyright (Sparrow, 2007: 34). In a report on
the economic cost of media piracy to the US economy, Stephen E. Sigedsents the
argumentthat $58 billion per year is lost to such illegal activities (2007). Using figures
from Box Office Mojo, The Rentrak Corporation and Peer Media Technologies, the MPPA
suggests that whilst 9.4 million people watched Fox Searchlightt2§ Hours (Boyle,
2010) at the US box office, the same film was illegally downloaded bit torrent and
other peerto-peer applications 6.6 million times in one month alone (MPARXContent
Theft by Numbers, 2011). The use ahnline content sharing siteghat infringe copyright,
according to Sparrow, is Ofuelled by the fact that, from therlgastirrings of ecommerce,
much of the content available from thénternet was freeO and therefore users generally
do not morally feel that they are doing anything wrong (2007: 34). To maintain the
economic viability of online distribution, Sparrow sugges that a Oculture of proper
respect for creativity and effective protection of copyright is essentialO (2007:8335).
The media industries have tried to establish this culture by improving encryption
services, enhancing the usefriendliness of legal @wnloading platforms, reducing prices
and seeking the prosecution of people participating in piracy andropanies that support
it. The MGM v. Grokster Ltd (who developed a peerpeer file sharing platform)egal
caseis representative of the US film indstryOs attempts to see copyright law enforced.

However, it should not be assumed that each QillegalO wfeavfilm would have
otherwise equated to a paidor view. Thus the claimsuch as the ones made in SiwekOs
report, are perhaps overstated. As Lobatsuggests, reports produced by and for the
industry tend to be biased, and equating a pirated film to a lost sale is too simplistic as it
Oignores the influence of pricing levels and distributive contingencies in media
consumptionO (2012: 73)For examplewhilst someone may download a film via illegal
means for free, it does not necessarily mean they would have otherwise gone to the
theatre and purchased a ticket. Furthermorghere is also the argument that leaked
material may actually help promote thelfn. Due to the complexity of whahe industry
would deem as piracy and what othemay describe as sharing, LobatoOs (2012)
conceptualisation ofsuch activities is particularly usefulRather than perceiving piracy as
a singular act, Lobato instead arguethat it needs to be reconceptualised as OpiraciesO

which he segments into six ethical and philosophical stances; (1) piracy as theft, (2)
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piracy as free enterprise, (3), piracy as free speech, (4) piracy as authorship, (5) piracy as
resistance and finally (6) piracy as access (2012: 69 91). The perception of piracy as a
multidimensional practice, progresses the discussion surrounding it fraime binaries

that the industry purports of illegal and legal, and good and bad etc. What LobatoOs
discussionachieves isbringing forms ofpiracy into the discussion of contemporary film
distribution practices, justly elevating theirstatus to the same level that more formal,
legitimate methods of distribution havepreviouslybeen afforded®.

Whilethe OillicitO &illegalO distribution of film content may demtlfer than
diminish) the profits made by major studio releases, or more high profile independent
films such as127 Hours and Sicko, allowing films to circulate freelyhroughinformal
networks can in somenstances be both a viable and successful strategy for certain
types of films. This move from distributiore(g. formal and controlled means of
connecting content with consumers) to circulatio(e.g.less formal and controlled means
of connecting content wth consumers) is more closely examined i@hapter 3x of this
study, but a few words are apt here. Filmmakers operating on the edges of the industry
such as Robert Greenwald, Susan Buice aidin Crumley, and Nina Paley have
successfully negotiated their @y around the evolving distribution landscape and have
adopted more informal means through which they have connected their fillmgh
consumers in traditionchallenging waysFurthermore allowing some content to spread
online for free can prove to be anstute marketing strategyb as Jenkins et al suggestQif
it donOt spread, itOs deadO (2013Fby. example, prior to theatrically distributinghe
Darjeeling Limited (Anderson, 2007), Fox Searchlight releasédotel Chevalier
(Anderson, 2007)D a short prequel of sorts to the filmb for free in iTunes. As Carolyn
JessCooke notes, few blockbuster trailers can claim a download rate as impressive as
Hotel Chevalier© (2009: 107) and therefore through deploying strategies prevalent within
discourses of circuléion and BroderickOs (2008) ONew World of DistributionO a traditional

distributor successfully negotiated its ways around the new distribution landscape.

Conclusion
This chapter has demonstrated that the distribution sector of US film has chamge
substantially, and as de Valck outlines, the governing rules of the physical ldaare not

the same as those othe digital one (2012: 117). Changes in the ways that consumers

50 Lobato argues that informal methods of film distribution should be afforded the same criticatettion in
discussions of film distribution as more formal methods. The logic supporting this stance is that informal
distribution methods are altogether mmre common than the formal ones (2012: 4).
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can now access films has led to a Oradical shift that forces cultural organisations an
media companies to reposition themselves in regards to new platforms, new rules and
new playersO (ibid). With this has come a new set of organisations that cadéscribed

as film distributors. Writing about this, King suggests that O[n]ew initiativesvards the

end of the first decade of the twentfirst century saw a number of established online
enterprises joining the ranks of more traditional distributors in search of promising

material on the film festival circuitO(2014: 104 105). Whilst companie such as Netflix,
Google and its subsidiary YouTube, and Amazon all operate to varying degrees within film
distribution, half a decade ago such organisations would not have been considered as
distributors.

The Amazon conglomerate, for example, holds @sificant stake in film
distribution through the range of companies it has within its corporate structure. In
addition to selling DVDs as part of its online retail emporium, Amazon also runs Amazon
Instant Videob an online store thatprovidesthe rentingand buying of digital downloads
of films for US consumers. For geographic locations further afield, Amazon purchased
Lovefilm in 2011 for a reported £200 million (Bradshaw and Birchall, 2011). At the time
Lovefilm, subsequently written as LOVEFILM, opardtin UK, Germany, Sweden,
Denmark, and Norway, allowing customers to rent films on DVD (LOVEBIASout US,
2013). Furthermore, LOVEFILM Instant provided a service that allowed consumers to
stream films (ibid). AmazonOs acquisition of LOVEFILM was amgit by the retail giant
to compete with Netflixp an originally USased organisation that offers similar services.
Nowadays, LOVEFILM has beabsorbed into Amazon Instant Video and subsequently
as a separate entity is defunct (LOVEFILM, 2014).

Outsideof these markets, Amazon has other distribution and film industry
ventures. In 2006 Amazorowned video ordemand publishing platform, CustomFlix (now
known as CreateSpace) partnered with Withoutalddxin a deal that according to Alex
Fischer saw filmmakes provided with the option to use CustomFlix when preparing their
application to film festivals via Withoutabox (2012b: 159). In 2008Amazon acquired
IMDb.com (the parent company of Withoutabox), further consolidating the relationship
between CustomFlix @ad Withoutabox and providindAmazon with a festival distribution
platform to add to its list of services (ibid). Then in 2010, Amazon established Amazon
Studiosb a film studio (of sorts) that invited filmmakers to submit ideas, scripts, trailers,
films etc. and courted audience feedback on them (Amazon StudibAbout US, 2013).

51 Withoutabox is an online film festival submission seoa.
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In order to distribute their films by more traditional meansAmazon Studioengaged in a
Ofirst lookO deal with Warner Bros. (Thompson, 2010).

The subsidiary companiesvithin the Amazon conglomerate allow the enterprise
to operatein the distribution realms of home entertainment, online distribution, festival
distribution and now, to a lesser degree, the theatrical realm. The same logic of industrial
convergence that has seen thenajor studios become subsidiaries of much larger
conglomerates underpins AmazonQOs expansion and acquisitions, but many (if not all) of
these ventures support certain forms of independent film to greater adser degrees.
What this brief examination of Amaon suggests is that the types of organisations
involved in the US film industrfand beyond are changing, or at least diversifyin® as
are the ways in which film is nowlistributed. This should not however suggest that
traditional distribution methods @ gatekeepers ofdistribution are extinct;the opposite is
in fact true. TodayOs converged media landscape is home to both a variety of ways of
distributing film and companies operating within this fieldTraditional distribution
approaches to licensing ad logistics still remain, with distributors in some instances
acquiring all rights to a film(generally in a specific geographical territorgnd releasing
the film across a range of markets with minimal or no input from the filmakers. Yet at
the same tme, more fluid and fractured approaches to distribution are in operation, as
exemplified by films such agumo, in which the flmmakers are handling parts of the
logistical elements of distribution themselves via selling their film directly to consumers
and are dividing up the rights to a film across different companies, over multiple
markets. From theatrical distribution through to more D.I.Y. methods, the various guises
of independent film are visible in all of these spheres and as will be examined in the
second half of this study, the recent changes in the distribution Aimerican independent
cinemahave impacted on the storytelling practicesvident in it,and the relationships
that exists between filns, producess and consumes. All of thiscontributesto a
reconceptualisation ofwhat American independent cinemas, and the role thatchanges

within distribution haveplayed in this.
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CHAPTER THREE
MARKETING AMERICAN INDEPENDENT CINEMA IN THE ERA OF
CONVERGENCE: AN OVERVIEW OF MARKETING METHODS ANDBGIERA
2006 - 2010

In 1999 Artisan Entertainment released the lowudget feature filmThe Blair Witch
Project (Myrick and Stnchez, 1999) andts marketing campaignhas influenced
independent and studieproduced filmsalike. The Blair Witch Project presented a
fictional film as a documentarysupposedlymade by a group of studentsnvestigating
the Blair Witchlegend. As part of this pseudeoeal investigation the students visited the
alleged OhomeO of the BMlitch in woodlandutside a town named Burkittsville, and
were never seen again. fie video footage recorded durinthis searchis all that was
recovered and its contents provided the material for the film. The filmOs marketing
campaign combined a mix of traditional marketing methods such as TV spqgissters,
and billboards with new marketing possibilities offered by the growth of tHaternet.
Together this mixture ofradition and innovationsought to perpetuate the myth of the
Blair Witch and construct a fake Oreality® around the film.

As part ofthe marketing campaigna mock-documentaryb Curse of the Blair
Witch (Myrick and Sfnchez, 1999P was televised on the Seri hannel. The
documentary promoted the myth of the Blair Witch and sought to persuade people that
the eventsof the film were red. Similarly, the filmOs websitevww.blairwitch.com -
presented itnot as a fictional film, butas real Ofound faageOThewebsite conained
further information on the Blair Witchegend, providing ObackstoryO and other extra
textual information such & photographs of the student filmmakers, their abandoned car
and one of the studentsdurnal (purported to have been found in the Burkittsville wood).
These marketing elementsand other offline venturessuch as the displaying of Omissing®
posters for the student flmmakers,were an integral contribution to the creation of the
story worldsurrounding The Blair Witch Project. As J. P. Tellote has described, Othe selling
of The Blair Witch Project and the telling of that film, its narrative construction, we from
the start a careful matchO (2001: 34). Furthermore, Amorette Jones, the head of the
marketing team behindthe film® campaigndescribed this combination of marketing and
story world as doing commercial things in Oa nammmercial wayO (Amoretteted in
Tellote, 2001: 33). What Tellote and Jones are suggesting is that both the film and its

marketing campaign arentrinsically interconnected in terms othe filmOstory world.
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The crossplatform marketing strategy adopted folhe Blair Witch Project is
symptomatic of cotemporary film marketing. Whild@raditional marketing mediums such
as television, radio and billboards still command significant amounts of film marketing
budgets (Kerrigan, 2010:102), other (sometimes less expensive) promotional emues
have opened up online. Writing abouhese trends, Pamela McClintok (2009) suggests
that crossplatform marketing uses different mediums to targetspecificdemographics
as opposed to a onesize fits all approach. Followin@he Blair Witch Project, the
utilisation of online elements in marketing campaigns continued (and proliferated),
ranging from innovative ventures such as the gamr®ased website that accompanied the
release ofDonnie Darko (Kelly, 2001) to more mundane effortssuch asMiramaxOs
website for No Country For Old Men (2007, Coen and Coen), whickaw the distributoOs
site host a webpage withnothing more than general information about the film, cast and
crew. Furthermore, the trend of incorporating marketing components into the story
worlds offilms is also a distinctfeature of contemporary filmland other media)
marketing. This strategys most common in other found footage films, horror, séi and
disaster films such asCloverfield (Reeves, 2008) District 9 (Blomkamp, 2009),2012
(Emmerich, 2009) and the Norwegian feature filnTroll Hunter ( vredal, 2010).

Writing about the Oobstructed spectacleOllverfield, Daniel North suggests that
for many consumers the urge to find out the OtruthO or crack the enigmas of the filmOs
storyworld startedwith the premiereof the filmOgeaser trailer (2010: 79). North argues
that Othe marketing campaign provides information that will equip the committed
spectator with broader context and clues for finding the solutions to questions left
unanswered by the filmOs restricted narration, urging potential viewers to work for those
solutions, to take up roles as investigatorsO (ibi@imilarly, the campaign surrounding
2012 sought to expandhe concept of the film that the world would cone to an end in
2012 as per aMayan prophecy) into our own realityn this campaign, consumers could
engage withinteractive elementssuch as a lottery drawto be OsavedO from the end of the
world, an election for the president of the Onew worldO thatlvbe creaed post
apocalypseand read ablog from one of the filmOs peripheral characters. All of these
marketing activities sought to extendhe story world of the film beyond the film itself and
merge it (to some extent) with our owrSimilarly, Troll Hunter used its premiseb that
there are select people recruited to hunt and monitor the whereabouts of trolls in Norway
Dto overspill the filmOs fictional world inteality. Accompanying the UK release of the

film, for example, marketers posted an advertisement f@ troll hunter on recruitment
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website Guardian Jobs. The marketing campaignfor District 9, a film about extra
terrestrials living assecondclass citizens on earthfook a similar approach The filmOs
marketing campaign included posters on phone bootrend stickers onpublic benches
declaringsuch areas nego zones for aliens

Theseincreasinglyprominent forms of marketing representa more sophisticated
and integrated approach tdilm promotionthan those encountered in earlier eras.
Despite this, noel approaches to film marketing have been common for decades. For
example,during the late 1950s and 1960s, William CastleOs production company was
wellknown for their gimmickry when itame to marketing. Tzioumakis observes how
Castlewould use his own prsona and showmanship tdelp sell tickets for his film, such
as appeaing ina cameoand introducing his films(2006a: 154). Castke once tookout an
insurance policy in ase anyone died of fright whilevatching one of his haror-+thriller
films (ibid). Havever, where new noveltiesof film marketing differeniate from these isin
their increasingly complex way dhtertwiningthe fictional story worlds of films with the
reality of the consumersO worlgdis essence, bringing the film to life.

Furthermore, onsumersare increasingly becoming key components in the
spreading of marketing messages and contentlrAost a decade afterThe Blair Witch
Project’s successcame the release ofanother supernatural horror movie Paranormal
Activity (Peli, 2007).Producedfor a mere $15,000, the film went on to achievenore
than $190,000,000 at the worldwidebox office (Box Office Moj® Paranormal Activity
(2007), 2012). Prior to its national releaseParanormal Activity had playedin a select
number of locations at midnigt screenings acoss the US (McClintock, 2009). An online
campaign asked Omoviegoers to demand \deentful.com that the movie play in their
local townO and the locations that generated the most OdemandsO received a screening
(Thompson, 2009). Seeing thaParanormal Activity was generating significant hypeis
distributor B Paramount Picturesb agreedthat if the film received one million demands
it would releaseit nationwide (ibid). At the end of October 200®aranormal Activity was
released nationaly having reached its target (Box Office MoParanormal Activity
(2007) Weekly, 2012%2. Anne Thompson suggests thahe success of this film carbe
attributed to AmyPowellOs marketing strategyhichopted for a Ograssroots movement
propelling its own ecisions about what to seeQ instead of the traditional tdjpwn

approach in which the studio tells the audience what film to eq(ibid). This move

52 The film had a 17 week theatrical rumplayingin over 2700 theatres at its widest release (Box Office
Mojo B Paranormal Activity (2007), 2012). This wasthe widest releaseParamount Pictureggavea horror
film that year (Box Office Moj® Paramount Rctures 2009, 2012).
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demonstratedthe relevance of the longheld belief that positive worebf-mouth sells
films. What the marketes behind the release ofParanormal Activity did was exploit this
concept online where consumers can spread the word at a click of a button (ibid)
Individual consumers were key components in the markeg of the film and their role
within its campaign corinued with it nationwide release (andhat of its sequels) with
consumersbeing courted to useTwitter, to Gveet their scream@hen watching one of
the franchiseOmstalments.

The aforementioned examples demonstrate the diversity and complexafy
contemporary film marketing practicesAdding to the overview odlistribution practices
from the previous chapter, this chapter will examine the varied ways that American
independent cinema is marketedAs stated in the introduction of this thesis, there are a
myriad ofcompaniesinvolved in the marketing of films in addition to marketing
departments within distribution companies themselved-or examplejt is common
practice for distributors to outsource the editing of their trailers to specialist Otrailer
housesO and for key or innovative digitalrketing services that exploihew mediums,
outside digitalagencies may becommissioned to undertake this work. To discuss all of
these companies in detail is beyond the scopef this chapter. Therefore, this chapter
investigatesthe methods and strategies adopted in the marketing of American
independent cinema rather than the specific companies who may have created elements
of these campaignsHowever, vinere relevant, the outsourcing or commissioning of such
activities will be highlighted Specifically, this chapteexplores conventional elements of
marketing campaigns such as trailerand posters, couple with discussions of newer,
more interactive marketing techniques and platformslo conclude, the chapter will
discuss how film marketing campaigns and the paratextual entities included within them
have becomemore integral to the filmOs story wdmwithin this converged media
landscape EchoingGrayOs sentimenis his callfor an Ootbcreen studiesO (2010: 4),
this concluding section will seek to elevate these paratexts to the level of study and
attention that film studies has alwaysand almost exclusively reserved fohe film itself.
This approach allows for an intricate understanding of how the industrial area of
marketing exists in symbiosis to other areas of the distribution arena. This in turn will
introduce how the relationship betweepand changes within film distribution and
marketing, have together impacted on the formal and aesthetic characteris$ of films

and their reception that latter chapters will developed.

53 Chapter Five discusses this further.
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Marketing: A review and discussion of

Writing inMarketing: Application and Theory, Gerald |. Eyrich and Walter B. Wentz define
the marketing as the Ointerface between supply and demandO (192)0:This statement
positions marketing as the connection between the organisation supplying the proddct
and the consumerof the product. Tis definitionis generally still true. Anore recent

study, for example, authored by Karl Moore and Niketh Pareelesdribes marketing as
Othe intermediary between the customer and the businessO (2006: 8). Furthermore, the
authors suggest that marketing Ois responsible for communicating to the consumer the
benefits of the productO, as well asow the product is differert from its competitors

(ibid). What Moore and Pareek are describing here is the central role of marketihgp
make potential consumers aware that the product exists and why they should choose to
purchaseit over other, similar products Despitewriting 36 years earlier,Eyrich and
Wentzdevelopthis further, proposingthat marketing does not just present consumers
with products to purchase, but also has the potential to influence the demand for a
product throughmanipulatingconsumer taste (1970: 2). If maketing is assumedto

have such power (andhis assertionhas some credibility) then the vital role thait plays

in connecting consumers with products becomes distinctly visible terms of thefilm
industry, given that we consume more marketing campaigrthan films themselves, as
Gray suggests, sometimes our entire judgement and perception of a film will be based
entirely on its marketing(2010: 46), thus highlightingthe importance of studying how

this areaworks.

Whilst the fundamental function of maketing as a connection between consumer
and producthas changed very little over the last few decadethe types ofmarketing
methods and strategies used haveMuch of this change, acording to Paul Smith and
Jonathan Taylor, can be attributed to the O[njeinsights, new tools, new opportunities
and new challengesO that have emerged throughout thespdentury (2004: 4).

Marketers must therefore continue to embrace developments within the fiel®
specifically in the online arend and respond to the challeges thatmaterialise (ibid).
This Ocontinual changeO, as Smith and Taylor (ibid) have termed itnbasnly impacted
on the marketing methods and strategies used, butas also led to a reworking of

conceptual frameworks that had previously informed markag operations.Although this

54 The term Oproduct® is used here to include hgitisical producs (e.g. clothing)and experientiatbased
products (e.g. tours)
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chapter will proceed onto addressg film marketing, it is useful to understand how this
forthcomingdiscussion relates to recentleliberationsin the wider discipline of
marketing studies, hence the following short literaterreview.

Looking firstly atthe Oonline opportunitiesO that Smith and Taylor refer to, the
changes that have occurred are highly visiblsuch asviral andsocial mediamarketing
campaigns. Although technological developmentgave facilitatedsuch develgpments,
the contemporaryhybridisation of the roles of consumers and producers has also played
its part (Jenkins, 2006; Bruns, 2007) For example viral marketing campaigns rel on
consumers acting as marketers for a producAs TomHutchinsondescribes, viral
marketing isjust another term for one themost traditional marketing method b word-of-
mouth (WOM) (2010: 318. WOM predates thénternet and is a consumerdriven form of
communication in which consumerspread marketing message to other consumers
(Brown et al, 2007: 4). Its assumed independence from the market means that
consumers perceive it to be more credible than marketing communications driven by
industry organisations (ibid)Throughusingthe Internet, viral marketing strategies exioit
the concept of WOM online, as demonstrated by tlampaign that preceded
Paranormal Activity’s nationwide release

Related to this, David Meermatbcott suggess that media convergence has
played a rolein bringing together the worlds of marketing and public eions (2007:

26). He states, that O[i]n an offline world, marketing and PR are separate departments
with different people and different skill sets, but this is not the case on the \W¢ibid).
The UK fashion brand Dorothy Perkinsflisation of social meda epitomises this. The
brand uses its Facebook page to market its products to potential customep®sting
status updates about new clothing and accessories, offers, and competitigrghichwill
appear in the news feeds of users who have OlikiédPage. Whilealso beinga form of
targeted marketing, the fact that potential consumers can interact with the brand on the
social networking site (e.g. comenting on posts, liking postsetc.), indicates thatthe
line between marketing and public relations hasdrome blurred. Consequently, the
traditional institutional frameworks of how organisations structured their dggptments
are being modified, if nodismantled.

According to Smith and Taylor, marketing hascentlybeen through a transitional
period and duing this time, it has Omoved from Ocustomer acquisition® (winning new
customers) through Ocustomer retentionO (keeping customers for life) towards Ocustomer

selection® (dumping unprofitable customers while selectively keeping the more profitable
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ones)O (Q04: 4). Whilst this transition may not be a direct effect of convergence,
manifestations of convergence can besed to facilitate this processFor example, as
Peter R. Peacock sttes, data-mining is a term used to describe Oknowledge discovery in
databasesO (2001: 165 and can be usedo abandon unprofitable customers:

Some customers cost more than they contributed and should be encouraged to

take their business elsewhereEWhen data mining is applied to the purchase

history of such customers, their negatevzimpact on the bottom line often

becomes evident (2001: 167D 168).

Furthermore, datamining can be used to select which customers could be profitable and
thus aim marketing at them (ibid)More sg Peacock suggest that data-mining can be
used to identify Oassociations between product purchases in poaftsale transactionsO
and as such Oretailers and direct marketers can spot product affinities and develop
focused promotion strategies that work more effectively than traditional Oesirefits-allO
approachesO (ibid). In the online world the results of these practica® visible For
example,when purchasinga DVD atan online store such as Amazqrconsumers are
also shown a number of other products thabther consumers who purchased thabVD
have also baught. These OrecommeationsO are the result of dataining techniques
and aim to instigate further purchasesSimilarly, Hotmail has used tailored
advertisementson the sidebar of usersO inboxes based on the personal ditaas
collected on them. This tye of targeted marketing is commonplace and as will be
discussed later,it is a strategy thatsome marketing campaigns for independent films
adopt.

In recent years, new fields withimarketing have emerged. Outlining these
developments, Pauline Maclararand Elizabeth Parsonslescribe how areas such as
Orelationship marketing, services marketing, and the network perspective on busid®ss
business marketing® have emerged and coinciding with this, the terminology used
sector has alsobeenadapted (2009: 1 D 2). In 2004, the American Marketing
Association (AMA) released a reworking of their definition of marketing, which asserted
that:

Marketing isEa set of processs for creating, communicatingand delivering value

to customers and for managing customer tationships in ways that benefit the

organisation and its stakeholders (AMA cited in Parson and Maclaran, 2009: 2).
This definition acknowledges that the relationship between orgaation/product and

customeris not fixed and as commentators such as Keriag have observed, highlights
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(to a certain degree) how rarketing has moved away from a lineaxchange theory
modeP>, towards a moremultifaceted relationshipcentred approach (2010: 3D 4).
However, theAMAOsworked definition didhave detractors. As Pason and Maclaran
note, one of the main areas of contention with the 2004 definition was thdt positioned
the consumer n a role where they had Ovalue deliveréalthemO (2009: 2), and the
passivity of this positionwas too similar to notions of Oeffectiseories@or many
commentators?.

Given the critiques of the 2004 definition of marketinghe AMAreworked it again
in 2007:

Marketing is the activity, conducted by organisations and individuals, that

operates through a set of institutions and proasesfor creating, communicating

delivering and exchanging marketing offerings that have value for customers,

clients, marketers and society at large (AMA cited in Parsons and Maclaran, 2009:

3).

The AMA still currently usethis definition, despite it havingits critics®?. Writing about the
2007 definition Kerrigan argues that it does not seem to acknowledge the Orole of the
consumerO in the process of marketing and has been writterledg from the marketerOs
perspective(2010: 4). Inthis respectthe AMA haveat the veryleast, not fully
acknowledged andat the worst, disregarded, the intrinsic role that consumers can play
in the marketing arenab from spreading marketing messages in the offline world to
circulating marketing contentonline. This oversighperhaps still harbours subtle
sentiments of previous exchangbased assumptions on how marketing works.

Oneof the fundamental conceptual frameworks prevalent in marketing studid€s
the marketing mixD has beenadapted over theyearsto acknowledgeconsumersO roles
in marketing processes. Neil Borden first coined the termtnarketing mixauring a
speech at the American Marketing Association in 195®0minici, 2009: 17) and as
Smith and Taylor outline, it i& methodological approach that assists marketeris

designingstrategies(2004: 6). There have been numerouscholarly accountsof the

ssMichael J. Baker has stated that the essence of marketing is ©tict of exchange between a deer and a
buyerO (1998: 5). Wilst this is fundamentally true, more contemporary approaches to marketing have
seen this exchange process as a multidirectional relationship rather than a linear process.

s6Graeme Burton summariss the various theories relating to the effects model asssumingthat Othe
media do things to people, that audiences may be passive, and that the media producers have a power
which audiences cannot resistO (2005: 98). The wording of the AMAOs 2@@4such connotationsas it
does not seem to acknowledge the individual consumerQOs ability to reject such values and to negotiate
their own relationship with the product/organisation.

57 Seehttps://www.ama.org/resources/Pages/Dictionary.aspx?dLetter=M&dLetter=Maccessed

24/08 /2012.
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marketing mix since the term was first usedbut it is E. Jerome McCarthy (1960) who is
generally credited withoutlining its components agproduct, price, place and proration B
otherwise known as the 4 Ps. Within thisamework the product can bephysical or a
service, pricing refersa the cost of the given produgtplace accounts for where people
access the product and its distribution and promotion is how pe@pknow aout the
product.

These original components of the marketingnix havebeen the subject of
revision, adaptation and criticism sincécCarthyOs original pieead yet as Barker
describes,this frameworkstill carries much currency despite the fact that many
commentators agree that the components at the very least need to be expanded (2008:
248). For example Gandolfo Dominici, describes how the application of McCarthyOs
original conceptualisations of the 4 Ps to contemporary marketing practices has it
limitations sinceMcCarthy was writing in the 1960$n a Omanufacturer contextO when
todayOs Ointeraction with the customer and the communication capabilitidsitefnet
were unimaginableO (2009: 8). Yet despite thise too acknowledges theasy
adaptability d the 4 Psthat allowsthem to be applied to different contexts than they
were originally intended (ibid)Contemporary scholarly discussioon the 4 Pscan
generally be divided between the two camps of ti@conservativesO artide OrevisionistsO
(Dominici,2009: 18). The OcorervativesO argue that the 4 Rontinue to be relevant in
digital contexts due to their capacity fowidening their meaning andhrough including
sub-mixes within them (ibid) The OrevisionistsO propose that the original 4 Ps are
obsolete and instead seek to add and change elements of the original mix (ibid). Some
revisionists such as Chaffey et al. (2000) have proposed entirely different marketing
mixes to McCarthyOs 4 Ps, yast Dominici notes many OrevisionistsO (see Lawrence et al,
2000, Kalyanam & Mcintyre, 2002) keep the 4 Ps as part of their new
conceptualisations of the marketing mix (ibid). Rather than disregard product, price,
place and promotion altogether, numerous revisionists instead add other components to
the mixsuch payment systems and personalisatiofDominici, 2009: 19). Despite
differing revisionist approachesthe common denominator is that thewrguethat the
marketing mixtoday needs to have a more Oexplicit customer orientationO, specifically
because of the incrased interactivity of marketing in an online environment (ibid).

Given this call for Oexplicit customer orientationO it is unsurprising, as Baker
states, Omost observers would agree that at the very least [the Ps] need to be extended

to include consideraion of PeopleO (2008: 248). For Baker, the inclusion of people into
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the marketingmix is essentialfor the followingthree key reasors: (1) marketing is an
activity done by people, for other people; (2) it is people (or different demographics of
people) who provide the basis of differentiation between the various services
providers/retailers/manufacturers from whom consumers make their product choices;
and (3) it is people who design and deliver marketing mixes, strategies and campaigns
(2009: 253). Addingto this list of reasons for including people into the marketing mix, it
is perhaps the consumersO role in participating in contemporary markepnacticesthat

is the strongest argument for the inclusion of OpeopleQ iistiramework Given
contemporarymarketingOs pusto be increasingly interactiveconsumers are becoming
increasinglyinvolved inmarketing processes rather than beingnere recipientsof its
messages Furthermore even in the offline world, WOM has also played a vital role in the
marketing of not just films, but commodities and services from a diverse range of
industries. Consequently, in a world lvere we are being told we are increasingly
connected to one another, the role of the consumer in the process of marketing should
not be overlodked. The implications of this within the film industry, specifically in relation

to American independent cinera, will be explored in Chapter .

From the poster to the tweetMarketing American independent mema
The way in which the various incarnatins of American independent cinema are
marketed within the period under examination in this thesiepresents amix of tradition
and innovation a hybridity of welestablished marketing activities and experimentation
with new opportunities presented with the era of convergence. The review presented
here will draw on the thesisOs film corpus across both theatrical and rtheatrical
markets and present an overview of key marketing activities undertaken or
commissioned by the distributors identified in theorpus in relation to the releasing of
specific films. Examples chosen for discussion represent the diverse terrain, or perhaps
ObrandsO of independent cinema, discussed in both the Introduction and Ch&pter
Thus, this reviewprovides both a macrolevel overview of the marketing operations of
this sector of the US film industry and more nuanced, miclevel discussions about how
such operations work in relation to individual films.

Posters wee one of the earliest forms of film marketing to emergand they have
been responsible for embedding iconic film imagestmthe general publicOs psych&he
poster for The Shining (Kubrick, 1980)in which Jack NicholsonOs character has his Hea

squeezed through a smashedoor frame, and the poster for Steven SpibergOdaws
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(1975) with the image of a shark looking up from the depths of the sea to a young
woman swimmingare specific examples of thisThese postersO imagesould be easily
recognisableeven if the text wereremoved. Writing about theevolution of the film
poster, Gary D. Rhodes describes hofwvom the days of silent film through to
contemporary cinemathe film poster has been Oa centrepiece of feature motion picture
marketingQwith their images actingas @mbodiments of their films for collective
memoryOZ007: 228). According to Rhodes, the film poster was an extension of the
Oshow printingO tradition that saw advertisents for shows and circus actsthe sizeof
these prints havingsimilarities to those adopted as the standard measurements of US
film posters (2007: 228 D 229). The initial adoption of the film posteBin the very early
1900s b sawthem being used toannouncethat films were being shown at a venue,
rather than what specific films where being shown (Rhodes, 2007: 229)his situation
however,quickly changed Theincreasing involvement of emerging studios in the design
of posters throughout the early 1900s led to such companies teaming up with
lithographic organisations and a type of andardised film poster emerged, ultimately
leadingto individual film posters being produced for each releas&ljodes, 2007: 230).
The practice of producing individual posters for film releasesnswadaysa standard
process, and withdevelopments in printing technologgnd distribution processes,
posters can now be produced, distributed and exhibited with relative ease, makinigem
a viable option for all kinds of film distributors and filmmakers.

The development of the film poster brought about certain convention&s
Kerrigan notes,whilst film posters aim to Ocreate Owant to seeChismind of the
consumerO andgell the elements of the fim such as cast and genre, thisnust be
communicatedalongsideother considerations (2010: 131). One such consideration is
the location ofcastsO names on a film ptes. Drawingon MarichO£2005) work, Kerrigan
outlines how the leftside of the poster has more status and therefore if two actorsO
names are to be presented as havingqual status then the one orthe right side should
be elevated more than the one on théeft to depict thisequality (Marich paraphrased by
Kerrigan, 2010: 132). Similar considerations are also evident in the positionimg the
directorOs name (ibid). Furthermgreith actorsO images beiragkey aspect of their
career itcan causeproblems when designingfilm posters as the Odesigner must balance
the need to communicate the unique selling point to the target market with the

contractual restrictions regarding font, images and positioningefrigan,2010, 132).
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Defiance’s (Zwick, 2008)posters exemplify some of these contractual obligations
and considerationsof star power.Al of the posters display Daniel CraigOs name with
great prominenceand on most, he isthe only cast memberto be named(see Appendix
Item 11). More so,the font size usedto depict CraigOs name is the second largest on the
poster B dwarfed only by filmOs titleGiven that Craig played the lead role in this film and
his star status in relation to other actors in jtit is unsurprising that his name was given
this prominence Furthermore, the image used of CraigOs character on the poster
Appendix Item 11takes up approximately 75% oits space and is positionectcentrally.
This layout is duplicated in other posters for the film, with CraigOs character being the
dominant image even when other characters from the film are also included. From this
brief typographical and layout analysige can see the marketers were usinGraigOs star
powerto sell the film, possibly hoping to capitalise on the success of CraigOs role as
JamesBond inCasino Royale (Campbell 2006) and the publicity surrounding the then
recently releasedQuantum of Solace (Forster, 2008¥8.

Whilethe directorOs name is not displayed on the post@gerhaps because
Edward Zwick is not a household nam@ his direcorial CV is giverprominence. Fo
example, many of the posters released contain the quote OFrom the Directdslobd
Diamond and The Last SamuraiO; both of which were relatively higiofile releases. The
film titles within this caption are in some casethe same size as CraigOs name and on
others, slightly smallerThrough linking the film to ZwickOs previous work, it gives
potential consumers a hint of whabDefiance will be like. Referring back to Moore and
PareekOs understanding of marketing heing a means of communicatinga productOs
ObenefitsO (1970: 2), we caee that film posters (and film marketing in general)
operateswith very similar principles. IrDefiance’s case, the ObenefitsO of the film being
communicated are its lead actor andts genrée'style, with the latter ascribed to the
director. In terms of branding, the poster link®efiance to the OqualityO strand of
American independent cinema that is often associated with thepecialtydivisions and
certain larger midscale independents Whilstboth of the filmsthat the poster links
Defiance to were distributed by a major studi® Warner BrosDthey are not necessarily
akin the spectacledriven blockbusters and events films typically associated with the
majors. Instead, bothBlood Diamond and The Last Samurai focus much more on

characterdriven storytelling(despite moments of spectacle), and both received a

58Quantum of Solace was released in late 2008 and saw Craig continue in hisle as Bond. The Bond
franchise adoptslavish marketing campaigndor its films. Defiance’s marketerswere probably hoping to
capitalise on the inevitable buzaround Craigthat the release ofQuantum of Solace brought
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number of nominations at both the Academy and Golden Globe awarBssentially the
poster tries to establishDefiance as a film for the @iscerning viewerth a similar way to
how the IMDb reviews from Chapter One discussed independent film.

In stark contrastare the posters released by distributors such as The Asylum,
whose films generally contain no major stars and whose directors haitdd (or no) star
power?. The poster used to promote the release dega Shark Versus Giant Octopus is
indicative ofgeneral trends inexploitation filmmarketing. Although the lead actorsO
names are displayed on the poster (see Appendiem 12) as per ontractual obligations
and posterdesign standards, the primary element being sold is the monster/action
genre indicated by the image ad battling shark and octopus that dominates
approximately two thirds of the posterThis example, and other posters adfther
contemporary exploitation filmsoperate in opposition to the posters produced for
Oquality® branded independent film. In essereeloitation postes seek not to highlight
the quality of the film, but indeed the lack of qualityMega Shark Versus Giant Octopus’s
poster promotes the spectacle and ludicrous nature of the filmOs story, rather than
emphasising complex charactedevelopment ormeaningful story topic.

Similaritiesexist between this poster design and the ones adopted by previous
exploitation film marketers from the fifties. In his work on this area, Bradley Schauer
describes how American International Pictures (AlBpne of the key
producers/distributors of exploitation films in the 1950 used poster images that
represented a Osensatial narrative sequenceO (2009: 402). Writing about thetack of
the Puppet People (Gordon, 1958), Schauer describes how the Oposter depicts a group of
tiny people attempting to spear a giant snarling dogO (ibid). The sensationalist sequence
is similar to the image depicted o the Mega Shark Versus Giant Octopus poster.
Furthermore, when also writing about 1950s exploitation film marketingzioumakis
analyses how the typography and visuals on tiock Around The Clock poster played a
part in attracting thetarget audience of teenagers (200&: 162). The use of Oimages of
dancing couplesO and the large size of font used to display the names of the
bands/performers from the filmb namely, Bill Haley and the Cometd were key
elementsto attracting consumers(ibid). What this demonstrates is that the elements of
construction used in film posters, such as selection (i.e. what elements are used),

compositions (i.e. the way they are arranged on the poster) and combination (i.e. the

59 Whilst the directors and talent in such films may be recognizi@ to a cult following, widermainstream
audienceswould not usually know their names.
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different elements that are used dgether) are carefully chosen in order to maximise a
filmOs appeal to its target audience.

Arecent example ofa marketing campaign that sought to attract a strong core
audienceis Fireproof (Kendrick, 2008), which was aimed athe evangelical Christian
community. Claude Brodesseakner (2008) accounts for how the team behind its
release not only managed to attract evangelical Christians (an audience that most major
studios struggle to reach), but alssimultaneously marketedhe release of a sekhelp
book B The Love Dare (Kendrick, 2008)D by integrating the book within the filmOs
narrative. This synergistic campaign ultimately led to the book entering into the {p
bestseller list on Amazon (ibid). Kris Fuhr, Vice President of Provident Fixike
production company behind the film, has spoken about how one of the fundamental
elements to the success of the marketing campaighwas in its ability to connect with
and mobilise the grassroot®vangelical Christian community by tapping into the fans of
the production companyOs previous releasEacing the Giants (Kendrick, 2006) (Furh
cited in Brodesserakner, 2008). 2008). In a similar fashion toParanormal Activity’s
more prominent campaign, the fans were asked to get at least 1000 people to commit to
seeing Fireproof in order for a print to be sent to their townil§id). This resdted in 98
screens out of the 839 screens on whickhe film wasshown, having Oalready sold 1,000
tickets before the film even openedO (ibid). The targeting of this core audieogetinued
after the filmOs theatricalun with a campaign kit beinglistributed for use in churches to
promote the message ofireproof and The Love Dare book.

Similarly,Fox Searchlight sought to tap into the lucrative Hispanic market when
releasingUnder the Same Moon (Rigen, 2008). Writing about this strategy, Rebecca
Winters Keegan (2008) explains:

[Film producers have]Egood reason to court the Hispanic audience. Latinos buy

more movie tickets per person than any other segment of the U.S. populatione T

median age of Hispanics in the U.S. is 27.4, nearly 10 years younger than the U.S

as a whole, putting them squarely in the dateight demographic.

In order to capture this relatively undetapped audience, Fox Searchlight utilised both
the Hispanicmedia and grassroots strategiesworking with the Mexican soft drinkb
Jarritosbto host screenings in key citiesand arrange screeninggor key members of the

Hispanic community such as the Congressional Hispanic Caucus ibas¢ (ibid). There

60 The marketing campaign can be deemed auscess as the film garnered $33,456,317 ora production
of just $500,000 (Box Office Mojd® Fireproof (2008), 2013).
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are clear paallels between his strategyand those thatPerren (2004) writes about in
relation to My Big Fat Greek Wedding’s (Zwick, 2002) marketing. It is worth noting here
however,that this type of grassroots marketing or specific demographic targeting is not
just confined to the independent sector. When releasing 1. Joe: Return of the Cobra
(2009), Paramount Pictures placed posters and advertisements in military newspapers
and magazinesb only extending to the wider outlets shortly before the filmOs release
(Cardler, 2009). Again, this bears similarities tdly Big Fat Greek Wedding’s campaign,
which saw printed promotional materials placed iWGreek churches, dances and ethnic
festivalsORerren,2004: 27). The main aim of such technique® whether from the
independent sector or Hollywoodb are to tap into lucrative core audieces and then
when (hopefully)positive wordof-mouth spreads, the audience base will expand.
Trailersare another significant component of film marketing campaignésfilm is
strongly assocated with visual culture, radio trailers are sometimes overlooked when
discussing film marketing, yet they have played (and still do play) their own role in
promoting films. Writingabout USradio, William A. Richter (2006), suggests that in the
mid-2000s radio reached Oroughly 277, 990, 086 American twelve years old and older
each weekO (2006: 1) and from morning to early evening, more people consdmadio
content than they didoutput from television, magazinesind newspapers (2006: 2).
Whilesome radionetworks in the US do offer the opportunity to advertise films to mass
audiences, certain state/area specific stations or stations that attract a specific
community of interest offer opportunities to target specific demographicEhe cost of
radio advertiments varies greatly from station to station and is linked to tretationOs
listenership. Advertising on smaller radio stations with a limited reach may be an
affordable marketing option for independent film distributors operating on smaller P&A
budgets and choosing the right radio station(s) may be instrumental in connecting films
with their target demographicsReferring back toFireproof, the marketers used radio
advertisements to further connect wittan evangelical Christian audience through having
them aired on Christian radio stations (Brodessakner, 2008). Furthermore,Fireproof’s
marketing campaign and the placement (physically and digitally) of its components were
instrumental in establishing thefilm as belonging to another suksector, or brand,of
independenceb the Faith/Christian film. Whilst such films are generally produced

outside of the major studios and thus form part of the canon of American independent
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cinema, such films (like exploitatioriilms) are rarely discussed in studies on thigreab?,
thus highlighting how textual and cultural approaches to looking at independent film
have the tendencies to exclude much dhe independent filmworld from their
discussions.

Writing specifically about audievisual trailers,Lisa Kernanargues how neither
advertising nor film narrdive theories adequately addresses the analysis &@fm trailers,
and as such her study seeks to understand how trailers work througimultaneously
addressing the viewer as both spectator and consumer (2004: Zor Kernan, the trailer
is Oa unique form of film narrative, wherein promotional discourse and narrative pleasure
are conjoinedO (2004: 1). The cinema trailésr The Mist (Darabont, 2007)exemplifies
this dual narrative purpose and mode of addressell. It opens wth brief glimpses of the
distributor® logo before entering directly into the filmOs story world, quickly establishing
the narrativeOs concept that a mist has descendegon a small town. The divisio
between the filmOs characters, separatitigose who bdieve the mist is supernatural or
indicative of a forthcoming judgment day, and those who loéér more logical or
scientific explanations,is also quickly founded. The first 1 minutes and 23 seconds of
the trailer draws viewers in as spectators of a micifdm; uninterruptedthey are invited
to watch as the story unfolds, the main characters are introduced atite filmOs genre is
depicted through the nondiegetic soundtrack, narative events and cinematography

This opening part of the trailer supports Mg Beth Haralovib and Cathie Root
KlapratOs (1981/82) assertion that the structure of film trailers genetamirror film
narrativisation Yet atl minute 24 secondsthis conventional narrative presentation is
interrupted by the intertitle OBelief dividethemO. From this point onwardshe dual
mode of address and purpose ensues. Thatliting and nondiegetic pace quickens,
further intertitles interrupt the liveaction scenes that help to frame the narrative and
film, and further (more explicit) indicatios of the filmOs genre are included. At 1 minute
47 seconds, the fictional world of the film is further interrupted by the intertites OFrom
master of terror, Stephen King® Oand Frank DarabontEthe Screenwriter and Director of
Shawshank Redemption and The &en MileO. The trailer ends with a whispering of
ODonOt let the monsters get meO playing underneath the filmOs title card OStephen KingOs
The MistO, which is preceded by an end title card detailing key organisations and

individuals involved in the productin of the film.From 1 minute 47 seconds onwards,

61 A recent exception to this statement is James RussellOs (2013) essay OlIn Hollywood, tmft not
Hollywood: independent Christian filmmakgoO.
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the trailer addresses the viewer much more as a consumer and the narrative (although
still offering pleasure) becomes much more promotional. This is achieved through tactics
such as trying to @peal to thefans of Kingdsnd DarabontOs previous works. In short

the trailer moves from offering mainly narrative pleasure and addressing the viewer
primarily asa spectator through to becoming a more obviously promotional narrative and
positionsthe viewer more agressively as a consumeiTherefore, KernanOs
understanding of the narratology of trailers is more convincing than Haralovich and
KlapratOs.

The format ofThe Mist’s trailer is symptomatic of how many trailers are produced.
As Kernan describes:

Most trailers have in common a few generic features: some sort of introductory or

concluding address to the audience about the film either through titles or

narration, selected scenes from the film, montages of quialut action scenes,

and identifications of signiftant cast members or characters (2004: 9).

Like postes, trailers too seek to sell the key talent involvedh a film andgive a senseof
its tone, genre andstory, ultimately seeking tosell these attributes to potential
consumers.Audio-visual trailers ae essentially Ofree samplesO of films, and as Kernan
suggests,characteriseviewers as window shoppers (2004: 6 5imilarly, as Gray
suggests,peopleOs decisions about what films to watate based on speculative
consumption in the sense that theypuy a chema ticket, DVD or download alfih based

on the possibility of enjoyingt through theirunderstanding of the potential pleasures it
may offer (2010: 24). Such speculative consumption decisions are basegwwingthe
marketing materials thatsurround mediaproducts.

In the same waythat other forms of film marketing try to promote certain films to
specific demographics, film trailerslso follow suit. As Kernan explains, O[d]ifferent
markets are made visible in trailers by textual evidence of OtargetingGippeals to
specific genders, age groups, or other categories of subjectivity within trailersO overall
mission to expand the audienceO (2004: 18 15). For examplehe trailer for The Puffy
Chair (Duplass, 2005)clearly situates itself within the Omunestores20 trend, aiming itself
at discerning film consumers in their twenties who aref a similar age to its post
college/early adulthood characters. Appealing to a broader demographi¢iate

Valentine’s Day’s (2009, Vardalos)trailer presents itselfas aromantic comedy for 25D

62 Dennis Lim (2007) describes this style of filmmaking as being characterised by G{ewnaturalism, low
fi production values and a stream of lowolume chatter often perceived as ineloquenceO.
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54 year olds, whilst also targeting the audieneease of My Big Fat Greek Wedding63.
Taking a different approachSummit EntertainmentOs trailer f@orority Row (Hendler,
2009) was produced to appeal to the latéeen/early twentiesmarket and fansof the
high school horror film, and as such ensudkthese genre elements were highlighted
within it. In appealingto specific demographic some of which are larger than other®
film trailers can play an instrumental role in the speculate consumption decisions that
people make when choosing which films to watclAs Olen J. Earnest outlines, a trailer:

Etypically generates the highest interest in seeing level because it shows the cast

in the characters they will portray on screen, it &ble to outline the story and its

elements in greater detail, and, by showing extended scenes from the picture, the
trailer gives the potential moviegoer a better idea of the filmOs production values

(1985: 8).

Yet we must not oveexaggerate their influece as other elements (many of which are
outside of the official marketing strategyOs parameters) also play a role in deteimgj
peopleOs film consumption hBices could also be based orwhat films are being shown
at local cinemas, who they are going taee the film with, what other people have told
them about the film and how the fih has been received by critics.

Despite these external factors, film trailers use a number of techniques in order to
appealto consumers One such strategy isdoption of the Ovaudeville modeO (Kernan,
2004: 18). According to Kernan this mode of address situates the film as an OeventO
(ibid) and ®@mphasises the role of attractions along with narrative and generic elements,
all considered as equally desirable aspects of commdigid spectacled@2004: 19). In
Summit EntertainmentOs traildor Twilight Saga: Eclipse (Slade, 2010), the filmOs
romance, fantasy and drama genres and loweangle/good versus evil plotline are
clearly sold to the viewer through dialogue and visuéts A 31 seconds into the trailer
the viewer is reminded that the film is based on a worldwide bestlling book by an
intertitle and at 1 minute 28 seconds the date of the filmOs release is shownsaneen.
More so, the filmOs three staBKristen Stewart, Rbert Pattinson, Taylor Lautne® are

given ample amounts of screen time and closeps, selling their presence in ta film to

63 The voiceover in the trailer states O[t]he stars My Big Fat Greek Wedding are reuniting in a romantic
comedy with no strings attachedO.

64 The opening line of dialogue in the trailer state©| promise to love you, every moment, foreverO, clearly
emphasizing the love story/romance plot that is central tde film and franchise. The features of this genre
are continually sold until 1 minute into the 1 minute 33 seconds trailer with the fantasy elements only
alluded to through dialogie. At the 1 minute mark achange of tempo and soundtracknovesthe trailer

into the fantasy/drama genre (e.g. quicker edits, dramatic soundtrack, visuals of the character of Victoria
(a vampire) conquering a supelnuman jump across a river).
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the fan bases they haveaccumulated since the first installment of the franchise. The
combination of the vaudeville elements of #trailer Dthe event (depicted through the
date of release), the attractions (the talent and the fil@ origins as a bestselling book),
the genre (romance, fantasy, drama) and the narrative (love story/good versus eBDifre
blended together relatively ezenly. In essencethe narrative and genres of the film are
equallyemphasisedalongsideits spectacle.

Trailers that emphasie a filmOs spectaclend are more hyperbolic in their nature
can be situated within theOcircus mode@®érnan,2004: 20). In this mode trailers
suggest that films will Oprovide unqualified pleasure and undisputed excitement to all®
(2004: 21) and in doing this presentOcinematic events that transcend narrativeO (2004:
23). The trailers for Lionsgate@sinisher: War Zone (Alexander 2008) and The
Expendables are exemplarsof this. Both trailers overtly emphasise the spectacle of the
films B mainly explosions, fight sequences and weaposover other elementssuch as
the filmOsarrative. The trailer folThe Expendables starts by estblishing the main
characters of the film and a basic idea of the narrative, but from 1 minute 47 seconds
through to the end of the trailer at 2 minutes 34 seconds any consideration of
storytelling diminishes as spectacle unashamedly takes over. This chang heralded by
the line of dialogueOln ten seconds you wonOt believe whatOs going to happenO, which is
followed by a rapidly edéd series of images of gun fire, explosions and fight sequences
with a rock music soundtrackPunisher: War Zone'’s trailer adopts a similar strategy; the
first section of the trailer establishes the main characters and tone of the film and then
at 45 seconds a change in pace is signalled by the soundtrack building to a dramatic
pause that is mirrored orscreen with a cut to blak. Following this momentary breals
the dialogue line OThis is only the beginningO and from this the trailer descends into a
series of explosions, fight sequences and chaos as the viewer is invited to revel in a
spectacle of destruction and violence. Thughout the latter sections ofboth of these
trailers, theirnarrative trajectories becomechaotic and the viewelis encouraged not to
particularly engage with (or think about) where and how these sequences relate to the
fiilmOsstory, but rather sit backand enjoythe spectacle. This type of trailer, and to a
certain degree the vaudeville mode, is more akin to the trailer styles for films released by
the major studios, namely in reference to the blockbuster and event films that they
release. In adopting snilar strategies in the trailer edits of many of their films, mini
majors such as Lionsgate and Summit Entertainment brand their output in a very similar

way. The aforementioned trailers have very little to do with the aesthetic and ideological

114



indicators of independence as discussed in Chapter One and the IMDb case study, and
as such this type of branding distances itself from the popular notions or discourse of
independence and could perhaps explain why such films are rarely included in work on
American hdependent cinema.

Writing about thedisseminationof film marketing materials with particular
reference to film trailers, Stefan Palko describes how thaternetis now a key platform
via which they are distribugd (2010: 14). According to Palko, the iTwes Movie Trailers
page is Oone of the most visited sections of AppleOs WebsiteO and by 20 1ateOs
Twitter account had oveR.32 million followers (ibid). In previous decades, film trailers
would have been reserved for seening in cinemas or broadcasbn television, but now
the online audience of film trailers is one that is becoming increasingly courted given the
significant reach that this formof distribution can have. For example, Fox SearchlightOs
official trailer for Black Swan has had over 23million views on Fox SearchlightOs own
YouTube channel alone, whilst the trailer tthe Big Gay Musical (Andreas and Caruso,
2009) b a film with a significantly loweprofile and P&A budget thamBlack Swan D still
managed to amass over 1 million views to daton the filmOs official YouTube channel.
The popularity of online consumption or downloading of trailesccording to Palkgcan
be attributed to twofactors: first, many online trailers are released in higdefinition and
are of a good quality and secoth, they are specifically designed for gssumption on
mobile hardware such as laptops, smartphones and media players (2010: 14). Such
consumption of trailers, as Palko describes, is symptomatic of how access and viewing of
film marketing has become increasigly digital (ibid).

A sign of the digital times is indicated by the widespread incorporation of a
website intofilmsQnarketing campaigrs. Whereas two decades ago a website for a film
would have been quite rare, nowadays most US fillBseven those produed onsmaller
budgetsDwill have a web presence. Agreviouslyoutlined, in the late 1990s and early
2000s, there were some particularly creative websites released to market and support
filmsO story worlds such as the ones launched witre Blair Witch Project and Donnie
Darko. Theseinnovative ventures are still rare, but the independent sector has seen
some more unorthodox sites in recent yeargor example, the website foFood, Inc.
(Kenner, 2008)D a film about corporations and the US food indust®has grown since
the filmOs release into a centralised online destination for a campaign inspired by the

film. The campaig®sim is to promote healthier living and have a positive impact on the
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food industry, and is part of the larger Take Part campaf§r(Food, Inc.Bb Home, 2013).
The websiteboth promotes the film andthe cause that inspiredit. The site has pages
dedicated to how people can get involved in the campaign and also information on the
Food, Inc. Awards that recognise peopleOs achievements amuting healthier lives and
changing the way the US food industry works. As will be explore@hapter Sx, online
platforms have opened up new spaces for activist filmmakers to connect their films and
the messages they contain with audiences, thus promnog collective action.These types
of films (most of which are documentaries) forranother ObrandO of independent film, one
that could be referredas activist filmmaking or as Tryon (2011) refers to them,
Otransmedia documentariesO

On the more creative sle, the websites for SilkTrickyOs interactive filfise
Outbreak (Lund, 2008) andBank Run (Lund, 2010) are integral to both filmsO narratives
and exhibition. The website fofhe Outbreak for example breaks the film up into
different sections. At the end beach section the consumer is presented with different
options; their selection choice will determine how the narrative progresses and which on
screen events they will watch next. The website also contains conventional marketing
materials such as crediinformation, contact details forthe company, the projectOs
trailer, and a link to its MySpace account. Two years lat8ilkTrickyextended its work in
interactive film withBank Run. The filmOs website contains thedi part of the interactive
film where, again, viewers at various intervals have to make choices that determine how
the film progresses. However, whereake Outbreak played out in its entirety online,
Bank Run is split into two with the first half being as desdred above but the second half
switching platforms and being only available via purchasing an iPhone app. In this sense
the marketing of the fim and its form arebeing conflated as on one hand the website is
distributing and exhibiting the film, and on the other acting as a promotionaol to
encourage consumers to purchase the second half of the interactfien-comegame as
an iPhone app.n some ways this is emblematic of TryonOs notion of Oplatform mobilityO
(2013:4), but whilst consumer control is central to TryonOs work, in tase of theBank
Run it is the producers who have forced the mobility onto the consumémn.essence, the
film must be started online and completed through purchasing an app; therefore, notions
of empowerment are underminedThe ways in which these types ofovel practices

impact on film form will be discussed more thoroughig the following chapter, but for

65 The Take Part campaign encourages people to take social action that makes society advgtlace to be
(Take Partb About Us, 2013).

116



now, what it is interesting to see in these twhilms is the mirroring ofthe increased
mobility offilm marketing strategiesacross different platforns and theincreased
mobility of film form itself.

During the marketing campaign ofor Colored Girls, the filmOs distributor,
Lionsgate partnered with Augme Technologiég, Inc (a technology service provider) to
use QR codes and SMS as integral part ¢ marketing campaign (Lionsgate/dgme
Technologies, Inc, 2010)As part of the campaign QR codes were printed the filmOs
postersand linked users directly to a mobil®ptimised site for the film vinere people
could access more information about the filmAlternatively people could also text
OCOLORSO to 30333 to be directed to the site and also Oset text reminder for the movie's
release dateO (ibid). In their articken QR code marketing strategies, Shintaro Okasaki,
Hairong Li and Morikazu Hirose explaimwthey currentlyare being utilised:

The primary benefit of QR code is its pivotal role as a bridge between offline and

mobile media in multichannel marketing. In fact, QR code is one of the few

alternatives that enables customers to transfer from onmedium to another,
more or less instantaneously one of the most suitable tools for multichannel

marketing (2012: 102).

In line with this, Osasaki et al suggest thatr@ernet-enabled mobile phones have
become an increasingly popular platform for sales @motion in major world marketsO
(2012: 102). With the penetration ofinternetenabled phones (or smartphones asey
are commonly known) intghe US continuingb 10% more people owned a smartphwe in
2013 than in 2012 (Nielsen B Mobile Majority, 2013)D it is likely that such marketing
strategies are set to increase.

Referring back to the use o$uchtechnology in the marketing campaign
surroundingFor Colored Girls, the QR codes wee used to transport potential consumers
from the offline marketing domairof the filmOgosters to the online world of the filmOs
website. Lionsgateperhaps envisagedhat in providing consumers with easy links
between the different elements of the marketingampaigns that they woulcconsume
more of the marketing materials andonsequently be more likely taonsumethe film.
Furthermore, in providing an option for consumers to set a text reminderalert them
aboutthe filmOs release, Lionsgate veeopting for a Ocustomer selection® model of
marketingas described bySmith andTaylor(2004). In essence customers who siged

up to this text alert option are more likely to turn out to be profitahlas they have

66 Augme Technologies is now HipCricket, and offers similar services.
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indicated an interest in purchasing a cinema tickehrough signingup. Therefore when
sending a text message about thélmOs release date, LionsgateOs marketing becomes
more targeted than if they were sending out text messages or emails to a general
database of people. Thisargeted model also underpins much social meda marketing.
Many film distributors and individualifms have official accounts orvarious social media
platforms. For example Facebook pagedor films allow other Facebook users to OlikeO
them, while Twitter accounts invite otler users to follow them;both of these methods
allow marketers to cultivate araudience that have declared an interest in their products.
Essentially these outlets provide opportunities for filmmakers and marketers to build a
fan base for their films Owho will invest, emotionally and hopefully financiallyO in the
product @esthetica, 2009: 42).

Fox Searchlightfor example,uses their Facebook page to promote their latest
releases. The page contains postinking users to other welbased information about
the film such asinterviews, trailers, festival screenings, reviews, purchadab
merchandise,and behindthe-scenes images. The paghas two main aims. krst it
generates buzz around Fox Searchlightdss and their associated productsand second
it promotesthe consumption of them.In terms of itsTwitter accounf Fox Searchlight
uses itin a similar fashion, however it does seem to interact more with its followers on
this platform through retweeting tweets from high profile individualsrahose who align
themselves withits marketing messages. In a similar way to how DVD spededtures
have targeted what Dale Hudson and Patricia Zimmerman (2008¢scribe as the
Ocontemporary cinephileO or what Klinger (20@&)ms the Ofiin connoisseurO, Fox
Searchlightalso appeas to be tapping into these type®f film consumers through
publishing piecesof behindthe-scenes information, exclusive content and extrgxtual
information through their social media channelsThe type of film consumer whaould be
termed a OcinephileO or OconnoisseurO and tawthis extra information would appeal
would also broadly fit into Fox Searchligg® target audience demographiof more
discerning viewers who tend to watcthe typesfilms released by the distributdi”. This
subsequently brands the distributd®®utput as belonging to the OqualityO sector of
independent and distances its releases fmm the output of its corporate sibling and major
studio, Twentieth Century Fox.

MGM used social media to appeal to a different demographic when marketirgt

Tub Time Machine (Pink, 2010). The marketers behind thdilm utilised existing social

67 See Chapter Oa for further discussion on the topic of Odiscerning® audiences and independent film.
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media practices, most commonly associated with titeenage/young adult demographic
that the film targeted, in order to generate online buzz around the fitfa Hot Tub Time
Machine is a film set incontemporarytimes and follows a group of men, whowhilst
bonding in a hot tub, get transported back to 1986The Facebook, Twitter and Instagram
accounts for the film allsoughtto engage with and promote fan activity around the film.
The filmOs Facebook page contains poatking fans towrite comments about their
favourite scenes from the film, promotional offers related to prominentridom-oriented
annual event® ComicConb and the promotion of the Eventful.com preview screenings.
The Twitter account for th film actedin a similar way to the Facebook page, but also
makes use of social media customs that are specific to that platform, such as hashtags.
One of the most popular hashtags used by the account is #ThrowbackThursday, which is
a trend that sees users every Thursdaytweet photographs from the pastthis custom
links wellwith the filmOs narrative events. The trend is also common on other platforms
such as Instagrampon which the film has an official account on titled grtwhtbuffalo (great
white buffalof®. This account als@articipates in #ThrowbackThursday through posting
stills from the 1986 scenesof the film, such as an image of a man using eassette tape
Additionally,the grtwhtbuffalo Instagram account also post memé%based on the film.
MGM also usedonline event aganising site Eventful.confas Paramount Pictures did

with Paranormal Activity) to offer fans thechance to volunteer to host preview

screening for themselves and nine friends/Narren, 2010).Participation inthese

activities is typically seen aseing OgrassrootsO, but througipping into such networks
and activities, the professionals behind the marketing strategies #abt Tub Time

Machine were seeking to exploit them to increase word of mouth and cultivate a fan
base around the film. As Tryon notegjthough social media can facilitate fan activity, we
must also be highly aware of how they are being used by corporate companies as a
means of Ogenerating publicity for upcoming films atelevision showsO (2013: 118).
MGMOs social media activities ageite different to how Fox Searchlight used its social
media channels for its releasesThis firstly indicates thathe distributors were trying to

attract different audiences and secondly that they were branding their films differently.

68 |n Lenhart et alOs (2010) report ddS social media usage, the highest demographics who were online
were 12D 17 year olds and 18D 29 year olds at 93% (2010: 5). Furthermore, these same age groups
used social media the most (2010: 21).

69 Great White Buffalo is a colloquialism used to desbe a first love, or the Oorbat-got-awayO. The phrase
is used in dialogue in the film.

70 Memes are images, videos, hashtags etc. that spread online. In the case of grewvhtbuffalo Instagram
account, the memes are all imag®ased, using images from thdilm with key lines of dialogue or Ofunny®
comments added to them.
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The social media oyput by Fox Searchlight tended to highlight markers of quality and
prestige, whereas MGMOs activities arouHdt Tub Time Machine were more playful and
juvenile, and thus can be linked to how both distributors would like their films to appear
in the eyes ofpotential consumers.

The geneation of publicity can also beachieved by offline activities.Joaquin
PhoenixOs appearance dihe Late Show with David Letterman (1993 -) in 2009, for
example,garnered a significant amount of attention The actor appeard as a guest on
the talk show in order to promote his new OcareerQ as a rap artist and to declare that his
(then) current film,Two Lovers (Gray, 20@8) would be the last he wouldippear in as an
actor. During the programme, Phoenix looked unatacteristicdly disheveled andat
some points appearedquite hostile towardsthe host and audience Thisgenerated
speculation as to whether Phoenix was putting on a performamor possibly suffering
from mental health issues A search for Joaquin PhoenixOs name®oogle Trends
demonstrateshow much orine attention this appearance attractecas PhoenixOs name
has never been searchedor as much as it was in February 2009 (see Appendibem
13).1n 2010, it was revealed byCaseyAffleck and by Phoenix himself (ofhe Late Show
with David Letterman) that the film and his OcareerO as a rap artist had all been a hoax
and was a piece of performance art fdnis role in/’m Still Here. Therefore, PhoenixOs
earlier appearance on the show had been a publicity stunt and a sessful one in terms
of the amount of the online interestit generated

The awards seasoralso plays a key role in raising the profiles of films and their
stars. k has been known for filmsO theatrical runs to be extendafter receiving an award
or nomination. As Kerrigan notes, Owinning an award is presed to have a positive
impact onthe success of a film in the marketplaceO and therefore planning a filmOs
release and marketing campaign with the awards season is mind is an important
consideration formarketers (2010: 169). Drawing on work from John Durie, Annika
Pham and Neil Watson (2000), Kerrigan explores how being nominated for a major
award and/or winning one brings about increased media attentidhat can play an
important part in the filmOs finanal success, particularly for more art house or niche
audience films (ibid). Eva Deuchert, Kossi Adjamah and Florian PaulyOs (2005) Btudy

into the correlation between Academy Awards and a filmOs financial success found that

71 The study focused on the films released between 1990 and 2000, examining the 204 most successful
films each year (2005: 161),considering onlytheir US box office revenug¢2005: 172).
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whilst winning an Academy Awardbes have significant impact on revenue, Othe main
box office effect is generated primarily by the nominationsO (2005: 172).

Taking a look at thewinners of the Academy Award for Best Picture between
2006 and 2010, we can see how nominations and awardsra being used to market the
films and how they impact on a filmOs distribution strategy. The 2006 Academy Award
Best Picture winnerCrash (Haggis, 2005)had aninitial UStheatrical runthat started in
March 2005 and ran until September 2005, but after wining the Academy Award it was
again released in theatres in March 2006 (Box Office MoCrash (2005) Weekend
Summary, 11/10/2013). The Departed (Scorsese, 2006) won Best Picture in 2007 and
was initially released in supesaturation release (playing inwer 3000 theatres) in
October 2006 (Box Office Moj® The Departed (2006) Weekend Summary,
11/10/2013). In early January 2007 the film wasstill on its theatrical run but was in just
over 100 theatres (ibid). on the announcement of the Academy AwardsQmieations
for that year in late January the number of theatres playing the film increased to over
1000 (ibid). The 2008 winner of the Academy Award for Best PictudéVo Country For
Old Men (Coen and Coen, 2007p displays similar results. The film openeh November
2007 and adopted a platform release strategy (Box Office MdfpNo Country for Old Men
(2007) Weekend Box Office History, 12/11/2011). By early January 2008 it was playing
in over 800 theatres and upon their nomination for Best Picture this ireasedto over a
1000 theatres (ibid). The film continued to play in theatres until April 2008, with further
increases in the number of theatres playing the film around the time of the Academy
Awards(ibid). Again, the 2009 winner of Best Pictur® Slumdog Millionaire (Boyle,
2008) Drepeats this pattern, with its US box office showinganitial platform release
strategy followed by peaking in theatres when the award nominations were announced
and then againupon winning the award (Box Office Mofd Slumdog Millionaire (2008)
Weekend Summary, 11/10/2013). Akin toCrash’s re—release strategy the 2010 winner
D The Hurt Locker (Bigelow, 2009)Dwas initially released theatrically in the US between
June and November 2009 and then reeleased theatrically in Mirch 2010 followingan
Oscarwin (Box Office Mojd® The Hurt Locker (2009), Weekend Summary, 11/10/2013).
These five examples demonstrate how the awards seasBrepitomised by the Academy
Awardsbis important to film marketers and distributors. Films thadre perceived to
have a good chance of garnering a nomination or award are sometimes released shortly
before votingfor the nominationsbegins in the October/November (as was the case with
No Country For Old Men, Slumdog Millionaire and The Departed) in order to be fresh in
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the minds of voters. Marketers can themise a nomination for an award as part of the
filmOs marketing campaigtilms that do not followthis strategy, instead tend to have a
second theatrical run as demonstrated b¢rash and The Hurt Locker.

John C. Dodds and Morris B. Halbrook (1988) suggest that when looked atrira
marketing perspective, Academy Awardsin be seen Oas a potential public relations
device in which one can spend money on advertising, free screenings, and other
promotional activities to campaign for votes that aaultimately bring big increasesn a
movieOs distribution and revenuesO (1988: BZ3). With the potential to increase a
filmOs revenue, Dodds and Halbrook go tonassert that Omovie marketers spend lavishly
on advertising, free screenings, and other PR efforts intended to improve a filmOs
chances for nomination and victoryO (1988: 73). Although Dodds and HalbrookOs study
was published in 1988, the sentiments of their findingstill hold currency today. For
example, the marketing and distribution strategy foNo Country For Old Men, according
to Thompson (200&) was designed around the Academy Awards. Thompson outlines
how the filmOs campaign involved touring the autumn festival scene before its platform
theatrical release that was set to widen Hine with award nominations a strategy
based onthe way in whichHarvey Weinsteirhad previouslylaunched Life Is Beautiful
(Benigni, 1997) (ibid).More so, with award nominations being markers of prestige or
quality they are useful n distinguishing films fromothers in the market.

This strategy of differentiation was also utilisethrough othermeans in the
marketing of No Country For Old Men. As Thompson describes, the campaigdtried to
balance the CoensO core sdphisticated film fans against a broader audience [and] the
filmOs high culture against its crowaleasing genre elementsO (ibid). This strategy is seen
at work in the filmOs poster (see Appendliem 14). The ley text on the poster indicates
that the film is by the Coen Brothergan indicator of perceived OqualityO in itsatfl a
criticOs quote states that the film is OAn instant classicO; both of which appeal to the Coen
BrothersO core audience base. In contrast, the main image and tagline (OThenaoare
clean getawaysO) on the poster alludes to the filmOs crime/thriller genre roots and seeks
to widen the filmOs appeaklyond its primary target marketin essence, markers of
quality and differentiation are being adoptedavithin this marketing campaign tanake No
Country For Old Men stand out from other films, whether it be through physical marketing
materials such as posters or less tangible means such as PR and wofanouth.

UsingWyatD£1991) adoption of HirshleifetO£1980) notions of Ovarietyid

OqualityO (as outlinedChapter e), we can ge how the marketing campaign foNo
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Country For Old Men embodies both these formsf differentiation. Onthe one hand, the
attributes of the film as a commodity are being sold (e.g. through its genre
characteristics) and on the other hand markers of quality are being sold (e.g. the use of
the complimentary criticOs quote). Such strategies are not limited to this filmOs marketing
campaign or those chasing awards, but are instead embedded intwst filmsGmarketing
campaigrs. As wasarguedin Chapter @e, product differentiation is key to ObrandingO a
film, and also in creatingthe ObrandsO of independent filhat are evidenttoday. In
essence, film marketing and its adoption of product differentiation has tvaams; first, to
make the film stand out in a crowd and second, to appeal to target demographigs.
successful marketing campaign witjenerallymeet both of these aims and ultimately
result in the film being connected with an audience. In the digital ages Kerrigan terms

it, marketing Ocan no longer remain as marketing as numbersO and each individual film
(more so than in previous decades) Oneeds to develop their audience in a way which is
more appropriate for the target audience and the type of fiimO @D 209). What
Kerriganis suggestingis that film marketing needs to be more targeted as consumers
are increasingly fragmented acrosaumerous mediumsand platforms in this era of
convergence. As such marketers mustcreasinglymake use of datamining strategies

and developments in the informatics fields to understand theiarget market more
thoroughly, utilisingsuch findings and new marketing opportunities to connect with

consumers

Conclusion

What this chapter has demonstrated is the diversity of Ufin marketing strategies and
methods, yetin some ways it has only scratched the surface of this multidimensional and
everchanging field. The strategies and concepts elped in this final section of Part @e
of this studywill be referred to in the proeeding chapters which unpick them further in
relation to specific areas of investigation. Thi®ur-year timeframethat is the focus of this
thesis falls into a period of film marketing that Kerrigan (2010) suggests had three key
trends. First, film markeing (alongside other marketing arenas) has moved from a
passive mode in which messages are broadcast from companies to consumers (who
receive them acceptingly) to a scenario in which Oconsumers are actively engaged in
promoting products and services, whetir consciously or unconsciouslyO (2010: 193).
The social media marketing campaigns for films such &t Tub Time Machine are

representative of this trend. The second trehthat Kerrigan observes (and isome ways
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it is linked to the first) is that Olinebetween the producer and consumer are becoming
blurredO due to consumers in some cases financing films, participating in marketing
activities, contributing content to films and so on (2010: 1934). The Take Part and
Food Inc., camp&gn are emblematic ofthis and Chapter $ will explore the implications
of this trend further.This type of involvement in the marketing andistribution of films
makes itmore difficult to distinguish between the role of the filmmaker/producer and the
role of the audience/corsumer, andis symptomatic of what Jenkins (2006)erms
Oparticipatory cultureO.

The third tendency in contemporary film marketing involves anothaurring of
boundaries, in this instance between the creative process of film production awthat
some wouldperceive as theless creative realm of film marketing. What Kerrigan
suggests is that there are a growing number of flmmakers and marketers who perceive
marketing activities as being potentially as creative as the actual making of films (2010:
209). Accading to Kerrigan they Odo not see OmarketingO as oppositional to the creative
practice of filmmakingO and instead perceive it as being part of it (ibid). The examples
cited in this chapter such aCloverfield, The Blair Witch Project, Donnie Darko, District 9,
and Troll Hunter are all representative of this evolving approach to film marketing. In
essence these filmsO marketing campaigns are integral to the overall story world of the
film, contributing and interplaying with the filmsO narratives and sterien different
levels. Such practices tend to be utilised mostly in relation to genre films, particularly
those scHi and horrorfilms (ibid).

With themarketing materials produced for contemporary film releasa®t purely
being situated within the promdional arena but instead straddlingboth creative and
advertising realms, their impact on the narratives and story worlds of the films they relate
to and on the consumer§bverall entertainment experience needs to be examined
further. Gray(2010) begins toexamine thisarena through analysinghe various
marketing materialsb or paratexts as he terms thenb that surround films and television
programmes Hesuggests that a field of studywhichhe terms Oofbcreen studiesO
needs to be developedthat focuses onthe role of paratexts in the creation of textuality
(2010: 7). Oftscreen studiesprovidesa way for scholars to discus©the wealth of other
entities that saturate the media, and that construct film and televisionO (2010: 4). Films
such as the previaisly discussedOutbreak and Bank Run (which could equally be
labeled as apps, multimedia media products, or games) and earlier examples such as

mold-breaking films such asDonnie Darko demonstrate the need to include the
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paratextual entitiessurroundingsuch films into any discussion of their textudy. With
this context in mind, Chapter Fouwill unpick further the rdationship between
distribution and marketing practices and storytelling in American independent cinema.
Overall what such discussionsepresent b as has been alluded to in this chapteb is the

continuing development of OfilmO intfiad, crossplatform entity.
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CHAPTER FOUR
FILM, BUT NOT AS WE KNEW IT? THE IMPACT OF DEVELOPMENTS IN FILM
DISTRIBUTIOMETHODSAND MARKETINBPPROACHEGN STORYTELLING
PRACTICES

Ol wanted to d€&S/ on cocaineO is how Anthony E. Zuiker described his motivation and
vision for creating thelLevel 26 crossplatform experience (Zuiker interviewed in
Examining Level 26 with Anthony E. Zuiker, 2009). The projectb a joint venture between
ZuikerOs production company, Dare to Pass, and Dutton publishers (an imprint of the
Penguin groupP started with Level 26: Dark Origins (2009, Zuiker).Level 26: Dark
Origins is what has been termed &dighovelO, a move that the producers felt would
revolutionise the world of publishingiljid). Zuiker describes the OdigbvelO as an
experiment with Ocrosplatform storytellingO that involves reading twertages of a
novel, logging into a website, wahing filmed content (OcyberbridgesO) that audisually
represent something that has happened in the novel or was alluded to, and then
repeating the cycle (ibid). Upon completing the digovel, consumers are invited to
explore www.level26.com furtheninlocking additional content, engaging with Facebook
profiles and contributing content themselves (ibid).

Thiscycle of consumption wadllustrated through a trailer, which was produced to
promote the diginovel. As the trailer builds to its musical creenido and visual climax,
the words OreadO, OwatchO, andidfbgppear ondy-one onscreen (The Official Level
26 Trailer, 2009). The fact that the trailer format was used to advertise the digovel is
quite interesting in itself. As explored in Chaptdihree, the trailer format is most
commonly associated with film marketing and theevel 26 trailer displays many features
associated with them, including introducing the key characters, setting the genre and
tone, using key talent attached to the projecotObrandO it, alluding to its narrative and
storyworld?. Film trailers generally operate in the middiground of advertising and
storytelling (Kernan, 2004: 1); theLevel 26 trailer is no different. It simultaneously OsellsO
the project and its attributesto potential consumers and conflates its narrative into 2
minutes 13 seconds of audievisual content. If the intertitles referencing novels and
reading, and the end card were removed from the trailer then the remaining visuals and

soundtrack would suggesthat is was advertising a new film release. It is interesting

72 TheLevel 26 trailer introduces the key protagonists, villain (Sqweegal) and principal detectives, situates
the storyas belonging to the thriller genre, emphasises that it has been created by the talent behG#l,
and establishes that the projectOs stoworld involves the hunt for a serial killer.
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then, that a project given the label OdigovelO, which clearly situates itfekithin the
literature world @lbeit selling itself as a more inteactive way of OreadingO a novel),
chooses to ug marketing techniquesgenerallyassociated with film. In short, the trailer
predominantly sells theLevel 26 experience as an audievisual one, presenting the

project more as a filmic text than novel, and emphasises its creatorOs work in television
by comecting the project toCSI.

This link to audievisual mediawas emphasised further with the release of a
secondLevel 26 instalment b Level 26: Dark Prophecy (2010, Zuiker). To coincide with
this release, Michael Anderson (2010) noted that the serial kil® Sqweegalb from
Level 26: Dark Origins made an appearance irCS/ (2000 -). Furthermore, the integral
nature of the filmed content in the sequel is far more pronounced. WhereasDark
Origins the cyberbridges were Oowt-contextO yet in someway added the OreadingO (or
perhaps more apt, consumption) experience, the cyberbridges foark Prophecy were
actually a 56minute film, sliced up into a number of segments, which added more
distinctly to the narrative and story world of the project (Zuiker citén Morris, 2010).
Whereas the cyberbridges ibark Origins seemed supplementary to the narrative, the
ones inDark Prophecy were integral to the overall narrative and when viewed together,
created a short film in its own right (Trongo, 2010).

AniPad application wasalso launched following theDark Prophecy’s release,
which had a number of interactive elements:

Wordspulse as you read them and you can flick your finger and a gunshot hole

appears on the screen. It allows you to collect evidence that leaitsa separate

storyline (Zuiker cited in Morris, 2010).
The application also contained cyberbridges as a feature, allowing consumers to read the
digi-novel in a standard way without the interactive or enhanced features (Morris, 2010).
TheLevel 26 experience is symptomatic of how entertainment experiences have become
increasingly more crosglatform as part of an era that has seerthe proliferation in the
distribution avenues availableand the increasingly digital nature of media contenboth
of whichhave both played a role in creating the types @bnsumption practices largely
linked to TryonOs notion @platform mobility® (2013: 4). So, how should we approach a
discussion ofLevel 26 and other similar crossplatform experiencesb as pieces of
literature, as films, or as something different?

This question is one still being discussed across various interconnected

disciplines and is too large to answer, in its entirety, within this chapter. Furthermore,
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such concerns about film form are not necessarily #te heart ofwhat this thesisseeks
to cover,as it is more concerned with topological issues thamntological ones. As the
Introduction outlined, there has been a shift in recent film scholarship, from a
resurfacing of AndrZ BazinOs qu@&ywhat is cinma?CDto the adaption of this question
to, Owhere is cinema?0. What this chapter will articulate is how both these queries are
intrinsically linked together by changes within film distribution. In essence, distribution
has facilitated the movement of filminto new physical andligital/online spaces, and as
part of this movement, filmOs forimas altered in significant waysBy using distribution as
an entrypoint for these considerations it negates theneed to define and delineate along
ontological groundsb an approachthat in todayOs multimedia environment can become
problematic to scholars As Hilmes suggests, this approach breaks away from
Qonceptual silog) providing researchers with a way of examining homexlia function in
the real worldd (2013: 177. Therefore distribution studies, both because of it not being
medium specific and because of its interlinking position between production/textual
studies and exhibition/reception studies, seems a useful approach to adopt when
entering into such discussins. The discussions presented within this chapter will build
on the work ofstudies that are located onthe peripheries of distibution studies namely
paratextual studies,such as Gray (2010) and Grainge (200)1to present a case for how
topological apppachesthrough negating the need foontological discussionsan

provide a framework about how multimedia product® of which film is just one par

are creataed, and consumed, in todayOs converged media landscapethis sense, the
chapter (as does thelesis) seeks to align itself tahe currenttrend in distribution
studies Brepresentedby the work of Tryon (2013) and Jenkins et al. (2013@mongst
others B that are sympathetic to thetripartite relationship between distribution,
production and exhibiton.

Specifically,this chapter will demonstrate how relatively new innovations wiith
the distribution sector of American independent cinema (as outlined in Chapters Two and
Three)have manifested themselves irthanges infilm form itself, and also filmOs
consumption.From this, we can ascertain the intricacies and wider impact that the
changesin the ways that American independent cinema is distributdthve had.Such
trends, however,are not just restricted tothis sector of USilm, but are also evidentin
Hollywood and world cinemaAdditionally the increasingcrossplatform expansion of
many media products is a topic that has dominated discussions across a range of media

scholarship, and therefore when exploring similar developments in film, it is ini@mt to
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relate them to and discuss thenalongsidewith wider contextual considerations.
Furthermore, as the Introduction arguedissessing one media industry or media form in
isolation, is questionable within this converged media landscap&he followingliterature
review will demonstrate that significant work has already been conducted on the topic of
media products in a converged media landscapeamely in terms of transmediality.
While much of this work focuses on the textual qualities of the media pratds, what this
chapter seeks to das use distribution as a lens through which such practices can be
better understood, and thus demonstrate¢he wider impact that media convergence at
industrial, technological and sociocultural level has had on Americardependent
cinema. Postliterature review, the chapter will provide an overview of this
aforementioned relationship between distribution, film form and consumption practices,
before presenting a case study oithe enhancedtransmediality ofThe Hills Have Eyes

franchise,in the late 2000s.

Out of this world or, at least, out of this mediumTransmediality and
Distribution Studies

TodayOs converged media landscape makes discussingmedia product increasingly
more complex, and central to this conversatiois the notion of transmediality. Much
scholarship exists on this topic, and other areas that are both pertinent and interlinked to
it, making a full review of existing literature on the field too expansive for the scope of
this chapter. Therefore, the reew presented here will focus on some of the key
approaches to and studies ortransmedialitythat have informed this chapterOs
discussion on howchanges in digribution and marketing have impactedn film form

and consumption.Furthermore the review willhighlight the close relationship between
transmediality research andhe field of distribution studies.As a starting pointElizabeth
Evans describes transmediality as Othe increasingly popular industrial practice of using
multiple media technologies to pesent information concerning a single fictional work
through multiple textual formsO (2011: 1). In thisense, transmedial practicesncludes

an array of activities and products, such as Ofranchising, merchandising, adaptations,
spin-offs, sequels and maketingO Evans,2011: 2). In herwork, Evans examines two
distinct incarnations of transmediality at work, namely, transmedia storytelling and
transmedia distribution/engagement (ibid). This chapter and litature review will also
bring paratextual study nto this discussion as paratextscan be part of both transmedia

storytelling practices and transmedia distribution strategies
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According to Evans, transmedia storytelling refers to a story told across different
platforms (ibid). This understandingp as have mary other scholarsO writing@has largely
been drawn from JenkinsO woeptualisation of the practice Jenkins suggests that
transmedia storyQinfolds across multiple media platforms, with each new text making a
distinctive and valuable contributiorto the wholed (2006: 97D 98). For Jenkins, the idea
behind this practiceis one in which:

Eeach medium does what it does bedD so that a story might be introduced in a

film, expanded through television, novels, and comics; its world might be explored

through game play or experienceds an amusement park attraction (ibid).
Thekeyto creating a successful transmedia story is to ensure thaach individual
elementis self-contained, and understanding of the individual parts is not dependent on
having consimed all other parts of the story worldJerkins, 2006: 98). This approach
ensures that each individual element can serve as an entry point into the storyworld,
offering new experienceso the other elements and carbe consumed independently or
as part ofa collection (ibid).In 2011, Jenkins isued an updatedunderstanding on
transmedia storytelling, describing it a®a process where integral elements of fiction get
dispersed systematically across multiple delivery channels for the purpose of creating a
unified and coordinated entertainment experience@Qenkins, 2011) Through referring to
the role of Odeliviy channelsO in these practicedenkins acknowledgeshow distribution
has playeda partin making them possible With the emergence of new digital delery
channels over thelast decadeor so,the number of distribution options hagroliferated
and as such transmedia storytelling practices have too evolvadd intensified It is this
link between distribution method and storytelling practicthat makestransmedia
storytelling an apt topic for discussion under the banner of distribution studies.

Carlos Alberto Scolari®srk is similar to Jenkin€writingsin the sense that it
proposesthat transmedia storytelling is ® not just an adaptation from one redia to
anotherO, but a practice in which different media forms a@tribute to the construction
of the transmedia narrative worldO (2009: 587). Here Scolari emphasises that
transmedia storytelling is a different phenomenon to adaptation; whereas transdia
stories develop and expand across different media, adaptations are simply
representations of the same story in different media. Although much of ScolariOs essay is
interested in theoretically approaching transmedia storytelling through semiotics and
narratology, which is notoo relevant to the industriaffocus of this thesis, his pot here

regarding the differencebetween transmedia storytelling and adaptation is, however,
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particularly key. Not all media products that display indicators of transmeliig are
necessarily transmedia stories. As will be discussed in the following section of this
chapter, the adoption of DVD distribution and certain DVD releases of films may in fact
contribute to new forms of storytelling and consumption experiences, libits does not
always equate to them being transmedia storiest éeast notin the way Jenkins and
Scolaridefine them. As a study on distribution, this thesis is not necessarily keen to
engage with theoreticalliscussionswithin the realms of narratology hout these new
story forms and storytelling practices, but rather to understand the role that changes
within film (and media) distribution have had on their development.

Offering a divergent approach to understanding the way in which stories are told
across different media, Christy Deny (2006) introduces the term OtransfictionO:

By transfiction Irefer to stories that are distributed over more than one text, one

medium. Each text, each story on each device or each websgaot autonomous,

unlike HenryJenkinsO transmedistorytelling. In transfictionEhe story is

dependent on all the piecesn each medium, device or site to be

read/experienced for it to be understood.
Both Jenkin€(2006, 2011) conceptions of transmedia storytelling and DenyOs notions
on transfiction practices are relevant in todayOs media landscape. Story worlds, such as
The Hills Have Eyes (as will be explored later in this chapter), are more akin to JenkinsO
model, while others, such aBank Run, are better understood through Deny@stion.
Thus, rather than see these two concepts operating in binary opposition to one another,
it is perhaps more apt to perceive them as conceptualisations of interlinked, yet different
forms of contemporary storytelling practices.

Whereas transmedia ®rytelling practices involve the telling of a stolgcross
different media, transmedia distribution refers to the retelling of a stonn different
media and platforms.The digitalisation of content has made it easier in terms of both
quickness and costthan in previous eras for transmedia distribution to occur.
Addressing the scope and implications of this expansion is a call that distribution dites,
such as this thesis, museanswer.Essentially transmedia distribution is concerned with
Ochanges in dtribution and reception practices as content is made available
simultaneously or neassimultaneously on multiple platformsCEgans,2011: 2).
Distinguishing betweerthe two interconnected yet distinctly different practices of
transmedia storytelling and tansmedia distribution is particularly importantwhen

exploring how new distributin strategies have impacted omstorytelling practices. For
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instance, a film that adopts a dayand-date releasing strategy is not necessarily an
example of transmedia storytling; rather it is an example of transmedia distribution.
Furthermore transmedia distribution can also refer to the crossedia exploitation of a
media product; for examplea film may also have an accompanying soundtrack. Such
practicesare more commony discussed & franchising, which, whilsbeing connectedto,
is still a different practicethan, transmedia storytelling. As Jenkins (2011) explains:

Franchising is a corporate structure for media productipwhich has a long

historyE Most previous media fanchises were based on reproduction and

redundancy, but transmedia represents a structure based on the further
development of the storyworld through each new medium
As a filmOs soundtrack does not extend the story world of the film it cannot be considered
a form of transmedia storytelling, but it does extend the filmOs Obrandéhoet into
another media form.

This type of transmedia distribution is largely linked the concept of synergy,
which, asthe Introduction outlined seeks to see brands flowthrough companiesO
corporate structures (Grainge, 2008: 10). In his semiotic analysis of how branding works
in transmedia storytelling, Scolari suggests thatt@ brand is a device that can produce a
discourse, give it meaning, athcommunicate this to audencesq2009: 599). In
transmedia storytelling, Othbrand is expressed by the characters, topics, and aesthetic
style of the fictional worl® and this set of characteristics can be easily moved between
different media and platforms (Scolari, 2009: 600). \WIst there are some links between
franchising (and transmedia distribution) and transmedia storytellifgas the
forthcoming The Hills Have Eyes case study will demonstrate it is important to not
conflate both of these practices to being the same thing.

Situated within both transmedia storytelling practices and wider transmedia
distribution methods are paratexts Paratexts can form part of a transmedia story world
such as online webisodes that accompanying a television programme, or they can
contribute to wider transmedia distribution practices through their manifestation as
branded products such as ringtonesThe overall relevancef the study of paratextso
the wider field of distribution studiescannot be overstated.Paratexts are integral to the
marketing campaigns that surround the release of media products such as films and
television programmes, and they can also be fundamental parttbie telling their stories.
While previous work on paratexts hatended to focus on their usage as marketing togls

or treat them as synergistic properties that aim tmcreaserevenue Gray(2010) takes a
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different approach, preferring to explore how paratexts also generate textual meaning.
This should not suggest that all paratexts should be discussed as transmediargtelling,
but rather indicate their importance of framing consumeinderstanding of a media
property. Gray examines paratexts as textual entities in their own right, exploring how
they Ocreate text§? by informing the way in which consumers understarttle film or
television programmes which the paratexts surround (2010: 6). In order tinderstand
how paratexts workGray divides them into two categoriegntryway paratexts and
media res paratexts(2010: 23). Entryway paratexts are those that Ograb tivéewer
before he or she reaches the text and try to control the viewerOs entrance to the textO
(ibid), such as many of the marketing contendiscussed in Chapter Three. Mediges
paratexts, however,Oflow between the gaps of textual exhibition, az&me tous OduringO
or OafterO viewing, working to police certain reading strategiés@d).(GrayOshoice of the
term Opolicing@® perhaps notappropriate in all instances For example, GrayOs study also
includes a section on usecreated paratexts and as suchheir aim may notbe to
Opolicéreadings as producercreated paratexts would. Usecreations may be more
about seltexpression and artistic creationNonetheless,understanding the difference
between pre and during/post- consumption paratexts is key tassessing how they work.
Entryway paratexts are related to the concept of speculative consumption.
Consumers base their decisions on whether or not to consume media texts through
judging what type of pleasures they will provide, and entryway paratexts wital in
making such judgements (Gray, 2010: 24). Drawing on Gerard GenetteOs work, Gray
describes how entryway paratexts Ocondition our entranceO to media products by giving
consumers a flavour of what to expect (Gray, 2010: 25). The trailer &pwlinter (2008,
Wilkins), for example, establishes that the film belongs to the horror genre and as such a
viewer watching it would be able to determine from this whether the film is likely to offer
them pleasure. Contrastingly, media res paratexts condition consarsO readings and
understandings of media products either during or after they have consumed them. For
example, reading critical reviews after viewing a film may indeed change consumersO
interpretations of what they have already seen or participating inige-online discussion
whilst watching a television programme may inform a consumerOs readings of it.
Whilst GrayOs study presents a convincing argument for an<goden studiesO that

examines the textuality of paratexts (2010: 22), and outlines an efféee blueprint for

73 Gray uses the term OtextO to describe them of all theparatexts that contrbute to a particular story
world, from a film to its trailen2010: 6 B 7). As such, the text is a Ocontingent entityO thaflusd rather
than fixed (2010: 7).
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examining paratexts, his approacldoes overlook economic and industrially informed
understandings of paratextuality. GrayOs decision to divorce paratextual study from this is
because he perceives such approaches as draftingrOinsufficient picture not only of
any given text, but also of the processes of production aneception to that textO2010:
22). The contradiction here is that GrayOs own approach, too, paints an Oinsufficient
pictureO of paratexts and their role within the conterogary media landscape because he
examines themlargelyoutside of thevariouscontexis from which they emerge
Therefore, this chapter seeks to build on GrayOs work by situating textual discussions of
paratexts within specific industrial, technological andocioculturalcontexts.

Answering GrayOs (2010) call for more @ofeen studiesO, and adopting a more
multifaceted approach4, is GraingeOs edited collectioBphemeral Media: Transitory
Screen Culture from Television to YouTube (2011). The collection aproaches the
concept of ephemeral media as content that can be Oconsumed in seconds or minutesO,
and whose visibility and use might have previously been fleeting, but within an online
contextits permanency or lifespan has been extendedGrainge, 2011: 3) This
newfound permanency ofephemeral media,such as idents and promosis linked to
media archives such as YouTube and its conglomerate owner, Google (ilddjh are
online spaces at which the latest content can be accessed (and thus related to concept
such as Hill®s (2009) notion of atemand access) andalso hubs at which media content
can be archived for future consumption and reference (ibiddome of the paratexts
discussed by Graygould belong inthis categay and in this sense, and itheir shared
goal of heightening the status of thes@®urroundingdexts (Grainge, 2011 10), these two
studies are similar.However,Ephemeral MediaOgoint of depature from GrayOs work is
both in its scope andin howthe collection approaches studyinghese mediaforms.
Whereas Gray discussed paratexts in relation to how they are part of the OODNAO of
discrete film and television showsO, the discussions evident witlraingeOsollection
are more concerned with how such products are connected to Othe durational a
circulatory temporalities of media that they shapeO and how they relate to the
increasingly mobile and fragmented ways consumers @vunter screenbased media
(2011: 11). In this respect, this thesis€overall approach to paratextual discussions is

more indine with GraingeQstudy. However this thesis still largely retais the use of the

74 GraingeOs collection chooses to reflect on the media content itself, and the technological and economic
environments in which it functions (2013: 12).
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term paratext as its definition is more inclusivg(and thus suits the scopeof this thesis
more aptly).

Nele Simons (2014) proposes &ix-categorymodel for understarding the
transmedial expansion of the TV drama in all of its forms. SimonsO méxeh abridged
version of a similar framework developed by Ivan Askwith (2008)roadly summarise
the different ways that television drama has been expanded acsodifferent media and
platforms, as outlined below

1. Repackaged content: Content that is a variation of the television programmeOs
core content, repackaged for another medium (e.g. Episode descriptions).

2. Ancillary content: Content that extends on the television prognane and presents
new material and knowledge (e.g. behinthe-scenes documentaries).

3. Branded products Content affiliated to the television programme, but is not
necessarily related to its content (e.g. merchandise).

4. Related activities Activities that donthave a direct relation to the programme,
but are linked in some way either by its brand or theme (e.g. programnedated
user generated content).

5. Social interaction The interactions that exisbetween consumers of the
programme, consumers and the actor/ithin the programme, and consumers
and charactersfrom the programme(e.g. social media connections).

6. Interactivity Mechanisms that support consumes to interact (in different
capacities) with a media product (e.g. contributions to the programme) (2014
2223 D 2224)

Rather than suggest that the core elements of transmedialiynamely, the cross
platform distribution of content, transmedia storytelling practices and paratextual
entities B operate in isolation within these categories, Simons instead idefies their
close relationship to one another. For example, ancillary content can be both content
that extends across different media the storworld of the television programme, such as
webisodesthat develop subplots or peripheral characters further (g. transmedia
storytelling), or can be supplemental information such as behitide-scenes
documentaries on how the programme was produced (e.g. paratextual content) (ibid).
Both of these can be distributed across a range of media. Despite SimonsO modelgei
constructed specifically for television drama, the schema proposed is one that can

arguably be adapted as a way of framing similar developments in other media forms. It
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has specific relevance for structuring discussions of comparable trends within filas, its

application tothis chapterOs main case stuayill demonstrate

From DVD to online distributionDifferent delivery methods, alternative
storytelling practices

Changes in film distribution haveindoubtedlyimpacted on both the storytelling practies
being adopted, and the consumerOs experience of a particular film. VHS, DVDs, DVRs,
digital downloads and online streaming, are ways in which technological developments
have changed the way in which film content is delivered to consumers, thus transfiorg
viewing conditions. As Warren Buckland suggests, new media has created a situation
where our Oexperiences are becoming increasingly ambiguous and fragmentedO, and
consequently, Othe stories that attempt to represent those experiences have become
opaque and complexO (2009: 1). The technologies used to deliver and present stories
have played an instrumental role in enabling them to be told. Yet, as Molloy suggests, the
expansion of Oposheatrical exhibition platformsO such as DVD and digital downloads
has also provided Oa profitable aftenarket for filmsO (2010: 47). So while technological
developments have provided new ways of telling stories, it is also important not to
overlook how their revenue potential has been key to seeing them adopted on aewid
scale.

VHS was perhaps the first distribution technology to have a significant impact on
the presentation and viewing conditions of film as it enabled consumers to changing the
filmOs temporal flow through rewinding towetch sections, or fasforwarding through
parts they didnOt enjoy. Its contemporary counterpat®VD and BltRayD have
extended this further, making rewinding, fadorwarding and scene selection easier.
Writing in a period before DVD, Bordwell argued that O[u]nder normal viewing
circumstances, the film absolutely controls the order, frequency, and duration of the
presentation of eventsGuggesting that when watching a film Othe viewer submits to
programmed temporal formO (1985: 74)et, nowadays, as Chris Dzialo suggests, digital
technologies provide a Ochance to tell complex storiesEwhich allow for a high degree of
temporal manipulation by the viewerO (2009: 110). According to Dzialo, filmmakers no
longer feel bound to produce films which tell stories that are understandable imgular,
linear viewing akin to a theatrical screening (ibid). Instead, digital technologies offer
consumers the opportunity to revatch particular scenes or view additional content,

therefore opening up different storytelling possibilities.
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Since the intoduction of DVDs in the midio-late 1990s, a wave of films with
OcomplexO stories emerg@le Matrix (1999, Wachowski and WachowskiYhe Sixth
Sense (1999, Shyamalan) Memento (2000, Nolan),Donnie Darko (2001, Kelly), Vanilla
Sky (2001, Crowe),The Butterfly Effect (2004, Bress and Gruber)Eternal Sunshine of
the Spotless Mind (2004, Gondry),Moon (2009, Jones) andinception (2010, Nolan)all
exemplify this These films span across a range of genres and US film industry sectors.
Buckland describes thes examples as Opuzzle filmsO, arguing that the way that the story
is presentedDits Opuzzle plotDgoes beyond AristotleOs complex plot Oin the sense that
the arrangement of events is not just complex, but complicated and perplexingO (2009:
3). In short,the events presented to the consumer are Onot simply interwoven, but
entangledO (ibid). A number of these films fit Thomas ElsaesserOs understanding of the
Omind game filmO that plays games on two levels; first the character(s) within the film are
havinggames played with them, either consciously or unconsciously and, second, the
audience is also being played with through the ambiguous presentation of information
(2009: 14). Films such asMemento and Vanilla Sky fall into this category.

Exploring the viewsOs experience of these films, Stefano Ghislotti suggests that
they challenge the viewer because they ask them to perform different mental tasks than
they normally would when watching a film (2009: 8® 88). CitingMemento, Ghislotti
suggests that when wathing the film, viewers are not able to construct a coherent
fabula’sO because the filmOs story is presented as an unsolved puzzle and the attraction
is in finding its solution (ibid). The Internet and video games, according to Molloy, have
potentially provded consumers with the skills to solve such puzzles and understand
these types of films (2010: 38).Furthermore it is plausible to suggest that puzzle films
are likely to encourage repeat viewingd either through attending multiple cinema
screenings orthrough watching via ancillary markets, thus increasing consumption.

While some of these films are transmedia stories, such &onnie Darko whose story is
told across film and the Internet, others, such ashe Butterfly Effect are examples of
transmedia dstribution Bthe same story told on different media.

This wave of filmmaking is still evident in American independent cinema today;
Black Swan exemplifies this. The filmOs protagonisiNina SayersDis a ballet dancer
whose fragile mental state is put uder further pressure when she is given the Swan

Queen role in a production of Swan Lake. As her health deteriorates so does the linearity

75 Bordwell(1985) uses the Russian FormalistOs terms syuzhet toereto the filmOs plot and fabula to refer
to actual story. For Bordwell, the fabula is constructed by théewer, whereas the syuzhet istiie actual
arrangement and presentéon of the fabula in the film@1985: 50).
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of the filmOs narrative. When watching the film, it is unclear as to whether the narrative
segments are SayersOs delass or actual events in the filmOs world. In this sense the
Oreal® world in the film and SayersOs paranoid delusions become entangled, with the
OpuzzleO being the deciphering of what actually happens and what is happening in
SayersOs mind. With these typef stories, consumers can heavily invest themselves in
their worlds and characters (Elsaesser, 2009: 13). This can manifest itself in online
forums that dissect these films in detail (ibid). The frequently asked questions section on
Black Swan’s IMDB entry, for example, has numerous posts on what happened in the
film, interpretations of specific scenes, and discussions of the filmOs endiBlg¢k Swan
(2010) BIMDb FAQ, 2014).

DVD functiors, such as scene selection, allow viewers to-reatch particular
scenes to try and understand their meaning or position with the filmOs story, thus
supporting them in solving the OpuzzleO of films sasBlack Swan. The content
contained with special features such as directorsO commentaries raésp aid
conceptualisatiors of afilm. Elsaesser describes such films as being D¥dabled in the
sense that they

* Need and reward multiple viewings;

* Include integral, paratextual or bonus materials;

* Respondto the consumption demands of multplatform film;

* Engage online fan commnities in discussions about the DVD presentation of a

film;

* Becomegamelike (2009: 38).
Essentially, theDVDenabled film is a film that exploits the opportunities offered by this
distribution method and the sociocultural context in which it is receivepiroviding new
pleasures for consumers rather than the remediain of a film onto another medigorm.
Such DVD releases are not merely repackaged content, but are more complex examples
of transmediality and can contribute to a number of the categories th&imonsO
identified in the crossplatform expansion of television, such as ancillary content, social
interaction, and interactivity (2014: 2223b 2224).

Recent examples of this practice from within American independent cinema
include the DVD releases aRepo! The Genetic Opera, Be Kind Rewind (2008, Gondry),
and The Mist. Repo! The Genetic Opera’s DVD contained a sing-long feature that
incited the consumer to participate in the performance of the filpakin in some ways to

KlingerOs (2011) ephemeral mealdiscussions of fan reenactment of films Although
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this feature does not mpact on the story being toldit does change the viewing context,
as the consumer is encouraged to adopt the role of a participant in the performance
sequences. Furthermore, thigeature could also be aimed at increasing sales of the
filmOs accompanying soundtracknd thus be seen as an act of franchisinghrough the
reproduction of already existing content into another media form (Jenkins, 2011)
Outside of the realm of redundanyg, special features can also provide new conterige
Kind RewindOs DVior example,included a behindthe-scenes documentary of the
making of the film and short documentary on how the filmOs production impacted on the
community where the film was shotThe CollectorOs Edition @he Mist contained a black
and white version of the film, deleted scenes, a featurette examining the special effects
and a filmed conversation between Stephen King (the author of the novel the film has
been adapted from) and the fimOs director. None of these texts would have been
presentduring a theatrical screening. These types of special features (that have now
become standard content) take the DVD presentation of films beyond remediatida
description that is more fittingfor VHS releases of films. They do not simply represent
films on a new medium, but add to them through ancillary produdisat frame peopleOs
understanding of filmsakin to GrayOs (2010) discussions onow Omedia resO paratexts
work.

Many DVD special fe@res promise to deliver Qinside® knowledge about the film,
and therefore positionDVD collectors asnodern day cinephiles. Asludson and
Zimmermann explain, Ocinephilia in an era of DVDs is associated with ownership in the
home space, rather than with spetatorship in the theatrical spaceO (2009: 138). These
cinephiles, or Ofilm connoisseursO as Klinger terms them, are being Opositioned by the
industry as privileged subjectO (2006: 85). Through the inclusion of directorsO cuts, extra
features, and the relase of OspecialO or OcollectorsO editions of DVDs, they are branded
with the pretence that they are offering consumers OexclusiveO content. Furthermore,
such OspecialO or OcollectorOsO editions branding is underpinned by prodertiatier
and an Oecaomic logicOthat, as Pavel Skopal states, underpins the mukidition
releasing of DVD (2014: 186). For example, distributors can choose to release several
editions simultaneously allowing them to distinguish between Okealue and highvalue
consumersOor they can release OstandardO editions of the DVD that are then followed, at
key moments in the filmOs life cycle, by OanniversaryO or OcollectorOsO versions (ibid). With
special editions usually being priag higher than standard releases, the opportunytto

increase revenue is clearFurthermore different versions of the DVD may also drive
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multiple purchases amongst keen cinephiles. The key to promoting these variations
within the same market, according to Skopal, is highlighting not that one is bettean
the other, but that they are different (ibid). However, the implicit reference with OspecialO
editions of DVDs is that they will bring the consumer to the truest understanding of the
film through paratexts such as directorsO commentaries and cuts, dinerefore they do,
although subtly, purport a rhetoric based on privilege and hierarchy. In essence, the
consumers of such content are raised from being an average film consumer to a more
knowledgeable positionThistype offilm consumeris very much akm to consumers
being depicted in thelMDb reviews dissected in Chapter One, who were articulated to be
the Oright crowdO who were Oserious about filmO (Anon, 2005). The elitist tendencies
evident in the/IMDb reviews are what tendo inform howspecial features position the
consumer.

Some DVDs also contain hidden extras, commonly known as OEaster eggsO. Easter
eggs can includestandard special features such as behindhe-scenes documentaries,
but can also include content that develops the filmOs story woilitie hunt for such
Easter eggs on DVDs is gari&e and goes some way to merging together film and
game, combining the role of a viewer with thatf a player. For examplehe DVD release
of Clerks 2 (2006, Smith) contained a number of Easter eggscluding ahidden link to a
video containing Kevin Smitlstating that the film was the end of the View Askewnverse
bible’8. To access this content the consumer must go through a series of actions using
the DVD player remote control akin to how a video game playesuld use a control pad.
Websites dedicated to Easter eggs, such agvw.eeggs.com, are in their abundance and
listed on their databases are descriptions of how to access hidden content. These
websites depend upon users submitting accounts of discovered Easeggs and buildhg
up a database of knowledge and aran example ofPierre LevyO$1997) notion of
Ocollective intelligenceO. In updating and accessing information on these websites, users
are able to use the communityOs collective knowledge to enhatigsr understanding of
a film and its DVD.

The DVD release dfinal Destination 3 (2006, Wong) is an interesting example of
how the format of DVD has been used to change the presentation of the filmOs narrative
events from how they were preseptl in the theatrically released version of the film. The

filmOs premise, as with all films in the franchise, is that a group of people who have

6 The ViewAskewnverse is the name giveto the fictional story world that some of the characters and
stories from Kevin SmithOs film form part of. TWeewAskewnverse bible is Were all the stories are
allegedly written.
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cheated death (usually because of a premonition by someone in group) are subsequently
hunted down and killed by Odeathi®the theatrical release of the film, each person is

killed by a paranormal force in the ordethat they were destined tadie. The DVD
presentation ofFinal Destination 3 has a special feature which allows the consumer to
play with this chronology. Althaugh this feature allows consumers to alter the order in
which the characters die, this ultimately has no impact on the outcomes of each of the
characters, or the filmOs ending. Referring back to BordwellOs (1985) understanding of
the fabula and syuzhet, wht is being transformed via this special feature is the syuzhet
(the way in which the story is presented) rather than the fabula (the filmOs story).

In terms of interactivity, this feature is on the lowesnd of the spectrum. Mark
Stephen Meadows (2003) sggests that there are three types of interactive narrativd3
the nodal plot, the modulate plot and the open plot. The nodal plot is the least interactive
and is Oa series of neimteractive events, interrupted by points of interactivityO (2003:
64). At the opposite end of the spectrum is the open plot that, as Meadows describes, is
Oa roadmapO and usually completely disintegrates any conceptaraanatic arc, instead
presentsthe consumer with a blueprint that they can use to explore the stomprld
(2003: 66). The modulated plot represents a midoint between the aforementioned
forms of interactive narratives, retaining more of the dramatic arc than an open plot yet
simultaneously offering more interactivity than a nodal plot (2003: 65). Drawing on
MeadowsO (2003) work, Sarah Atkinson asserts tifdbal Destination 3’s special feature
is an example of a Onodal plot structureO that offers Olimited scope for interactivityO
(Atkinson, 2007: 32).

Since the DVD, new distribution technologies have facilitatéte emergence of
more films with higher degrees of interactivity. As discussed in Chapter Three, in 2008,
SilkTricky released’he Outbreak online. The filmOs premise is that there has been an
outbreak of an infection, which turns people intaombies Thefilm is presented to the
consumer in short segments ranging from approximately 50 seconds to 3 minutes. At the
end of each segment, the consumer is presented with different options for the lead
character to take; the film progresses based on the option seited. At first glance this
seems like another example of a nodal plot given that it has a number of nioreractive
sections (e.g. short film segments) that are then interrupted by moments of interactivity

(e.g. the options). However, further analysis sg@sts that The Outbreak is actually a

7 ThisDVD is not the first to offethis type of feature The DVD relese of Memento had an Easteregg that
when accessed presentedhe filmOgheatrical release versionin a strictly chronological order.
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modulated plot. The dramatic arc of the filmOs story is still relatively intact, in the sense
that in any experience oft the exposition (people have become infected and have turned
into zombies) and climax (zombiestick our lead character) remain the same. However,
what does change in each experience of the film is its resolution; some experiences of
the film will end in the lead character dying, and others will result in them surviving.

Meadows suggests that in mdulated plots, O[t]ransitions may be made to an
earlier point in the story, and time can often be @ped back on itselfO (2003: 65).His is
also the case withThe Outbreak. For example, whilst experiencing the film the consumer
can choose to go back to aifferent section which they have already viewed and select a
different option. What this means is that there are multiple pathways through the film,
each having a different enthg. The map in Appendix Item 16utlines some of the
pathways consumers couldake. The blue sections indicate that the consumer has not
yet visited them, whereas the red sections have resulted in death. The two white sections
resulted in survivalb one being for a limited timé and the other seemingly being the
OcorrectO ending iaginishes with credits, as a conventional presentation of a film would.
Consequently,The Outbreak allows the consumer not only to alter theyuzhet but also to
determine the fabula based on the options they choos&he Outbreak could also be
described & a puzzle film (Ghislotti, 2009) in the sense that the consumer must choose
the right options, in the right sequence, in order to get to the OcorrectO ending.

Two years aftelThe Outbreak, SilkTricky releasedBank Run and as Chapter Three
detailed, the fim was distributed in two parts; part one appears on the filmOs website,
while part two is accessible via an iPhone app. In a similar wayTt®e Outbreak, the
consumer is given various decisions to make for the lead character, but this film extends
its Ogae playO elements further by getting the consumer to use their keyboards and
phone buttons to solicit various actions. For example, in part one, the consumer has to
hit the space bar in order to trigger the firing of a gun. This convergence of film and gam
is symptomatic of the wider convergence culture in which the boundaries between
different media are becoming increasingly difficult to define (Jenkins, 2006).
Furthermore this film is a prime example of ElsaesserOs (2009) conceptualisation of the
mind-game film, as the lead characte® who has been taken hostag®is being OplayedO
with whilst the @nsumers play the game. Whereakhe Outbreak is an example of

transmedia distributionDin essence representing the online distribution of film content,

78 This clip endswith the intertitle OYou have survived for nowQO
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Bank Run is an example of a form of transmedia storytelling akin to DenyOs (2006) notion
of OtransfictionO.

Both DVD and online distribution have changed the type$ and ways that film
stories are told, and also the consumption practices and environments thairround
them. Writing about DVD distribution specifically, Casetti suggests that such changes are
a result of both technological and cultural changes (2009: 6@ 63). This same logic can
be applied to films by newer technologies and goes some way to explahy storytelling
practices in film are changing. Whereas DVD (as an enhancement of VHS) responded to
the domestic sphere by increasing the way in which a consumer could temporally view a
film (e.g. pausing, rewinding etc.), the online distribution olrfis like The Outbreak and
Bank Run sees film engage with the way in which people use the Internet,
computers/laptops and apps. In an online environment people click on hyperlinks to
make choices about what they view, so asking consumers of online filmsctick on
different options to dictate the progression of the filmOs narrative is not entirely
unprecedented. People are also accustomed to using keyboards and mouse buttons to
control the actions of a character in computer games, so the adam of such pactices
in films such as theBank Run, is again not alien. Perhaps the reason why such
narratives did not really come to the forefront with DVD distribution (despite DVDOs
technological capabilities) is because previous viewing habits associated with thewing
of audiovisual content in the domestic sphere had been more rooted in passive models
of consumption. In online environments and with videogames, consumption has always
involved active participation from consumers. This section has demonstrated how
technological and sociocultural strands of media convergence have impacted on film
distribution, which in turn has had a ripple effect on both film form, and topics pertinent
to exhibition. What the following case study analysis will demonstrate is howusttial
strands D alongside technological and sociocultural manifestatior® of convergence
have been integral to the transmedial practices evident ifihe Hills Have Eyes, and how

this relates to the franchiseOs distribution and marketing.

The Hills Have Eyes and the exploration of transmediality through the lens
of distribution

This case study orThe Hills Have Eyes franchise (focusing predominantly of its
incarnation in the 2000s), will examine how the impact of media convergence on the

distribution secor of American independent cinema, has contributed to the enhanced
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transmediality of this media property. Specifically, it will outline how industrial
convergence (manifestedn corporate convergence and coption), technological
convergence (exemplified Y semidigital and digital distribution and marketing practices)
and sociocultural convergence (examined througionsumption practice$, have worked
together to extend a once filrbased property into a crosplatform entity. The two films
that form the basis of this case study The Hills Have Eyes (Aja,2006) and The Hills

Have Eyes 2 D have been selected from the corpus of filmghat have been chosen to
represent the theatrical releases of thepecialtydivisions (see Appendix Item Two). The
rationale underpinning the decision to utilise thesdilms within this chgpterOs main case
study was due to the fact that their distribution and marketingepresentsa number of
key transmediality practices in action, namely transmedia distributiosgime story
released on multiple platforms, i.etheatrical market, DVD market) anttansmedia
storytelling (the story that is told within the two films has beesxpanded on in a graphic
novel).Furthermore the distribution and marketingactivities evident in the releasingof
these two films and other entities that surround thepdemonstrates key aspects of the
impact of media convergence such as the adoption of synergistic practices informed by
industrial convergenceand innovations withinparatextual study.Thefilms servea
gateway into an intricate analysis of how key practices outlined earlier in this chapter,
and others within this thesis, work. The filn@election is also symptomatic of this
thesisOs wider goal to discuss American inéegent cinemain an alHnclusive manner.
Both these filmsare commercialand are examples of genre flmmaking practiceand as
suchresearchthat adopts a moreelitist or conventional aesthetic or politial delineation
to studying independent filmwould generally tend to overlook thenand not discuss

them within the boarder discourse of independence.

In 2006, Fox Searchlighteleased horror remakeThe Hills Have Eyes. The
original, The Hills Have Eyes (Craven,1977), was released by Vanguard and was
reportedly produced for around $23M000 (IMDb.comb The Hills Have Eyes, 2012). The
2006 remake however,had a production budget of approximately $15,000,000 (Box
Office Mojo- The Hills Have Eyes (2006), 2011), and was releasedduring Fox
SearchlightOs more commercial yedsssentially,within its indiewood phase
(Tzioumakis, 2012b: 134) The Hills Have EyesGcommercialityis rooted in the release
being a remake of an already weknown cult horror filmoriginally directed by Wes
Cravenwho, by the mid2000s, was a weltknown US horror fmmaker. With an easily

recognisable genre, the already existing audiendxase for The Hills Have Eyes property
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and the marketability of CravenOs name, the 2006 remake openith a saturation
release in 2,620 theatres across the US, achieving over $41,00100 at the US box
office (Box Office Moje The Hills Have Eyes (2006), 2011.). With the filmOsommercial
success it wasunsurprising that a sequel wagommissioned. Howeverthis time, Fox
SearchlightOs corporate sibling and genre label, Fox Atomiadted the distributior’®.
When releasingThe Hills Have Eyes 280, Fox Atomic followed a similatistribution
strategy to the one Fox Searchliglatdopted for The Hills Have Eyes opening the sequel
in a saturation releasein the US(Box Office Mojd The Hills Have Eyes 2, 2012).
However, the box office performance of the sequel was relatively poor; this, and other
commercially unsuccessful releasg led to, in 2008, the labeDs activitiebeing taken
over by its corporate siblingsTwentieth Century Fox anddx Searchlight and being
shuttered a year later (Siegel, 2008}.

The first element of transmediality evident within the 20008 carnation of The
Hills Have Eyes franchiseis its transmedia distribution on DVD. A number of DVD
versions were released incluitig standard editions of both films and a OspecialO-tiigo
box set; the latter of these, is discussed here. Both discs are indicative of fiimephilia
or connoisseurship in the DVD age (Hudson and Zimmerman, 2009; Klinger, 2006) with
them containing anumber of special featuresb or paratextsb that allude to providing
OinsideO knowledge the filmmaking processThe rhetoric presented in mangf these
paratexts, is that it wa Craven who wa the OvisionO behind the films, despite not
directing eitherthe remake or is sequel; he instead acted as one of the producers of
both of these films and was a cawriter on The Hills Have Eyes 2. The paratexts on the
discset, such as OSurviving the Hills: The making feHills Have Eyes” on the first
instalmentOs DVD and the OLife After Movie School with Wes CravenO on the sequelOs DVD,
are keen to assign him a form ofi@dustrial authorshipO akin td@zioumakisOs (2006b)

writings onthe industriallyassigned authorship oDavid Mamet.Thissupports GrayOs

79 At the time of the sequelOs release bdflox Searclight and Fox Atomic were subsidiaries of Fox Filmed
Entertainment, which itself was thenotion picture and television programming department of News Corp.
In 2013 News Corp. was split into two companieB News Corp and 2@ Century FoXAbrams 2013). News
Corp now handles all the publishing subsidiaries and 20Century Fox handles the digital, broadcasting
and film companies (ibid).

80 |t is worth noting here that the original 1977 version dfhe Hills Have Eyes also had a sequel The Hills
Have Eyes Part Two (1984, Craven), but its story is different to that of the 2007 sequel. Whibeing part of
the overallThe Hills Have Eyes text, the original sequel des not fit into the transmedialitythat is being
discussed here

81 Thisshuttering related to twomdustry trends. First, during the latter parts of the 2000s, horror film hit a
rough patch(Thompson, 2007)and whereas other genre labels diversified their slates, Fox Atomic did not.
Second, within the specialty sector there was widespread consolidatiovith labels such as Warner
Independent Pictures and Paramount Vantage closed in light of the challenges presented by the global
economic crisis at the time (Tzioumakis, 2012a).
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findings thatparatextsare resurrecting both Oaura and authorO, that schelauch as
Walter Benjamin and Roland Barthes have, respectively, declared to be extinct (2010:
83). Gray suggestghat media res paratexts in particular, such as the ones distributed
within this DVD bosset, are Felping to assign value to textshat entryway paratexts
(aimed a generating a hype around a film or television programmean degenerate
(2010: 113 B 4).

Prior to Fox AtomicOs closure, the genre label established Fox AtGmigics an
act of corporate convergence, which played a significant role in extending the media
propertyOs transmediality. The new publisher created the graphic nokred,Hills Have
Eyes: The Beginning (Palmiotti,2007), which detailed eventsprior to narative events of
The Hills Have Eyes (2006). Even within this graphic novel, which Craven has not official
role in, his authorial presence was still emphasisettirough other paratextsIn the
special feature onThe Hills Have Eyes 2 DVD, the editor of thegraphic novel, states in
the opening seconds of the featurette that OOne of the things abdhe Hills Have Eyes
and the Wes Craven legacy is that it is graphicO in reference to the violence depicted in it.
ScolariOs semioseased approach to understandig how branding works irtransmedia
storytellingfocused on how Obrandsén be conveyed through theharacters, topics and
aesthetics of the story worldf transmedia stories(2009: 600). This case study analysis
highlights howwider understandings of trasmedia branding, such as the industrial
authorship assigned to Craven via the DVD paratextgve been key to brandingrhe
Hills Have Eyes across different media. While this manifests itself, to certain degrees, in
the textual qualities (e.g. the depictio of violence in the graphic nov§, looking solely at
the paratexts that expanded the story across different media (e.g. the films and graphic
novel)and ignoringother paratexts(e.g. the DVD special featuresyvould have only
painted half a picture.

The graphic novel was distributed by another News Corp. subsidiary, Harper
Collins,prior to The Hills Have Eyes 2’s theatrical run simultaneously expandinghe story
into a transmedia one and promoting the forthcoming sequéls stated earlier,
franchisingand transmedia storytelling are not the same entity, but in this examepthe
relationship between themis increasingly visible. Franchising, and its related concept,
licensing,are comporents of industrial convergencehat manifestin corporate
convergene and synergistic practicesAsDerek Johnson (2013) suggests, transmedia
storytelling builds on older practices such as franchising by adding Onarrative integralityO

and offering @eeper engagemend to consumers. Therefore, transmedia properties akin
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to The Hills Have Eyes are on the one hand to be understood in terms of their creative
textuality, and on the other, as synergistic practices designed to exploit a film brand
across different mediums (Grainge, 2008; Keane, 2007).

In addition to the graphic ngel and conventional film marketing techniques such
as trailers and posters, Fox Atomialso experimented in usingopportunities afforded by
digital technologies as part of the sequelOs marketing campaign. In 2006x Rtomic
orchestrated the OCarnival dfost SoulsO online evemd coincide with Halloween. &part
of this event the labelOsvebsite hosted competitions, clips from forthcoming releases
such asThe Hills Have Eyes 2, opportunities to create content such as uploading
pictures of themselvesm Halloween costumes, and publishingorror storiesvia the
ONightmare Factory@nd be interactive through creating an avatar to be a part of a
Second Life world on ®ox Atomic Islan@(Fox Atomic, 2006) ThisSecond Life activity
further demonstrates Chaper ThreeOs exploration of the increasingly blurred line
between the consumers@ality and the story world omedia producs, asin this world
consumers could choose to become the lead characters from some of the labelOs films
(Zeitchik, 2007b). Furtherinnovative marketing and engagement activities were
introduced, such asthe online Oblender toolO that allowed fans to Omagi®© scenes from
films from Fox Atomic and Fox SearchlightOs back catalogues (Kornblum, 2007 )and
competitionfor fans to create a nusic video forThe Hills Have Eyes 2 (Zeitchik, 2007b).
This event and other content on the labelOs website was advertised through MySpace, as
social media platform that had been acquired by News Corp. in 2005 to tap into the
lucrative 17 B 24 year old denographic assumed, at the time, to congregate on the
social media platform. (BBC NewB News Corp., 2011).

These interactive opportunitiesre related to(articipatory culturgXJenkins,
2006) and the technologies and communicatiorpractices associated wh Web 2.0. With
hardware such as digital cameras and the Internetpnsumerscan now acces the tools
required to participate in the creation of content-urthermore, as Axel Bruns (2007) has
suggested, recent yea haveseen consumes increasingy beinginvolved in the
production of media. As Bruns notes, there is currently@Gnew hybrid form of
simultaneousproduction and usageO that he refers to as OprodusageO (2007: 1175
hybrid model allows for the lack of finite products, arguing that todayOsduoiction culture
is collaborative in its nature and encourages thec@ntinuous building and extending of
existing content in pursuit of further improveme@ Bruns, 2007: 119). Whilst BrunsO

work on this continuous and collaborative production culture isabed on theopen
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source movement, its essence iapplicable here.Basically, the stories Olived outO on
Second Life display elements of the collaborative and continuous production culture that
Bruns describes Additionally, vhile the examples of creationgvident within activities

such as the OCarnival of Lost SoulsO do not necessarily contribute to the telling of a wider
transmedia story, they do support the overall transmedia expansion of the text, in the

way that Gray uses the termdtext@ describe thesum of all the paratexts that

contribute to a particularmedia property(2010: 6 B 7).

Some traditional media prodcers do not always welcome thg/pe of participation
that Fox Atomic sought to encourag&Vriting about thestancesthat the owners of
copyrighted content take, Jenkins and Green outline how they can be divided into two
campsDbthe first being prohibitionists and the second being collaborationists (2009:
220). The prohibitionist stane sees these consumer creation®as a threat to their
control over the circulation of the production fomeaning around their contentOQ, whereas
the collaborationist logids much more permssive of consumer creations provided they
can see avaluein them (ibid). The approach adopted by Fox Atomic ihe marketing d
their films was collaborationistin its nature, choosing to see fans as OalliesO with the
potential to Ogenerate value around cultural propertiesld). Fox AtomicQOsteractive
activities and cooption of fan produced content were not only used by thautfit to offer
meaningful entertainment experiences for consumers, but also to establish the labelOs
brand identity andattempt to set them apart from other similar outfitsJake Zim (a then
executive at Fox Atomic), described the label as Othe atiidioO, insisting that rather
than fight fan appropriations of their work they wanted tembrace it (Zim quoted in
Kornblum, 2007), which also conveniently tried to place a studio specialty film division
as an independent company, the opposite of a studidMedia convergence haghus
brought about a Oreconceptualisation of the audien&ehow itis comprised, how it is
courted, what it wants, and how to generate value from it@ijkins and Green, 2009:
215). Although ventures such as these do open up avenues fmnsumers to interact
with media companies and their productsas Tryon acknowledges, this does not
necessarily mean that these activities were OliberatingO, or that the company gave
audiences uncontrolled access to this copyrighted content (2009: 1715urthermore, as
Caldwell asserts, whilst scholars such as Jenkins have celebrated the courting of user
generatedcontent as Ofan agencyO, it is important that the Ounabashed corporate logicO

that underpins this courting is not overlooked (2011: 191). In esfice, companies such
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as Fox Atomic (and its parent conglomerate, News Corp.) engaged in such practices as
they felt it would lead to economic returns from increased consumer expenditure.

The enhanced transmediality ofhe Hills Have Eyes that occurred duing the
2000s is symptomatic of theimpact that media convergencet technological, industial
and sociocultural levels, anadtan be broadly mapped into the schema provided by

Simons (2014) The table belowsituates The Hills Have Eyes into this framework.

Table Two: The Transmediality dthe Hills Have Eyes through the lens of

distribution

Type of Evidence withinThe Hills Have Eyes text
extension

Repackaged Films released onto DVD

Content

Ancillary Content Special features on the DVDs
Graphic Novel

Soundtrack

Branded Products | Second Life OFox Atomic IslandO

Related Activities | TheOCarnival of Lost SoulsO event

Social Interaction Use of MySpace

TheOCarnival of Lost SoulsO event

Interactivity Blender Tool

Music video competition

The Nightmare Factoy

Second Life OFox Atomic IslandO

This case studydemonstrateshow changes within distribution and marketing have a
ripple effect on film form andconsumption experienceThrough industrial manifestations
of convergence,The Hills Have Eyes was transfomed by diffeent subsidiaries of News
Corp.into a transmedia story that spanned the film and graphic novel mediums.
Furthermore technological aspects of convergence, such as DVD distribution and online
distribution of media content have both enabled thdisseminationof paratextualentities
that help to OframeO abdand the media propertyNewtechnologies and innovations
within the marketing arena have also provided opportunities for consumers to be

involved in this Obranding® and for new forms of éatement experiences to be
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engaged with that in some way relate to the wider transmediality Tfe Hills Have Eyes,
even if they are not necessarily transmedia stories in the way that scholars such as
Jenkins (2006, 2011), Deny (2006), Scolari (2009) envegge them.

Conclusion

In the years that have followed this studyOs period of examinationovations such as
the ones depicted in the case study are being more frequentigopted in marketing
campaigns As Jenkins et al suggestjl@ new energies motivahg transmedia
strategies@an be linked to a move fromDan appointment model towards an
engagement modelO attracting media consumers (2013: 133). The former model saw
consumers courted on an individual produdiy-product basis, whereas the latter sees
consumers engage with a particular ObrandO on a more #@mm basis (ibid).In a similar
manner to how Fox Atomic used consumereated-content in purporting itsbrand
identity, Fox Searchlight also incorporated elements of this practice into 1fS-year
anniversary celebrations. The labdlad a competitionwhere consumerscould produce a
montage video of their films, with the best being placed on their website (F®sarchlight
D15 Years, 2011). Otherconsumer created videos related to Fox Searchlighsifms that
had been posted on social media platforms such as YouTulvegre also incorporated on
the site (ibid). Such videogan be seen as a further extension of Kling®€2011)
understandings of fan reenactments of films more in the realms of the remixr the
reimagining than just simply recreating. Like Kling@sotion of reenactment, these clips
contribute to the Ocultural visibility and memoryO of the films to which they relate (2011:
209). Indine with this, Fox SearchlightOs-option of them canalso be seen as a way of
enhancing the cultural meaing and memory of its films bgelecting content that
upholds the labelOsrand identity of OindieO, OquirkyO and @Kgxman, 2011)

The Twilight Time Capsulealso sought to tap into usegeneratedcontent in an
online environment by encouragindans of the franchise(to which it shares its name)to
upload their fanproduced videos and photo$o a websitethat are then displayed
alongside official promotional materials for the films. Fans can engagéth each other
through commenting on other peopleOs postings and sharing across social médies
venture exemplifies the duality of online, ephemeral media that Grainge discusses as
being both immediate and archival (2011: 3). As Nina Reed, an actressrh the
franchise stated, consumers can no@§ommemorate[their] personal memories forever
and become apart of OTwilight SagaO his@eed cited in Vena, 2011)Outside of the
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marketing realms, the way in which film is being distributed has also hadumdamental
impact on consumption experiences, as well as film forim 2011, Weiler released his
short film Pandemic 41.410806, -75.654259, yet the film was only a small part of the
larger storyworld of Pandemic 1.0, all of which premiered at that yeasGsundance Film
Festival (Anderson, 2011). Despite the Sundance Film Festival being synonymous with
independent film, thePandemic 1.0 experience spanned other media such as mobile,
online technologies and gaming to engage consumers in aalternate reality
(www.LanceWeilecom B Pandemic 1.0, 2014).

What this suggests is thathe production, distribution and exhibition contexts of
film, as we once knew them havehangedand because of thisthe ways in which OstoryO
is examined in film studies needs to atsevolve This chaper has gone some way to
exploringthe possibilitiesof how this is being achieved through usingjstribution as a
lens through which changes can be identified and discussed, but further reseaish
neededin this areato fully understard the ways in which industrial processes and
consumer practices are changing traditional structures and formatat the forefront of
these changes is the fact thatonsumers are nofust sitting back and having content
delivered to them Instead, they areactively involved in its production, distribution and
exhibition. Thefollowing chapter will discussthe ways in which consumers are supporting
the spreading of marketing messages an online environment, with the final chapter

examining their role withirdistribution and (to a certain degree) exhibition strategies.
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CHAPTER FIVE
FROM WORE®DFMOUTH TO WOROFRMOUSE: SPREADING THE WORD IN AN
ONLINE ENVIRONMENT

On the Bt May 2011 at 23:35 Eastern Standard Time (EST), President Barack Obama
announced tothe world that US forces had killed Osama Bin Laden in a raid @n
compound in Abbotabad, Pldastan (BBC World News, 2011). Howevearior to this
announcement news of this secret raid was already circulating online. At around 15:00
EST, Sohaid Atha an I.T. consultant living in Abbottabad, tweeted about a Ohelicopter
hovering over AbbottabadO, but unbeknown to Athar at the time, whatvas actually
providing from his Twitter account OReallyVirtualO was a running commentary of the US
raid on Bin Laden8sompound (BBC Technology News, 2011). Ignorant of the major
international incident that was occurring not far from his location, Athar jokly tweeted
about gettinga Ogiant swatterO to deal with the helicopt@witterD Really Virtual, 2011).
It was na until the following day that Athar began to make the connections between
what he had been tweeting about and the Bin Laden storipifl). Keith Urbahn, former
Chief of Staff at the Office of Donald Rumsfeld alssed the microblogging site to reveal
details about the Bin Laden event prior to Obama releasing the information via more
traditional mediums. Urbahrtweeted that he had Obeen told by a reputable person they
have killed Osama Bin LadenO (Twit@keithurbahn, 2011).

Twitter andsimilar platforms are increasingly becoming the OgmplaceO for ujo-
date information andare used by news outlets, public bodies, organisations and
individuals as a means of quickly releasing information to the puhl8ocial media has
also been credited as playin@ part in the uprisings inthe Middle East which started in
late 2010, also known as the Arab Springrheseuprisings have also been diobed
OTwitter Revolutiona@d are characterised according to Peter Beaumont (2011) by
people uploading images to social mad sites, filming action as it occurs and circulating
it on the web, and distributing information abouprotests viasocial media Describing his
observations of me of these uprisings, Beaumontvrites:

In Tahrir Square | sat one morning next to a @arold surgeon cheerfully tweeting

his involvement in the protest. The barricades today do not bristle with baytse

and rifles, but with phonegibid).
Whilst the scope and power of the social media in these uprisingsght have been

exaggerated by the presgournalists and social commentators alike, the distribution of

153



information viasocial media platformsdoes represent asignificantchange in how people
communicate and connect with one another, and how information and content can be
transported acrossvast geographical boundariesin this era of convergence, media
content hasbecome increasing more portabléHills, 2009; Tryon 2013).Coinciding with
this has been an increaseatonnectivity of consumers on online social networking eg
such as Facebook, Titter and YouTube These platforms provide thénfrastructure
through which individuals can share conterin the widest sense of the term) across
nations and time zones.

These new communication and consumption practices are not just prevalent in
the current affairs realm of the media but also in the entertainment sectors. The flow of
entertainment content issuccinctlyrepresented by Susan Boyle®sitain’s Got Talent
(2006, Season 3, Episode 1) auditionAsHenry Jenkins, Joshua Green and Sarord
state, the auditioninitially premieredon television in the Ukbut managed to garner a
significant amount of international online attention (20139 B 16). Shortly afterthe
broadcast of the audition it was postedonto YouTubeand since thenhas been viewed
more than 77 milliontimes (Jenkins et al, 2013: 9).Furthermore users from different
international locations, including Brazil and Japan, have uploaded other clips of the
audition and some of these clips have also been vied more thana million times (ibd).
As Jenkins et al explain:

The spread of Susan Boyle demonstrates how content not designed to circulate

beyond a contained market or timed for rapid global distribution can gain much

greater visibility than ever before, thanks to the active circulatiaf various
grassroots agents, whe television networks and production companies struggle

to keep up with such unexpected, rapidly escalating demand (2013: 15).

The authors are suggestingere thatwhen connected togetherconsumels can become

a powerfulcollective force in terms of their impact on the discoursat surrounds

media texts and the ways in which contertirculates online. Content sharing, however, is
not a new phenomenonPrior to online social netwdss, content sharing platforms and
services, smartphones and portable media devices, peopktill found ways to share
media content via other(semidigital and analogug means such as recording
programmes on VHS and passing them ontbeir peers. Furthermorepeople have

always Otalked® about medbntent, for example, around the Owater coolerO at work or

with friends in social settingsWhat is different is that these OQofflinéfdms of discussion
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and circulation were perhaps more localisednd less measurablé? than the
articulations of consumpton practicesthat happenonline.

Despite there being some substance to the argument that as an online collective,
consumers now have more powehan in the past this should not be exaggerated~or
example,although consumers usedsocial media to Odemand€reenings ofParanormal
Activity, the filmOs distributor actually orchestrated this campaighis therefore more
appropriate to see the relationship that exists between producers and consumers in an
online environment as being symbiotias opposed toone side always controlling, or
being dependent upon, the otherAs part of this symbiosigproducers court consumers
via social media platforms in order to incorporate seemingly naturally occurring wofe
mouth activities as part of their marketing operatins. This should not suggest that all
online consumer activity is promotional activity or that producers have the power to
control all online articulations of consumption practices. Rather it should indicate that
the power rdations between the two camps g complex, intricate andsometimes
contradictory.

The aim of this chapter then is to make sense of thiaultifaceted environment
through providing an overview of articulations of consurtipn practices specific to film
consumptioncontextsin an online enwronment. Such a discussion is important to the
field of distribution studies given distributio®snextricable link to exhibition, and thus
consumption practices. Tirough understanding the way in which consume€gognise
their own consumption pradtes and how they engage in these practices, researchers
working in distribution studiescan decipher a number ofuseful findings. First, they can
beginto unpick why and how certain distribution strategies and marketimgmpaigns
are successful.Second, this appoach leads tounderstandings of innovations within
distribution and marketng that arenot purelytechnologically derived, and instead
encompasssociocultural dimensions.Third, online articuhtions of consumption are
useful to discussions of how brandingvorks as tweway exercise between producer and
consumer, as considered in Chapter OneOs main case stiithediscussionpresented in
this chapterwill draw comparisons between traditional notions of womf-mouth and the
different forms of Otall&identonline. It will account both for how consumers are now
using online platformsb most notably social mediabto discussfilms, circulate film

content and associated paratextual entitiesgnd also discuss how these activities are

82 Asthis chapter will explore, the development afata-mining software andassociated research methods
have led tomore traceable and measurablevays of examining how content is shared and spoken about
between consumers.
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being harnessed by film distbutors as part of marketing campaignslo do this, the

chapter willprovidea literature review of existing work on wordf-mouth in both offline

and online environments, béore discussing examples of the Osociality® of contemporary
film distribution and marketing. It will then presentan analysis of LionsgateOs
Chatrouléte viral marketing campaign, whichwvas used topromote the theatrical release
of The Last Exorcism (Stamm, 2010). This case study will use new research methods to
explore thecampaignOsnline reception, demonstrating how a mianajor has re

appropriatedand exploitedsocial mediapractices inthe marketing ofone of its releases.

Word-of-mouth to wordof-mouse

Wordof-mouth is a traditionaland in some ways, organic forpof marketing.It works by
courting consumersto talk abouta product, service or experience anarhen this
happens OwordO will spread. Obviously, the aim is that this Owitild@positive, andso
encourage moreconsumers to buy into what is on offeBrownet al, desaibe wordof-
mouth as a Oconsumedominated channel of marketing communication where the
sender is independent of the marketO (2007: 4). As was discussedihapter Tree,
more traditional undersandings of marketing identify the practicas being a
commurnication between business/seller and customer/consumer. Wordf-mouth
operates differently inthat it is a consumerto-consumer form of communication. Due to
this, it is generally assumedhat is more Oreliable, credible, and trustworthyO than
communicatiors from sellers (ibid). However, whilst consumers are independent of the
OmarketO in as much as they donOt work for the businesseisose productsthey speak
about, it is still difficult to say with accuracythe level to whichindustry-driven marketing
materials and other factors influence their opinionsFor example, if someonsays, OltOs a
great filmQ, is this judgemeriiased on their avn conception of quality or haveeviews
they have read or the number of awards the film has received influenced thepinion?
Furthermore when wordof-mouth is actively courted by marketer® whether in an
online or offline environmen® its assumed independence fronindustryded marketing
agendasis also questionable.

Despite this,Brown et alsuggestOtraditional ommunications theory considers
word-of-mouth to have a powerful influence obehaviaur, especially on consumersO
information search, evaluation, and subsequent decision maki@gbid). Its strength of
influence, according toJacqueline Johnson Brown and B H. Reingen(1987), is

determined by the relatbnship between the source oinformation and the person
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receiving it. The authors discuss this relationship as being either a Ostrong tieO or a Oweak
tieO, with strong ties being those connections betweeaqgple and groups that are most
firm (e.g. connections within a subgroup of people) and weak ties being connections that
are looser (e.g. canections between different sulgroups of peopl¢ (ibid). The authors
suggest that whilst weak tiesio play @ crucialrole in the flow of WOM information

across group®, it is the strong ties that are more likely to influence behaviand
consumption/purchasing decisions (1987: 306). A possible reason for this could be that
stronger tiesb those that represent closer r&ationshipsb are perceived as being more
credible sources of information than those with whom the recipient of the information

has a less weHldeveloped connection to (ibid)Other studies such a Elihu Katz and Paul
Felix LazafeldOsersonal Influence (1955), Sidney Feldman and Merlin SpencerOs
(1965) essay on how people select services, and Johan ArndtOs (1967) stud§en
word-of-mouth that surrounds new products, also found worof-mouth to be an

important source of information in determining consums® purchasing decisions.

With new, onlinecommunication practices emerginglong-held understandings of
how wordof-mouth works have begun to be questioned in terms of their relevance within
this environment. Brown et alOs (200Work goes some way taddressingthis by
proposing a model through which online interaction can be examined. Their work focuses
specifically on consumptiorelated online communities(as discussed in Chapter One)
and involved the undertaking of two research studieStudy one opéd for a series of
qualitative interviews with initially, personal contacts, whiclsnowballed toinvolve other
people (30 in total), in which participants Owerasked to relate and describe their
interactions with various online community sites on thiaternetO with the aim of
discovering ®ow consumers interact on differencommunities, and the key fators
impacting on their behavior and inteactionsO (2007: 7 8). Study two saw the
researchers explore a specific online consumption community by harvegtposts on
threads on a forum for fans oBuffy the Vampire Slayer (1997 -2003) over a three
month period (2007: 8).

The findings from both studies largely support the notion that weofimouth
communications influence consumersO decisiorf8007: 15), but howthis worksin an
online environment doegdeviate from how it works offline. For example, Brown et al
found that whilst in the offline world consumers take the credibility of other consumers
into account when judging whether or not to be influenced/lvordof-mouth, in online

environments, the credibility of the website on which the wead-mouth communication
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is occurring is also taken inta@onsideration (ibid). hie study found that it was the

strength of tie witha particular site that wouldmore like to govern behaviar and
consumption decisiors rather than the ties they had with other online users (2007: 11).
Although Brown et alOs study has its limitations, as they themselves identify, such as the
fact that they only used seasonedhternet users n their study (and therefore less
knowledgeable users may act differently) (2007: 16) and that the scope of the project
was not very diverse (in as much as only one online consumption community was looked
at over a short period of time), it istill useful in examininghow wordof-mouth practices

in an online environment differ from those in the offline world. An awareness of this
subtle yet important differenceis key to researching this area.

In an earlier essay, GRibalized MarketingO (1999), Robeart Kozinet exploed the
importance ofconsumptionrelated online communitiesfor marketers. Kozinet proposes
that members of online communities can be lmadly divided into four groups:

* Touristsbindividualswho are not strongly socially tied to the groumore ofa
passerby than a member.

* Minglersbindividualswho have strong social ties to the group but who are less
committed to thespecific consumption activity

* Devoteesbindividualswho have strong ties to the consumption activity, but less
so to the social adivities

* Insidersbindividualswho are heavily into the consumption activity and the social

element of the online community(1999: 254 b 255).

This approach allowsfor more Osubtlety in targeting and approachO for marketers than
what amalgamatingall members of anonline community into a single group wouldo
(Kozinet,1999: 254). Kozinetrepresents these groups on a horizontal and vertical
spectrum of different values gee DiagramThree), whichis particularly useful as it allows
marketers to visialise how individuals can move between the different categories (and
different areas of each category) fluidly, rather than being in a fixed state. This
representation of online consumer behaviar is more insightful that other more static

assumptiors.

Diagram Three Robert V. KozinetOs (1999) Types of Virtual Community
Members

158



High Self-Centrality of
('onsumminn Activity

Devotee Insider
Weak Social _ ,. Strong Social
Ties to Ties to
Community Community
Tourist Mingler

J
Low Self-Centrality of
Consumption Activity

Kozinetalso questions whether the economic value of consumers is what
marketers should be focusing on. He suggests that O[lJoyalty [cobie]assessed not
merely n economic terms of retention or switching, but in cultural and experiential terms
of depth of experience and emotional devotidd (1999: 257) What Kozinet is suggesting
is that loyalty to a productprand or consumption activity might not necessarily alws be
best measured by how much consumerspend, but rather in the influence that
individuals B usually insidersb exert on other members of the community (ibidAs will
be exploredin Chapter $x in relatin to discussionsof Ovalue@worthO and the @gi
economyO, sometimea consumerOsnportance to a business may not be rooted itheir
financial expenditure but inthe ways in which they support a product, brand or company.
As Kozinet himself suggests, marketers should treat consumers eontributors o the
promotion and distribution of their products and in doing so Oloyal and mutually
beneficial relationships can be built online with consumersO (1999: 264). The types of
film marketing activities discussedn this chapter are examples of this action,ra&d as will
be explored inChapter Sixengagement of consumers in the distribution and marketing
of independent film can provide waysf sustaininga microcosm of grassroots
independent filmmaking

Social network analysis plays an important role in supgimg researchersseeking
to understand how consumers behave and can be engaged withanline environmens.
Derek L. HansenBen Shneiderman, and Marc A. Smitkuggest that this relatively new

field, whichapplies Onetwork science to the study of humanagonships and
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connectionsQhas flourishedin the twentydirst century due to the @ew global culture of
commonplace network connectivityO (2011: 4\lthough social etworks themselves
predate technological developmentsuch asthe social media platforns that Hansen et
al refer to, it isthe inception ofsuch technologieshat have made trese networks more
Ovisible and machine readabletus resulting in new opportunities to map them
(Hansen et al, 2011: 3. Hansen et alperceive social media network aalysis to be a key
innovation in research methodologies for various industries and academic disciplines.
Businesses can usesuch methodsto highlight the particpants within their network who
Oplay critical and unique rolesO (2011: 4), wheredigital humanities scholars can use
social media network analysis to understand the connections between people and the
media/cultural artefacts that they are examining (20116).

Within film studies, sich methodological approachesind studieswhich use
digital toolsto understand how consumers engagewith films (particularly within an
online ervironment) have begun to emergeOne suchexampleis Sitaram Asur and
Bernardo A. HubermanOs (2010) essayhichuses data mining methods informed by
social network analysis texaminewhetheronline wordof-mouth can be used to predict
the boxoffice success of films. This study focused dhe social media platform Twitter
and the authors used Twitter Search Api application to extract tweets from tHatform
at regularintervals (2010: 493). In total they gathered 02.89 million tweets referring to
24 different movies released over a period of three monthsO from NovemB@o9 to
February2010 (ibid). The films that formed the corpus were those released on a Friday
in a wide release; limited releases that lateeextended intoa wide release werelso
collated and incuded within the corpus (ibid). Furthermorehe tweetsgatheredwere
only from the films@critical periodO, which the authadefined as being from when the
filmOs meketing campaign was in full swing to twaveeks after a filnid release (ibid). The
researchers also disregardedilms such as2012 (Emmerich, 2009) because of
difficulties in distinguishing whether Twitter users we tweeting about the filmor other
topics (2010: 493 B 494). Of the 24 films examined in the study, 15 of them were major
studio releases, 7 were released by miumajors, 1 was released by apecialty division
and 1 by a lowend independent.

The main conclusiorof the study wasthat tweet generaion prior to a filmOs
release can be used to predict box office revenue and that the sentiment of tweets post
release of the film can further predict the continued box office earnings of a fillsur
and Huberman,2010: 492 B 493). For example, the filmhat had the lowest tweetrates
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from the corpusb Transylmania (Hillenbrand and Hillenbrand, 2009)P subsequentlyhad
the lowest opening booffice return, whereas the highest tweetates were forAvatar
(Cameron, 2009) andTwilight: The New Moon (Weitz, 209) and these films achieved
the highest opening weekendakings (2010: 496). When subjectively analysing post
release tweets the authors found that the more positive sentimentsontainedin tweets,
the more likely it was that a filmOs boffice takingswould increase (2010: 8). For
example, he positive sentiment in tweets abouthe Blind Side (Hancock, 2009),
increased postrelease and this directly correlated with its box office performanciid).

A key strength of this studys that it goes some wayo proving that both high
quantities of online discussion about films and positive wotf-mouth (at least in an
online environment) impacs on the economic success of a filyet there are issues with
its methodological approach andcope.For example, tle types of films contained within
the corpus of study are all wide releases. More so, the films ar@inly major studio
releases orfrom distributors with industrial links tomajor studios or that adopt similar
production, distribution and exhibition pratices. This means hat while the authors claim
to have demonstrated that Osocial media feeds can be effective indicators of #garld
performanceO (2010: 492), this has only been proven forcartain section of the US film
industry and withinspecific distribution and exhibition contexs. More research needs to
be done within this field to ascertain whether the same patterns and findings are true for
non-theatrical releases, other social media platforms and other areas of théS film
industry.

In his examination of the online reception ofinland Empire, Bucklandadopts
StaigerO§1992) conceptualisation of reception studie$? in order to understand the
Ohistorical contextO in which tffiem was received in todayQ@sline environment(2013:
224). In order toundertake this research Buckland coupled GoogleOs Insights for Search
tools with data mining strategies specific to the blogosphere. (2013: 227). Specifically,
through usirng Google Insights for Search, enterirte filmOs title and its director into the
search engine, Bucklandvas able to see the peak times wherpeople were searching
the Internet for information onthe film over a five and a half year period (2013: 229).
With this information Bucklandcorrelated peaks in the searches to offline events. Fo
example,a peak occurredin May 2006, whichupon further investigation (e.g. looking at

the websites the searchgueries linked to) andooking at the geographical location from

8 Staiger approaches reception studies a@he history of the interactions between real readers and texts,
actual spectators and filmsO (1992: 8).
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which the searchesoriginated (in this instance France) Bucklandwas able tolink this
peak in online searchedo the fact thatInland Empire did not play at Cannes Film
Festival 013: 230 -231). When the film was subsequently premiered at Venice Film
Festival similar correlations could be madéBlckland,2013: 231). What this suggests is
that certain events in a filmOs lifgycleD such as aspecific distribution or a marketing
activity b are key to increasing awareness about and interest in a filfurthermore
acknowledgingAsur and HubermanOs (201€ndings that increased orine wordof-
mouth can lead to increased boxffice revenue, BucklandOs work demonstrates that
offline activities can be instrumentaln increasing online discussionTherefore offline
marketing strategies should not be overlooked in a media landscape tha increasingly
more online focused.

Continuing his work in this field, Buckland wrote a similar essayth Elsaesser
(2013) on the online reception oSlumdog Millionaire (Boyle, 2008).Like BucklandOs
previous work this essayagain adopts Staiger(§$992) approach to reception studies
and uses GoogleOs Insight for Seam$one of its tools of choice. Howeverhe authors
here aimed to bring together the disciplines of film studies and computer science,
combining statistical methods and semantic angsisO as a means of understandinigow
a geographically @spersed audience for a new film releagecan be connected via the
web, blogs or social networking sit€32013: 180). In doing soBuckland andElsaesser
were bridginga perceivedscholarly divide wiin film studies between those who focus
on the interpretationof film and those who examine itgeontext® whether historical,
social, industrial, culturaletc. (2013: 182). This appoachwas underpinned bya four-
layered methodology

* Layer 1bRaw data ar statistics (i.e. sourced from tools such as Google

Insights for Search)

 Layer 2D Data from online consumeréresponses to films (i.e. sourced from

user postings on platforms such agViDb.com)

 Layer 3D CriticsOasponses to films (i.e. professional/exteal reviews

sourced from sites such asotten Tomatoes)

* Layer 4b Relevant academic research, theoretical frameworks and

conceptualisations (2013: 180).
This research strategy was then coupled with BucklandOs approach in his earlier essay on
Inland Empire in order to ascertain and deconstruct the online reception 8flumdog
Millionaire (ibid).
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Thismultilayeredapproachprovidesa much more complex and intricate
understanding of the reception of a specififilm online than a purely statistical or surfae
level Obig dataO reading would allow Tinis polygonal methodgavethe authors the tools
and scqpe to be able to locate a shifor perhaps more aptly, a divide, in the online
reception of Slumdog Millionaire. As Buckland ancElsaesserdetail, betweenmid-
January 2008and the fimOs Oscar wins in February 208&tyfive online articles
discussedthe film in relation to Opoverty pornO (2013: 188). Online data searching
strategies allowed the authors to pipoint the moment and article that spawned this
discussion. Despite Kim Voynar writing a blog review about the film glamorising poverty
in August 2008,Buckland andElsaesserascertained that it wa not until Alice Miles
adopteda similar critical response in @imes’ article in January 2009 that a proiferation
in online newspaper articles discussing the same pointecurred(2013: 187). Such
articles polarisedthe reception of the film between @bse who continued to perceive it
as an upbeat comedy and those who arguedahit was vile and exploitativ® Buckland
and Elsaesser 2013: 188). This specific finding exemplifies how bringing together
statistics (e.g. level one data) with qualitative responses of critics (e.g. level three data)
can help to provide amore rounded understanding of theeceptionof a film than either
a purely interpretative or contextual based readingpuld do independentlyMultifaceted
research methodslike this one provide meaningful and intricate ways of exploring werd
of-mouth in an online environmentSuchapproaches are esential to understanding the
complex ways in which film consumers engage with, consume and spread film content

online.

Film distribution goes social?

Media organisationsb including film distributorsb are increasinglymaking social media
platforms part of their marketing operations andjn some cases as part of their
infrastructure. Writing abouthe latter occurrence Dwyer suggests that O[t]hese online
platforms areeither being built from the ground up, or are being acquired or-opted,
and then adaped to suit the requirements of the particular media corporatid@ (2010:
47). For example, News Corp. acquired MySpace wiltie intention to transform Oa free
social netvork into a colossal marketing machin® (Reiss, 2006 cited in Dwyer, 2010:
57). The assumption wasthat it would provide the conglomerate with direct
communication channel to thducrative 17D 24 year old demographicwhich populated

social media platformat the time. Theseaims can clearly beseen in some of the wayhe
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Hills Have Eyes franchise,examined in Chapter &ur, was marketed. Duringthe 2000s,
FoxSearchlightb another subsidiary of News Corg also opened upcommunication
channelswith its consumers on social networking platforms such as Facebook and
Twitter.In terms of its uge of Facebook, FoSearchlighthas a main page as an
organisation and individual pages for its films. These pages contain posts with links to
interviews, trailers, festival screenings, reviews and so on. In the same way that DVD
special features have targted Ofilm connoissewO(Klinger, 2006) and Ocontemporary
cinephilesO(Hudson and Zimmerman, 2009)these online offerings of behindhe-scenes
information or exclusive content also appear to be tapping omthese types of film
consumers.Ratherthan aiming to attract the 17D 24 demographiccourted byFox
Atomicthrough MySpaceFox SearchlighDs strateggerhapsties in more effectivelywith
OindieO or OspegfalcinemaOs perceived target andie of more discerning viewers;
those who are perceived to egage with film as art and culture, rather than
entertainment (not thatthe two are mutually exclusive Furthermore, the specialty
division also incorporates usegeneratedcontent as part of its branding and marketing
exercise. ALChapter Fourdetailed, this was particularly evident in the labelOs®5
Anniversary celebrations, fiere consumer produced music videos and masips were
central.

These exampleslemonstrate how social mediamarketing strategieshave
become part of mainstream marketingpracticesover the last decade As Jenkins et al
observe whereas social media audience behaviours were once considered to be niche
they are now very much part of the mainstream, and as such a number of pioneering
media producers and marketing agencies have begun éstablish Gew relationships
with their audience® using social media practices (2013: 148Ryincorporating uset
created products into its anniversary celebrations and marketing strategy, Fox
Searchlight was striving to harness elements of participatocylture (Jenkins, 2006)
whichis underpinned by thenew relationshipsthat currently existbetween producers
and consumers Jenkins, 2006; Bruns, 2007. Thisevolving relationship is largelpeing
forged on social mediglatforms through which a dialoguebetween the two camps is
taking place. This should not suggest that this dialogue is one of equality in terms of
power, but rather highlighé changes in the relationships betwee producers and
consumers, whichChapter Sx will highlightfurther.

Lookingspecificallyat distribution methods, the impact of social media ialso

evident. As Chapter Two discussed, the distribution landscape of American independent
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cinema isnow vastly different to what itvas just two or three decades ago. The
distribution strategy for environmental documentararth Days (Stone, 2009) is
indicative of these changes, and of social mediaOs role within théfier premiering at
the Wisconsin Film Festival in 2009, midcale independent distributor Zeitgeist
distributed the film theatricallyin a limited release(playing in a maximum of 4 theatres
at any given time) between August and December 2009 (Box Office MbjBarth Days
(2009) Weekend Summary, 2014). Following thishe film was picked up by PBS for
television release in tke US, but rather than follow the traditional window releasing
system(e.g.screeningit on the netwak following its theatrical run)the network decided
they would premiere it on Facebook first. The distributor pitched it as a Osocial screening®
at which people would be ale to chat in real time with other participants, anavith
director Robert Stone andEexecutive producer Mark SamelsO (Facebbdarth Days
Social Screening Event Page, 2014). The rationaletied this decision is twdold. First,
a Facelook premierewas likely to garner a degreef interest and discussion as thisvas
then a novel approachraising the profile of the film and subsequent broadcast
Secondy, this strategy couldpotentially connect the film with an alternative demographic
to the one targeted via television

This distributiondecision also relates talryonOs (2013) notion of Oplatform
mobilityO. Essentially platform mobility is characterised byuwtare in which the
consumer is in control of their viewing experiences and cawitch consumption across
different platforms at ease 2013: 3). Consumers@®xperiences are thus characterised by
interactivity, mobility and immediacy (ibidPBSOs distribution &arth Days embraces
this consumption culture byfirstly opening up new @tforms (e.g. social mediajhrough
which consumers can engage with film contepand secondly establishing a more
interactive consumption experience through the incorporation afQlive chatO into the
screening. As Tryon suggests, within the cultural atethnological context of platform
mobility, consumers can Oremain in contact with friends and family through cell phones,
text messaging and even social mediaO (ibid). The distributioafth Days via a
Facebook screening taps into these cultural sensitties by actively promoting an online
dialogue not just between consumers and their peers, friends and family but also with
key members of the filmOs production teamgain exemplifyinghe evolving relationship
betweenproducers and consumers.

The socality of and communal practices assoated with film consumption (which

are intrinsically linked toa filmOslistribution) obviously have longer history than online
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distribution practices.Theatrical dstribution and cinemagoing havealways been seen a
social activities andcommunal experiences after all, itis not oftenone watches a film in
an empty theatre Even with film consumption in the domestic sphere it was still
considered to be both social and communal, with families gatheg around the T\&et to
watchfilms. Yet digital distribution practices, specifically in terms of the online
distribution of film, are sometimes discussed @beingsingular andisolating experiences
in whichan individual consumer will watch film on their owron a media player. Jonathan
Rosenbaum adopts this perspective andrgues thatOthe technologshat supposedly
links us all together via phones and computer is actually keeping us all further apart, and
not only from each other but also, in a sense, from ourseh@g20.2: 39). For
Rosenbaum, certain digital distribution methods whether it be DVD or onlsteeaming,
separate consumers from each othe(2012: 38 B 39). Whilst certain technological
developmentsmay be fragmentary such aghe regioral encryptions of DVDs athgeo
blocking onwebsites, what Rosenbaum overlooks is the ways in which th&ernet has
also provided opportunities for people to connedd albeit in an online sphere, rather
than physical. In this sense TryonOs conceptuifitform mobilitydis more useful in
understanding the contemporary relationship between media distribution and
consumption.

As the social screening ofarth Days and other online platforms such as
Foursquare (a website via which consumers can Ochix® when watching a film or
television programme, and thus connect with others who are doing the same)
demonstrate, within theonline sphere film consumptiondoes retain many of social and
communal viewing practices often associated with traditiahforms of film distribution
and exhibtion. Such practices, according to Tryon, have resulted in the harnessing of
Othe communal and cosmopolitan aspects of social media to promote, market, and even
distribute moviesO (2013: 126). Writing specifically about services such as Foursquare,
Tryonarguesthat they do the opposite ofvhat Rosenbaumsuggests and instead allow
Opeople to identify and meet othe to broadcast their activities to friends who might
also be on the serviceO and in essence ardaam of OselexpressionO (2013127).

This connectivity in the online environment is relatetb @econdscreening® a
practice in which consumers maybe viewing content on one screen (e.g. a television set
or cinema screen), whilst simultaneously using another screen (e.g. a tablet or
smartphone)to do other activities such as online shopping or connecting their viewing

experience viaonline toolswith a global consumption community. It is this latter activity
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that is particulaty key to mediaproducers and distributors While consumers are
engagig with practicessuch asOchecinO services and tweetirapout a film, they are
providing marketers and distributors with rich data about contemporary consumption
practices. Consumers are Ovoluntarily submitting to forms of surveillance that make them
more visible as targets for advertising and other forms of promotionO (ibitjese online
consumption practices create a digital trail of who is watching what, who is talking to
whom about what, how content and word spreadsind other information about
consumers. In addition to being of interest tomarketing professionals who can use this
information toimprove their strategies such practices have made it morachievablefor
researchersto understand how consumers use, sprea@&nd engage withthe media
content they consume. With this in mind, the remainder of this chapter willove onto
the main case study and examinghe online reception of LionsgateOs Chatroulette viral

marketing campaign, used to promot&he Last Exorcism.

Devilish Antics on Social Medi: The Last Exorcism’s Chatroulette Viral
Marketing Campaign

In 2010, Lionsgate incorporated Chatroulett® a platform allowing Internet users around
the world to chat via text, mimphone and webcam to random peopléinto The Last
Exorcism’s marketing canpaign. This marketing campaign is a good exemplar of the
innovations that have occurred in the marketing of independent film, and US (and global)
film at large. As a case studit demonstrates how marketing practices have evolved
during the last decadeto incorporate more online activities, particularly those linked to
social media and that involve consumers in spreading those marketing messages and
components. Such practices potentially engage with more niche demographics than in
previous times, given thaconsumers nowadays are fragmented across different
platforms in a way not witnessed before wheibhwas perhaps theone television (or even
radio) set that families would hub aroundand through which marketing messages could
be emitted. Furthermore, thiscase study demonstrateghat whilst the films distributed
by minkmajors such as Lionsgate might not necessarily engage witimovative
distribution methods (such as the ones discussed in following chapter) or may not be
aesthetically or politically ch#ienging,this should not suggest that they do not innovate
in any way. With one of the key elements of consumer discourse surrounding
independent film (as highlighin Chapter OneOs case studia the notion of originality
being that independent film shald be OdifferentO, this marketing campaifat the time)
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could be consideed as being different and Opushing®isting practice. Therefore, despite
the film and is distribution strategy not necessarily fitting in within the widdominant
discourses of ilependence (despite the distributor being more industrially independent
than the likes of thestudio specialtyfilm divisions), this element of the marketing
campaign is more ifkeeping with such discourses.

The basic premise for the Chatroulette campaigmas thatyoung male users of
the platform were targeted by what initially appeared be a young woman acting
flirtatiously on webcam. Oncéhe targets were hookedthe young woman woulthecome
demonically possessednd the reaction of the young men woullde recorded. The best
reactions were edited into a short video andosted on the filmOs dedicated YouTube
channelon 17t August 2010. From there it spread online through a range of social
media and websites such as Tom ChiversO blogrba Telegraph and /Film. Whilethe
initial part of this marketing strategy only connected with a relatively small number of
users ofthe social media platform, the novelty of the approactombined withthe
highlights video provided ample opportunity for it to connect withwider online
audience. For example, th highlights video currently haover 8.5 million views on
YouTubé*. When comparedto trailers released on YouTube from films of the same year
its achievementin terms ofreaching potential consumers is clear to seéhe highest box
office grossing film of the same yeafoy Story 30gUnkrich, 2010) trailer on the Disney
Movie Trailes official YouTube channeaturrently has just over 5.8 million view’s (Box
Office Mojob 2010 Domestic Gross, 2011) Furthermore, thefilm was LionsgateOs'6
most successful that yearout of their 16 releases, at the US box officg@ox Office Mojo
b Lionsgate, 2012, garnering over $41 million on a budget of $1.8million, thus making
it, financially,a success (Box Office Moj® The Last Exorcism (2010), 2014). Itis
plausible that the online buzz generated through the viral video could have translated
into, at least some, of these box office takings.

In order  dissect the online reception othis marketing campaign, Buckland and
ElsaesserO$2013) four layers of analysis schema has been applied@ihe table below

identifies its application

Table Three Application of Buckland and ElsaesserOs (2013) Four Layer

84 Thevideo on the official YouTube page @he Last Exorcism when accessed on the 7/7/2014 had
8.759, 347 views, see<http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CNSaurw6E_®Q

85 When accessed on 7/7/2014 the trailer had 5,861, 898 views, see
<http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JcpWXaA2qeg>.
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framework to The Last Exorcism’s Chatroulette marketing campaign

Layer Level Application

Raw data and statistics * Google Trends: Examination of online search interesi

* Issue Crawler: Network analysis

ConsumersO responses |+ YouTubeAnalysisof comments

* Twitter: Aalysisof tweets

CriticsO responses * Blogs/Articles:Analysis offirst page of Google results

Theoretical frameworks * Application of key conceptualisatiagion word-of-
mouth/mouse and how media content spreads in an

online environment to the results of the above layers.

The starting point for Layer One was Google Trendss tontemporary counterpart
of Google Insights for Searctvhich Buckland and Elsaesse(2013) used. The first
matter to note hereis the limitations of this tool;mainly that it only includesonline user
searches madevia Google and that it only analyses percentage of such searches in
order to ascertainan estimate of thenumber ofsearches conducted on thesearch term
(Google Trend® Support, 2014). Despite this it is still useful in giving a general
overviewof online interest n a topic. Upon enterirg the terms@he Last ExorcismO and
OChatrouletté@io Google Trends (with the search parameters set to the US and post
2004), it is unsurprising to see thathe three largest peaks in online searches fofk2
Last ExorcismCrorrelate with key points in he filmOs life cycl@.he largest peak wasn
August 2010 when the film wageleased theatrically in the US followed by a smaller
peakin January 2011 when the film waseleased on DVD and BHray. h March 2013
when the fiimOsequel was releasedby CBSilms) into the US theatrical markeinother
small peak in searches occurredThe first two of the peaks correlate to peaks in online
users searching for OChatrouletteO. The highest peak for online searches for OChatrouletteO
occurred in March 2010 a few nonths after its launch as momentum behind the new
platform built. The two other highest peaks in online searches for the platform then occur
in August 2010 and January 2011, and thus there ia strong case for arguing that the
viral marketing campaign orchstrated by Lionsgate was a key element in motivating
online searching for these two phrasedhis correlation is indicated in the graph below,
with the red line representing searches for OChatrouletteO and the blue line being

indicative of searches forfe Last ExorcismO.
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Graph One: Google searches foTk® Last ExorcismO and OChatroulette®
(2004 D 2014)

<€ March 2010

August 2010

March 2013

January 2011

Issue Crawle# has also provided datandicating how the video spread oline.
Issue Crawler works binputting web addresses into the software that #m OcrawlsO
these sites and locates points on theveb pagethat links users to external site§’. In
essence, it shows the online OpathsO that ssake from onesite to another. In terms of
this case study, the starting point was to input the first 1&eb addressesidentified by
Googlefor the search term OThe Last Exorcism Chatroulette®. The decision to use this
search term was based on the likelihood that the results it gave would relate to the viral
videoexamined in this case studyand Google was seleted as it isthe most used search
engine (Purcell et al 2012). More so, as very fewnternet userslook beyond page one of
online search engineesults (Chitika, 2013), only the first pageOs web addresses were
included. Inputting these web addresss®e resulted in the network graph depictedn
Appendixitem 16. The nodes (e.g. the circles) on the graph indicate a specific Ooutlink®
(e.g. an external site thathe inputted web addressedinked to). The larger the nodgthe
more it has been linked to, and thecolour of the node determines the type of web
address it is (e.g. .com, .co.uk, .net etc.). From this diagram we can see that the most
common autlinks from the web addresses crawledre to social media platforms such as
Twitter, and Facebook. There ialso a number of blogs included within this networkihis
graphprovides an understanding ohow the video and campaign spread online; it

demonstrates how conamers locatedthe content via the inputted web addresseand

86 |ssue Crawler is a network mapping software that supports the data harvesting of online networks.

87 Seehttp://www.govcom.org/Issuecrawler_instructions.htmfor further details on how the software
works.

88 The 10 web addresses contained links to the viral video hosted on a number of sites and articles/blog
posts on the campaign.
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then helped the content spread to otheplatforms, most notably via social media. With
many of the web addresses contained Wiin this crawl encouragingsontent via links to
social media platforms it is unsurprising that the results of this crawl have created this
network graph. For example, #hofficial YouTube channel fofhe Last Exorcism was
contained withn the crawl and the channel allows consumers to share its video across a
multitude of socialmedia channels. More so, Chivefblog post on the campaign was

also included within the crawhnd this too has social media links embedded that enable
consumers to easily share the post.

Whilethese results demonstrate how the video spreadhey donot provide us with an
understanding of the OtalkO that surrounded this sprdadbrder to ascertain an
understanding ofconsumer responss, a qualitative assessment of consumer
articulations of consumption on two key social media platforr3Twitter and YouTub®
was conducted. Twitter was selected due to its integral position in terms of spreading the
Oword® about the campaign as indicated bylgsele Crawleresults and YouTube was
used as this was the platform which Lionsgate dse to host the videoln order to
ascertain Twitte©s response to the campaiga number of OtweetsO were harvested pre
and post release of the vide@nd the filmOs US theatrical premieusing Twitter
Advanced SearchThe search term OThe Last Exorcf8was inputted into the OAIl of these
wordsO bar and tweets from the datégtween10t August2010 and 10t September
2010 were included in the collatiof®. The timeframe was pickedo be largely inline
with Asur and HubermanOs (2010) understanding of a filmOs Ocritical peFioat®the
results only Otop tweetsO were used in this analysis. OTop tweetsO are selected on the
amount of interaction they receive from otheTwitter usersb the more replies, retweets
and favaurites that a tweet receives, the more likely it is to become a Otop tweetO (Twitter
Supportb Top Tweets, 2014)This method of delimiting the number of tweetsssessed
was decided upon because it provided a manageable datasatd as the critera for
becoming a Otop tweetO abased on its praninence on the platform (as judgedy other
users) it seemed apt to delineate in this waylhis resulted in 364 twets being harvested
(TwitterThe Last Exorcism Search, 2010), and of these 64 (18%) made reference to the
Chatroulette video, ranging from commenting on it or passing on a link to the video.
Taking into accountjust the tweetssent post—release of the video and util the theatrical
release of the film on the 27 August 2010, then the percentage of tweets that make

reference to the canpaign increases ta35%.What this demonstrates is thah significant

89 This included retweets.
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proportion on the online Otalkd on Twitterdference to thefilm refersto the viral videa

In order to examine what this talk consisted of, a qualitative assessment of the
OtweetsO collated within this corpus was assessed. Operatiigewith the ethical
principles established in Chapter One in reference thd IMDb case sudy, the same
Olight disguiseQparoach is adoptedhere (Bru&kman, 2002). The 64 tweets were
collated into an Excel document and allocated a specific category based on thveetOs
content. In total fourcategories were identifiedgeneralcomment, horror, funny and
effective marketing Some of the tweets fell into more thamne category and 5 tweets
were disregarded because they were not in English. Of the remaining tweets, 27 made
reference to the effectiveness of the marketing strategy, I®entioned horror, 9found
the video to be humorous and 9 wergsimplytweets redirecting consumers to the video
or a blog/article on the video and contained no subjective judgmerfollowing the same
data collation principles as the Twitter search resultg, qualitative analysis of the first
100 comments® left on the video postedon the filmOs official YouTube chanmekulted
in a similar set of results. Again, the content of each comment was inputted irEgcel
and each commentwas allocated one of the afoementioned categoriesAnew category
of OYouTube PracticeO wal® added to account for the comments tht were typical of
YouTube user practicesuch as identifying a specific time point in a videonal making a
commentor asking technical questions. Thkiresulted in 45commentsin the funny
category, 20commentsreferencing horror, 18commentsbeing symptomatic of the
YouTube practices, @ommentson the effectiveness of the marketing campaigr§ were
general comments. 3 comments @are removedfrom the analysis as they were in a
foreign languageand no comment wasallocated a hybridised category.

Whilethe categories that emerged through the qualitative analysis of the tweets
and comments between the two platforms were very similar, with the exceptidrtize
OYouTube PracticeO category that is intrinsic togpatific platform, the dominant
responses or discourses evident differed slightly. Whereas the Twitter analysis is
dominated by reflections on the marketing campaign itself, such adeally genis
promotion for The Last Exorcism by using chatroule@gwitterD The Last Exorcism
search, 2014) and he Last Exorcism viral on Chatroulette is actually one of the most

genius campaign executions I've seen in ag€XIbid) this is less so on YouTubéhe

9 The first 100 comments wereselected as these were the videoOs initial reception online and are most
likely to refer to the actual viral video rather than th&lm that had not at this pointbeen released.
Therefore, the focus of the comments would be on the online reception of thideo rather than the film.
The 100 comments provided a manageable data set for a small case study such as this.
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YouTube comments focus moren how funny the video was, ranginfgom comments

that used text speak and emoticons to indicate an emotional response to the video such
as OLOL@he Last Exorcism Chatroulette Viral Vide® Comments, 2014 and OThis
made myday xDO (ibid), to more complete sentences these sentiments such as
Never laughed so much in my freakin' li@ (ibid)From this brief comparison it can be
deciphered that whereas the Twitter discourse is more associated with sesritical
commentaryof the marketing campaign itself and is geneily consultative in its register,
the YouTube discourse is more about emotional response and is of a more casual and
intimate register.The difference in both types ofesponsethat the consumers have
posted onthese platforms, and the dominant category on eachis indicative of the
differences between the platforms and how they are used.

Twitter was establishedas an interestbased social medka platform on which
people could comment on subjects that they founéhteresting to others who also had
similar interests(Barash and Golder, 2011: 143). Whilats usage has expanded since its
inception, this sentiment is still alive on the platform; practices such as OliweetingO
while watching a TV programme depict ik Therefore, it is perhaps unsurprising that the
largest percentage otweets commert upon the marketing campaign itself. More so, the
tweets in this corpus werenot just posted from individualsO Twitter accounts, but also
those belonging to organisatios and somay expain why the posts adopt a more formal
register than the YouTube commentg&romits inception, YouTube has encouraged a
social affinity between its users by allowing users to OfriendO one another (Rotman and
Golbeck, 2011: 227f1, which mayexplain the more emotional responses on the
platform and the register adopted in the commentd/Vhilst not necessarily polar
opposites, the relationships between the users of these two platforms do have their
differences which are rooted in how the platforewere initially perceived® Twitter
encouraging connections on an interediased level and YouTube doing so via social
affinity B and as such the types of user interactions elicited do appear to be distinctive.
Writing about these distinctions in referereto political comment,Yelena Mejova and
Padmini Srinivasan(2012) ascertained that Twittercomment is likely to be based on
sharing of sources without much sentiment, whereas YouTube is dominated by
opinionated speechWhat this demonstrates in terms o&nalysing online discourses is

that it is important not tomerelyunderstand the contributors to the discourse (as

91 The way in which users can Ofriendd one another has changed over the years, but it is still an option on
the site via adding contacts throu an integrated Google account.
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outlined in Chapter One) but to also comprehend the practices of the specific online
platform, website or community from which the articulatns of discourse are being
extracted. Such an understanding allows for the researcher to explain why that type of
discourse is prevalent within that specific context and how it may differ in other online
environments.

The criticsO responses to the campaiwere ascertained by examininglog posts
and articlesidentified onthe first page of Google Results when the search term OThe Last
Exorcism Chatroulette® was entered. Of the 10 results displayed, 3 links were to YouTube
videos of the viral campaign, 3o other siteshosting the video (but containingno further
commentary) and 4 were to articles and blog posts. The decision to limit the analysis to
the first page of Google results for this searderm was based on the same factors/hich
influenced the decision to use the same source material for thissue Crawleranalysis.

The four items assessed were a short post avlashable by Stan Schroeder (2010), a

blog post by Tom Chivers (2010) ofhe Telegraph, an article byDorothy Pomerantz

(2010) on Forbes and an un-authored post onTomorrow Awards. The discourse

prevalent in these writings is largely reflective of the consumersO responses previously
detailed in as much as the critics focused on the humour and horror values of the video,
alongside discussing ias an exemplary piece of viral marketing. For exampichroeder
(2010) references how the video spooked Chatroulette users, where@sivers (2010)
describesthe video as a Qilarious piece of viral marketin@® and the O[e$t piece of web
buzz creation fora film since The Blair Witch ProjectO Interestingly the interplay between
horror and comedy value is something that the marketers behind the video were aiming
for; @Part of our marketing message for this mowiis that itOs fun to be scar€Tim

Palen cted in Pomerantz, 2010). With both consumers and critics echoing this sentiment
within the discourse they have created around the viral video, LionsgateOs
communication of their key marketing message can be deemed a succeBsirthermore
the number of times the video has been viewed offihe Last Exorcism’s YouTube channel
alone and the number of times articles on it have been shared on social media platforms
(SchroederOs brief post has been shared over 4900 times) are alstidative of the
successfulness ofthis element of the filmOs overall marketing campaign.

Jenkins et al outlinekey principles forcreating content that is likely to be shared;
they suggest that content should be available when and where consumers want it,
portable, easy to reuse in mulgle ways, attract multiple audiences and be part of a

constant stream of content (2013: 197D 198). In looking at the online reception of
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LionsgateOs Chatroulette viral marketing campaign, these key principles are clearly
evident. First, the releasing oftte video on YouTube made it available on an-demand
basis providing consumers hadihternet access. Second, as the video was distributed
online it meant that consumers could watch it othe-go on a range of devices, from
netbooks to smartphones. Third, th video could be reused andepurposed easily by
consumers due to its digital nature and because Lionsgate did not restrict the videoOs
downloading and sharingFourth, the easiness of sharing the video made it available to
multiple audiences, from YouTubasers to readers of Tom ChiversO blog and thus was
seen by a number of online demographics. Fifth, and finally, the video was part of a
stream of content that Lionsgate released in order to promote the film. In addition to the
Chatroulette video, the markters also uploacd a T\spot length trailer onthe same
YouTube channeland other paratextual entitieson the Lionsgateand The Last
Exorcism’s Facebook pagesWith marketing content by its nature being designed to be
shared between consumers, either byord-of-mouth, or more recently, word-of-mouse, it
is not surprising that the Chatroulette campaign had the OspreadabilityO factor.

With consumers playing a vital role in the spreading of the campaignOs video,
KozinetO£1999) understanding of @orthO basd on Oloyaltyi® quite significant.As the
network visualisation producedising Issue Crawleiidentifies, the key sites that have
enabled the spread of the video are social media platforms such asvitter and
Facebook. It is orthese platforms tha individuals have shared linkgo existing content
related to the video, whether it is the video itself or links to online articles on it.
Therefore, as Kozinet suggesishe value of these individual consumers is not
necessarily located in the money they spermh the product (e.g. the cinema ticket) but
in their ability to spead the OwordO about the prodtbthers (1999: 257). As
individuals, their economic spend on the film would generally be minimdlut as a
collectivetheir abilityto motivate the consumption of the film by other consumers is
quite substantial.lt is this collective power of the consumer in an online environment
that has contributed to many of the changes within film distribution and marketing that

have occurred in recent times.

Conclusion
There are a number of limitations in examining the online reception of films and their
marketing campaigns. The case study analysis presentedhin this chapter is a case in

point, as it isrestricted in terms of the small nature of the data sets «l to discuss the
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consumers and criticsO responses to the viral vidaad also the limitations of the tools
used to extract the data examined (e.g. the scope of Google Trends). Furthermore, as
much of the data extraction and entry in this case study hagén conducted manually
(such as extracting the YouTube comments and tweets ®he Last Exorcism
Chatroulette videg it was extensively timeconsuming and therefore makes it difficult for
researchers to conduct similar studies on larger scales. Although ®such asNodeXL
existto extract data from social media networks and automatically put them into Excel
spreadsheets and visualisations, these too have their restrictions. For example, Bt
only has a certain capacity andownloadsonly from the latesttweets. Therefore, trying
to use NodeXL to download historical tweets (e.g. as was required in this case study
analysis) is impossible. Where it can be used is to download Twitter responses to a
certain topic as it is happening, adopting a strategy more iakio Asur and HubermanOs
(2010) study which saw them download tweetsas they happenedat periodic intervals.
More so, although NodeXL has the capacity to download YouTuakévorks, as The Last
Exorcism’s channel on YouTube does not allow other users see its video statistics this
function was blocked and therefore a manual extraction of comments on the video (via
copying and pasting) was necessary for this case study.

With this in mind, it seems apt to suggest that more research and further
experimengtion is still required within the disciplines of film and media studies in order
to ascertan how datamining tools and strategies and the data available on online
platforms can inform academic practices and writings on media products, industries and
audiences. This is particularly important for distribution studies as it can help track how
content and marketing messagespread, which in tirn (when coupled with more
traditional approaches evident in film and media studiesyill provide a multifaceted, and
layered understandingof how digital delivery methodsind online marketing practices
work. AsBuckland and Elsaesser statework on the online reception of films should
move Giway from models based on the static, orderly accumulation of data, and towards
models that are complex and emergent, if we are to understand the unpredictable,
multiple and diverse lifecycles of contemporary ciner@a(2013: 197). This chapterOs
case study has attempted to answer this call but in reference to a specific marketing
component, as opposed to the film itselfThe adoption of this approach to research is in
its infancy and without doubtin the coming yearsthe accessibility of the tools needed
for this type of research will become more widespread and this in turn will |etadthe

emergence of more studies that combine raw data analysis Wigxisting and new
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theories. Despite this,the case study analysis does provide an understanding of the
intricate and multifaceted ways (albeit on a sma#icale and with limited scope) ohow
elements of film marketing campaigns are received in an online environment.

What is interesting about this campaign is the way in which new technologies and
social practices have been utilised in order to OspreadO a very traditional marketing
messageb that a new film is about to be released. This innovation is perhaps why the
campaign has caught the attentin of consumers and critics alike. lis also symptomatic
of how consumers are now increasingly involved in the distributing and marketing of film
content. In reference to such developments Tryon suggests thiais not just the media
companies that are instrumental in initiating such changes but also the consumers
themselves(2013: 180). It is therefore importantto, as Tryon himself notespot just
examine the new technologies and platforms that are emerging, but the consuntexat
practices that surround them (ibid). The multifaceted analysis of the Chatroulette
marketing campaign is indicative of this duality of influence. Whereas this chapter has
looked more at the ways in which film industry professionals and consumers have
enabled the marketing messages of a specific film to spread in an online environment
via new platforms and practicesthe final chapter will examinehow these practicescan
be utilised by filmmakers andmdependent companies operating wthe fringes of
American independent cinema when distributing (or perhaps more aptly, circulating) their

films.
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CHAPTER SIX
FROM D@T-YOURSELF (D.l.Y.) TO-D®VNITH OTHERS (D.l.W.@}N
EXAMINATION OEOLLABORATIVE DISTRIBUTION AND MARKETING
PRACTICES

In 2006, AppleOs iTunes stofeconsidered by many as a revolutionary force in the arena
of music distributionb began offering downloads of films and TV programmes
(Cunningham and Silver, 202: 191). In the same year similar services emerged in the
US including AmazonOs viden-demand (VOD) servic® Amazon Unbox and NetflixOs

film streaming serviceD Watch Instantly (ibid). In Australia, BigPondMovies established
an online distribution sevice, with FilmisNow being introduced in Italy (ibid). VOD service,
Glowria, launched in France, with a similar servié@Maxdomeb opening in Germany
(ibid). The Stockholm film festival went online, Indian film studio, Rajshri, began offering
movieson-demand and in China, Quacor, became the first legal film download site in the
country (ibid). With an increasing array of digital distribution avenues emerging,
filmmakers and distributors were inundated with new routes by which they could connect
their films with consumers.

Online film distribution and theDdownloadbilityO of film exploits what Matt Hills
has termed Oa culture of edemand access to contentO, through which people expect Oto
be able to access media content when they want to and where thewgnt toO (2009:

113). These services have the potential to allow filmmakers and distributors to bypass
traditional distribution avenues such as the theatrical marketaltogether. Following

Purple Violets’ (Burns, 2007) run on the festival circuit at Triéca in 2007, the filmOs
director, well-established indie flmmakerEdward Burns, signed a deal with AppleOs
iTunes that saw the film made available exclusively at the online store for $14.99 for the
first month of its release (Graser, 2007)As Marc Grasef2007) notes, Purple Violets

was the first feature film to premiere exclusively on iTunes, building on their expanding
film catalogue that started the previous year with Disneydigh School Musical (Ortega,
2006). Purple Violets’ producer, Aaron Lubin, eknowledged that the (legal) downloading
of films was still in its infancy when they released the film, but because of the attention
this distribution deal would receive, through the promotion of the film in Apple stores and
on iTunes, he was confident thiathis would result in increasing the DVD sales of the film

the following year (Lubin quoted in Weiler, 2008).
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Despite concerns over the immaturity of the film download markeétrple Violets
became the third most downloaded film in Autumn 2008 behind maij studio releases,
Ratatouille (Bird and Pinkava, 2007) andPirates of the Caribbean: At World’s End
(Verbinski, 2007) (ibid). This strategy demonstrates, to a certain degree, the potential
that online distribution has, and how independent filmmakers camse similar methods
to overcome barriers to distribution. Burns acknowledges that there would not have been
enough money invested in the P&A of the film Oto even make a dent in the moviegoing
publicOs consciousnessO if the film were released theatric8lytfs quoted in Halbfinger,
2007). Yet the publicity garnered through releasing the film (initially) purely through
iTunes and the novelty of this form of distribution at the time, enabled Burns to connect
the film with a sizeable online audience. Howevdilms released onlinein todayOs
climate will now no longer have this novelty factor and may not garner the marketing
support that Apple gavePurple Violets.

While it may be perceived that filmmakers distributing their films through routes
such as iTunesare accessing such services directly, the reality is quite differeis
previously outlined when distributing films through iTunes, services like TiVo or
traditional VOD providers, filmmakers generally need to go throughh&rd-party digital
aggregator(Weiler, 2008) When releasingPurple Violets on iTunes, the filmmakers used
New Video (ibid), which is one of the online storeOs approved aggregators for North
America territory (iTunes Movie Aggregators, 2013). These aggregators contribute to the
new wolid of distribution (Broderick, 2008) that has been examined throughout this
thesis and are one of a number of new entrants to film distribution, that alongside
traditional distributors, are constructing todayOs diverse distribution terrain.

Within this new multifaceted landscape of distribution a number of filmmakers
and organisations are involving consumers in the distribution of their workliime with
BrunsO (2007) conceptualisation of an evolvifigidity between the roles of producer and
consumer, the arena of independent cinema distribution has seen significant innovations
during the last decadeon that front toa. This final chapter will account for some of these
changes and, as the title suggestgpcus onthe transition from dait-yourself (D.1.Y)
distribution and marketing methods to more collaborative divwith-others (D.l.W.O)
models. Filmmakers operating in the various areas of American independent cinema are
using these models to bypass the traditional gatekeepers of distribution and marketing
realms. This chapter will analyse how both models are being adopted in order to connect

films with core audiences, linking this discussion with contemporary scholarly debates
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about the perceived movement from the distribution of media content to its cifation,
the portability of media content and consumers, the thriving access-demand media
consumption culture, the relationship between media producers and media consumers,
and the alternative economies in which these activities are taking place. Followisome
brief contextualisation of these debatesthis chapter will progress onto discussions of
D.L.Y models and the movement to D.I.W.O strategies. It will conclude witime thoughts
on the new industrial structure that is governing much of these actiigs that the

Conclusion of this thesis will address more substantially.

Circulation and Alternative Economies
Scholarsacrossthe fields of media, film and cultural studies are in # process of
exploring what theevolvingdistribution environment means for industry the aesthetics
of films and consumers alike. Discussions around the complex area of contemporary
distribution are still very much in development and, atiscussedin-depth in Chapter
Two, some scholars are still using the term Odistribn® to describe movement of
content from production to exhibition, with others optinfpr the phrase OcirculationO.
Whilst no concrete resolution to this discussion has emergedhetveryfact that this
discussion is occurring indicates that significant clmges within the field must have
taken, and are taking, place

Returning to the distrilution versus circulation debateén the context of this study,
the term distribution hasconsciouslybeen retained to describe the sector of the US film
industry that sis between production and exhibition and to describe many of the
methods and strategies being used to connect films with consumers. In this respect, the
study aligns itself with LobatoOs argument about the need to retain OagencyO in
discussions of distributon (2012: 2). Yet despite this, the adoption of the more specific
term circulation (as used by Jenkins et al, 2013) is warranted in certain instances when
the practices akin to Jenkins et al@sderstanding of term are evident. Therefore, the
term circulation will, in specific instances, beised to describe a set of distribution
methods and strategies that operate on a more collaborative basis between producer
and consumer, mixing toglown and bottomup forces.

With these practices a set of Oalternative@omiesO have emerged that are
currently being tested, developed and modified largely by flmmakers and companies
operating within the independent sectordn order to allowtheir films to circulate freely

some filmmakers, as will be discussed later in ik chapter, have given their films away
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for free. Such decisions are perhaps influenced by what has been referred to as the Ogift
economyO; an economy that has a strong presence online. This has come to the forefront
of scholarly discussions by digital tharists, but as Jenkins et alpoint out, its roots stem
from Marcel MaussOBhe Gift (1922) (2013: 65). MaussOs original notion ofgift
economy is helpful to digital theorists as it operates as Oan analogy for informal and
social based exchanges which eracterise some aspects of the digital ethosO (ibidhis
economyis based on the exchanging of items, services and time (e.g. the OgiftsO) without
the expectation of receiving a financial or other reward for them. As Gauntlett (2011)
suggests, such giftsare Oa way of sharing meaningful things, ideas, or wisdom, which
form bridges between people and communitiesO (2011: 245). For Lewis Hyde, gift
economy and its binary, commodity culture, are two different systems of gauging Othe
merits of transactionO (Hie, 1983 paraphrased by Jenkins et al, 2013: 67). While the
motivations behind the sharing of gifts are rooted in the social arena, the principle
governing the distribution of commodities is more associated with economic returns
(ibid). At its most basicwhere a gift has OworthO, a comdity has OvalueO (ibid).drder
to economically sustain any industry, film or otherwise, there must be a mechanism that
allows for the exchange of worth into value, otherwise it can hardly be referred to as an
industry. So how can this occumwhen films are being given awafor free?

A possiblebenefit is that such gifts may drive or initiate future consumption and
sales. Explaining this, Jenkins et atite how Nine Inch Nails releasedhe Slip via a
creative commons licese (2013: 72); rather than giving the music away for free, the
bandOs front man, Trent Reznor, suggested that the act was instead Oghuicigto fans
for what they had already given himO (Reznor paraphrased by Jenkins et al, 2013: 73).
Underpinning this &t, is what Jenkins et al term an Ounspoken requestO asking the fans
to continue to support the band and consequently, while it may initially appear that the
music was given away for free, perhaps this process is best interpreted as a Oreciprocal
exchangeof social worth within an oryoing relationship between producer and fansO
(Jenkins et al, 2013: 83). SnagFilm® an online distributor independent filmb originally
offered their content for free to help them build up an audience (Tryon, 2013: #435).
They targeted a Osocially networked audienceO that was Oactively engaged with movies
and the social and political cultures associated with themO and once a core audience
base was established, they introduce a paymebtised model (ibid).

As Chapter Twautlined, a similar logic underpinned the releasing of short film,

Hotel Chevalier as a free download on iTunes, which went on to achieve an impressive
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download rate that would dwarf many blockbuster trailer downloads on the same
platform (JessCooke, 2009: 107). With thefilm being a loose prequel to the then
forthcoming The Darjeeling Limited (also directed by Anderson}he intention behind
releasingHotel Chevalier for free was to drive box office revenue for feature filfavhile
giving away content for fre@nline was quite common wheiotel Chevalier was
released, what was innovative about this approach was that the content being given
away for free was not produced by an unknown director or D.I.Y. team, but instead by the
reputable indie filmmaker Wes Andeson. Furthermore, the distributor behind the release
was Fox Searchlight, part of Fox Filmed Entertainment, which itself is part of media
conglomerate, News Cor@® none of which usually give away filmed content for free.
Perhaps the key to online economgeis found in not perceiving the categories of
Ogift® and OcommodityO as being mutually exclusive, since products can move between
the two camps. This movement is possible because social and cultural practices are
intrinsically tied to the economic contestin which they emerge, and vice versa (Jenkins
et al, 2013: 71). As Jenkins et alexplain:
For media properties to move from the commodity culture in which they are
produced to informal social contexts through which they circulate and are
appraised, theymust pass through a point where OvalueO gets transformed to
OworthO, where what has a price becomes priceless, where economic investment
gives way to sentimental investments. Similarly when a fan cultureOs OgiftsO are
transformed into Ousegenerated conentO, there are special sensitivities involved
as the material gets absorbed back into commercial culture (2013: 72)
Thetransient nature of the OgiftO and the Ocommaodigadms aredisplayed in some of
the examples discussed in this chapteAlthough cetain filmmakers have chosen to give
their films away for free, the fact that the consumers they connect with have attributed a
OworthO to them has allowdtese filmmakers to transform this into OvalueO through
getting them to make donations or purchase arillary products. This model fits with how
Laurence Lessig views the Internet as being home to both Osharing® and OcommercialO
economies (2009: 121). For Lessig any economy is based on the Opractice of exchangeO
(2009: 117). A commercial economy is basedrothe exchange of products, services and
time for money whereas a sharing economy is the exchange of these for moonetary
gain (Lessig, 2009: 118). Lessigroposes thatthe future of online commerce will be
dominated by a hybrid economy that has attribas of both sharing and commercial
models (2009: 177).
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The releasing of films as OgiftsO as part of the hybrid economy Lessig proposes is
also underpinned in some ways by the concept of the OLong TailO (Anderson, 2004,
2006). As explored in Chapter Two, ¢hOLong TailO concept suggests that the future of
the entertainment industry is not in selling high volumes of a few mainstream products
but is instead in niche markets (ibid). In order for this model to work, products must have
enhanced availability, be sld at lowqprices and be easily found through search
mechanisms (ibid). Elements of this logic can be seen in the releasing of many of films
discussed in this chapter. Yet as is evident with largscale films that try to adopt such
approaches, such as thalual distribution of The Princess of Nebraska (2008, Wang) and
A Thousand Years of Good Prayers (2007, Wang) that will be discussed later, the key
factor when operating according to the OLong TailO principles and the aforementioned
understandings of onlie economies, is to keep the csts low so that it may become
possible to make a return on the investmeniThe two case studies that follow will chart
how D.l.Y. practices have evolved intoare collaborative ones, whilst simultaneously
addressinghow such nethods relate toand embodythe alternative economes

discussed here.

D.l.Y distribution and marketing methods in the era of convergence
Hunter Weeks@0mph (2007, Weeks)D a documentary about two aspiring filmmakers
who take a scooter across America dtOmph B makes an appropriate case study for
examining D.I.Y distribution methods and strategidésr a number of reasonsFirst,when
releasing10mph, Weeks opted for a hybrid distribution strategpat saw the film
released across various different markstincluding DVD, theatres and onlindhis
approach to distribution is symptomatic of how many D.L.Y. filmmakers are choosing to
release their films, andhow theyare usingdigital distribution methods to both connect
their film with consumers and tacreate an economically sustainable practice to
producing and distributing their films. Secondnd linked to the first reasonas Broderick
(2008) suggests,hybridiseddistribution is symptomatic of OThe New World of
DistributionO in which new distribution pobdities have emerged for filmmakers seeking
to avoid the traditional gatekeepers of distribution (ibid)Y-he distribution of20mph
therefore represents how(on a wider scale) independent filmmakersan utilise some of
the ways that media convergence hasnpacted on distribution in order to overcome
some of previously existing barriers to distributiaimat traditional gatekeepes of the

realm had imposedand can lead, as Broderick suggest$p more control over the
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distribution of their film (ibid). In essace, 10mph is indicativein many waysof the
contemporarydistribution climate and of how hybridised distribution workR& with certain
strategies and methods adopted by Weeklseing found in the distribution of others films
from within this thesisOs wider matheatrical corpus(see Appendix Item 8$uch as Lumo,
Bomb It and Bass Ackwards. 10mph is also emblematic of how online distribution
practices can move fluidly betweeboth sharing and commercial economies that Lessig
(2009) identifies as existingon the Internet.

When releasinglOmph, Weeks partnered with RepNet to distribute the film on
DVD. RepNet was a sutlistributor who would sell the DVD through retailers such as
Blockbuster and Amazon, whilst simultaneously allowing the filmmaker to retain the
rights to other DVD distribution (Weeks, 2007). This meant that Weeks could still
continue to sell the DVD wherever he chose to (ibid). RepNet provides this deal on the
basis that the filmmaker is responsible for the authoring, purchasing and maintenance o
the DVD stock for RepNet orders, which is considerable work but leaves the filmmaker
free to sell the DVD in other placesnd direct to consumers (ibid®. In order to capitalise
on the combined direct sales and wider DVD distribution model adopted fiddmph,

Weeks and his team embarked on a marketing campaign that sought to exploit free
publicity opportunitiessuch as agreeing to interviews on local radio stations, making use
of industry connections the team had developednathe festival circuit, askingndustry
contactsto review the DVD, and sending DVDs to magazines for them to review (ibid).
Through these activities the filmmakers were able to raise the profile of their film across
key geographical locations in a cogdffective way, the result of whichvas a significant
drive in DVD sales on Netflix and BlockbusterOs online stores (ibid).

With over $20,000 made on the first weekend of DVD sales Weeks was keen to
keep the momentum going (ibid). To do this he made a decision that defied the logic of
the window releasing system that has dominated mainstream film distribution for
decades, and toured the film theatrically following its DVD release (ibid). Yet rather than
seek to profiteer out of this activity, the team saw the crosountry tour as a way b

promoting the film further to drive more DVBales and its later release as a digital

92 |t is worth noting that Bruce and Crumley previously set a precedent for this type of distribution within
the lowrend and D.l.Y. independent sectors with their mumblecore filrour Eyed Monsters. The

filmmakers exploited @portunities provided by online distribution and consumption of film content
alongside more traditional methods such as DVD release and theatrical tours to establish an audience for
their film (see King, 2014: 81D 85).

93 The filmmakers behindLumo and those behindBomb It, also had direct DVD sales as part of their
distribution strategy.
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download (ibid). With the theatrical tour being a promotional venture for the ancillary
markets, the team adopted strategies that would seek to enhance awareness of tiilen
and capitalise on the types of wordf-mouth (and mouse) activities assessed in the
previous chapter. To do this the teamoncentrated on smaller townsvhere the film
market was not as crowded as in other areasush as New York or Los Angeles. As paf
this strategy, the teamgave away tickets to gain more press attention and larger
audiences at screenings, incorporated Omehe-filmmakerO talks into screenings to give
additional value to the events, and used targeted marketing strategies (e.g. toais)
utilising a database of contacts they created whilst shooting the documentary (ibid).

This adoption of a targeted marketing strategy is linked to a general shift in
marketing practices towards Ocustomer selectionO in which the goal is to selegtsetk
and keep profitable customers (Smith and Taylor, 2004: 4). With Weeks and his team
maintaining a database of contacts met on their road trip, and industry contacts made
during the project, they were able to target their marketing at these individeahther
than more generalised campaigns. For example, they used this database to make people
aware of screenings in their area or encourage them to purchase the DVD (Weeks,
2007). Weeks discovered through surveying the theatrical tourOs audiences that
advertisements in newspapers were not as effective as practices such as radio
interviews in terms of attracting audience members to the screenings (Weeks, 2007).
Furthermore, these OpersonalO or OgrassrootsO contactsi@eaiathe-ground network
of potential informal marketers who would spread positive womf-mouth about the film.
As was explored in the previous chapter, weadmouth (or mouse) marketing messages
are generally considered to be more reliable than nesonsumer driven forms of
marketing (see Schiffman & Kanuk, 1995; Arndt, 1967)Drawing on work from Stacy
Woods Jenkins et al suggest that Owowaf-mouth recommendations are an incredibly
important source of credible informationO for consumers in an environment where they
are bombarded with mdustryded marketing messages on a daily basis (Woods
paraphrased in Jenkins et al, 2013: 76). Weeks and his team exploited this Opersonal
touchO strategy as part dOmph’s distribution, and demonstrates the importance of
databaseled intelligence in cotemporary film marketing.

Weeks was also very aware of the growing digital download market for films, yet
rather than try to get the film onto iTunes he decided to opt out of this system and
distribute the film digitally by 0.Y means (ibid). The filmmker created a version of the

film in the same file format adopted by iTunes (.m4v) and released it through the filmOs
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website using EJunkie®#, originally pricing it at $9.99 (ibid). Weeks then made a deal

with Custom Flix (now Creative Space) and releasa®Ccompatible version of the film

on Amazon Unboxed. Five months after the filmOs online release, the standard pricing of
the download was removed and instead Weeks adopted a Opiokr-ownpriceO model
(Weeks cited in Weiler, 2008). This allowed consumgeto choose what to pay for the
download and according to Weeks the average amount was around $6.00 (iBidYhe
fluidity that exists on the Internetbetween a commercial model (represented by the set
price strategy) and the sharing model (evident in treet-yourown-price strategyb were
essentially consumers could choose ndb pay)is evident inthe online distribution

10mph that sawthe film move between both economies.

WeeksO ability to produce a file in these formats and create the filmOs DVD was
facilitated by OprosumerO technologies (Lister et al, 2009: 34). Such products have
emerged because digitalisation has provided a more cesffective means of producing,
distributing and exhibiting media content, which meant that consumers now have more
opportunities to engage with producing media contenT.heyprovide a merger (in terms
of both cost and function) between higlend industry equipment and lovend home
usage kit. In the case oflOmph, Weeks used the various applications in AppleOs
prosumer software. For example knal Cut Pro Studio was used to produce both the DVD
file and the .m4v download, DVD Studio Pro was used to author the DVD (Weeks, 2007)
and Compressor was used to create the downloadable .m4v file (Weiler, 2007). These
technologies, couped with the Internet, not only provide opportunities for lelaudget
filmmakers such as Weeks to enter into film production but also are integral to enabling
low-end or D.I.Y. independent filmmakers to overcome barriers to distributid’ hrough
online film distribution, Weeks was able to tap into a key aspect of digital culture; that
consumers Oexpect to be able to access media content when they want to and where
they want toO (Hills: 2009: 133§. This culture represents a significant development in
consumgtion habits as consumers can choose where and when they watch, listen to, use

or engage with content to a greater degree than in previous decades.

94 E-Junkie provided the Oonline storefrontO which enabled the selling of the download from the filmOs
website (Weeks, 2007).

95 More highprofile films from both the indgpendent and Hollywood sectors have also used free downloads
as a way of driving sales of other products. For example, certain versions of Twentieth Century FoxOs DVD
release ofLove and Other Drugs (2010, Zwick) came with a free digital download.

9% The team behind Bass Ackwards (2010, Phillips) also exploitedonline distributionopportunities. While

the film was still screening at Sundance, the distributd® New Videob made it available on iTunes
capitalisingon the buzz around the film thafestival wasgenerating(Film Independent® Bass Ackwards,

2013).
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In recent years online film distribution has entered the mobile arena. In 2009,
Babelgun?” released a mobileapplication for its services in the US (Andrews, 2009). In
September that year, the UKJS coproduction Rage (Potter, 2009) became the first
feature film to be released on the mobile platform (Kay, 2009). The film was launched in
an episodic format, withthe platform showing one episode per day, over a week (il5id)
Similarly, ReissGBomb It 2 was released on Babelgum in 2010 as a series of webisodes
that the director describes as a Otransmedia extensionBdmb ItO (Reiss, 2010). These
platforms and sernices have created an environment in which industry determined
schedules, such as broadcast or multiplex screening times, no longer govern
consumption practices. Consumers can now tirrghift their viewing of media content to
times that suit them. With acces to portable mediadevicesincreasing, the range of
spaces in which consumers can now engage with this content has also proliferatked,;
example,consumers can watch films on their daily commute. The ability to consume film
content across a number of deices and platforms provides consumers with more control
over their viewing experiences, offering them the opportunity to consume the same
content in different ways, at different times (Hills, 2009; Tryon, 2013).

Seeing the success of some of the aforemeptied D.1.Y. strategies linked to
online film consumption, independent film distributors outside of the loend and D.L.Y.
arenas have also sought to use similar techniques to distribute their films. 10@3
Magnolia Picturesexperimented in this area of ditribution by premiering (for free)

Wayne WangQ#e Princess of Nebraska (2008, Wang) in YouTubeOs Screening Room
over a six week period (Thompson, 2008b). This was promoted both by YouTube and by a
series of webisodes released on the same platform by tfigmOs lead actress, Li Ling

(ibid). The film was then released on DVD and as a purchasable davaul,

demonstrating a disruption to the traditionahierarchical window releasing system that
lordanova discusseg2012: 1). The release ofThe Princess of Nebraska was part of a
collaborative distribution strategy for the release of another Wang filnA Thousand

Years of Good Prayers (2007, Wang).A Thousand Years of Good Prayers was released

into the theatrical market at a similar time torhe Princess of Nebraska being released

online (Kay, 2008). The intention was that the hype surrounding the innovative release

strategy ofThe Princess of Nebraska would generate more attention (and subsequently

97 Babelgum was originally an Internet television platform.

% In the same month as its premiere on the mobile platfornkage wasalso given a US DVD release
through Liberation Entertainment, a satellitpremiere in the UKand release on BabelgumOs online site
(Kay, 2009).
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ticket sales) forA Thousand Years of Good Prayers. This aim dos not seem to have been
realised with the domestic gross oA Thousand Years of Good Prayers being only $78,
806 (Box Office Mojd A Thousand Years of Good Prayers (2007), accessed
28/06/2013). What this demonstrates is that offering films for free does ot guarantee
consumption or further paidfor consumption, nor do novel, relatively OgrassrootsO
distribution practices automatically engageonsumers. Therefore, although LessigOs
(2009) notion that the Internet is home to both sharing and commercial ecomc
models, this does not mean that all products can move as easily between them as
10mph did.

Although the models of D.I.Y. distribution discussed in relation10@mph, may
not necessarily prove to be successful for all areas of the independent landpeathey
can provide a way for certain types of independent filmmakeEsnamely those on the
fringes of, or outside the industry to bypass the traditional gatekeepers of distribution.
As King suggests, O[i]f DV has created potential for a real democsdiis of access to
productionEvarious online initiativesEpromise to do something similar in the realms of
distribution and salesO (2014: 117). Nowadays filmmakers do not need to secure a
traditional distribution deal (e.g. selling all the rights for diffent markets to a single
distributor) and can instead make use of different distribution avenues and strategies in
order to connect their films with an audience. The aforementioned films are testament to
this. Although these distribution methods may seem ga radical, such approaches still
warrant the term distribution as opposed to circulation. With distribution retaining the
notion of OagencyO (Lobato, 2012: 2), the models discussed sarfahis chapterare
typical of a OtoglownO process where Othe neovent of media content is largely or
totally B controlled by the commercial interests producing and selling itO (Jenkins et al,
2013: 1). In essence, the flmmakers and online distribution partners of these films were
still largely in control of the wayf which consumers could encounter their films. This
scenario is indicative of KingOs notion of Oindie 2.00 being an environment that has a
push and pull occurring between freedom offered by online distribution opportunities and
the control sought by thenew gatekeepers of this realm (2014: 117). Furthermore, the
aforementioned case studies do not really seek to overturn or transform the hierarchy
between producer/distributor and consumer. What the following section will explore are
more collaborative appoaches to distribution, ones that are more fitting of the term
circulation. Using Brave New Films and sister organisati®xlhe Brave New Foundation

Db as its main case study, this chapter wilow account for the evolution of D.I.LW.O
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practices and how it$ these practices that can make more use of the alternative
economies that are emerging in online environments that can support the connecting of

films with consumers and sustain grassroots filmmakers and organisations.

Brave New Films, Brave New Waysobt-with-others b a collaborative
approach to film circulation

Brave New Films is a UBased organisation that uses film to educate, influence and
inform people about social and political issues (Brave New Fild#bout Us, 2012). It
was founded by docurantary flmmaker Robert Greenwald, who is also President of
Brave New FilmsO sister organisati®The Brave New Foundatio® which, through
campaigning, champions Osocial justice by using a model of media, education, and
grassroots volunteer involvementhat inspires, empowers, motivates and teaches civic
participation and makes a difference© (Brave New Foundat®About Us, 2012). The
two organisations are intrinsically linked, as the films that Brave New Films produces are
used in the FoundationOs camjgns. Theseorganisations have been at the forefront of
using digital technologies to bypass traditional gatekeepers of film distribution by
collaborating with consumers to release documentaries such &aq for Sale and
Rethink Afghanistan, online for free, and as suchthese films make an appropriate choice
for a case study analysisAs with10mph, both Iraq for Sale and Rethink Afghanistan are
from the nontheatrical corpus @mpiled for this thesis and thecollaborative distribution
and marketing strateges they have used can also be found in other films within this
corpus such asBass Ackwards and Sita Sings the Blues (2008, Paley), andalso other
non-theatrically released independent film$ot contained withincorpus identified.In
essence these films ae useful points at which a discussion about D.I.W.O distribution
and marketing strategies can begin and can be understood to represent key trends
emerging within the wider reaches of American independent cinema.

To raise the funds folraq for Sale, Greerwald adopted a Ocrowdfunding®
strategy??, ultimately receiving over $200,000 of donations through Brave New FilmsO
website (Kirsner, 2007). This approachOs success led Brave New Film and the Brave New
Foundation to use their websites as ways of attractingrther donations for their films
and campaigns. Crowdfunding strategies are quite common and work well with these
types of Ocampaigning and issded filmsO (S¢rensen, 2012: 739). However,

crowdfunding is not a recent development, nor have independent filmakers only just

9 Crowdfunding is the process of asking people to donate money towards a cause, project or artefact.
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adopted it. In the late 1950s, John CassavetesO famously made a plea on radio show for
funding to produceShadows (Cassavetes, 1959). Cassavetes was on the show to
promote Edge of the City (Ritt, 1957) that he was starring in, and shocketisteners by
saying that it Owas not a very good film and he could make a better film for a fraction of
the costO (Cassavetes paraphrased in Tzioukisa 2006a: 174). According to

Tzioumakis, this resulted in the flmmaker receiving letters containing domats and
industry figures themselves heeding his call and donating sums to the project (2006a:
174). The difference novadaysis that people do not need to be an actor invited on to a
radio show to stat a crowdfunding campaign ashe Internetis home to anumber of
websites that support this activity such a&ickstarter, Indiegogo and Crowdfunder.

Writing about these sites, Inge Ejbye S¢rensen observes how they Oenable
projects to build communities and hone and gather funding pledges from individual
sponsasO (2012: 736). Generally, crowdfunding donators receive some form of reward
for their contribution; this could be updats on the filmOs progress,PVD oran invite to a
screening. The more an individual pledges, the more substantial their reward isd)bi
Although crowdfunding is not a new phenomenon, its movement to the online arena has
made this funding method a more accessible (and viaBR8) option to flmmakers as it
allows them to connect with a potentially global community of investors. These finsg
methods however, are not just restricted to raising investment to cover film production
costs, but also help towards distribution expenditure. Nick Broomfield raised $30,000
through crowdfunding which was used to support the distribution of his docuntary
Sarah Palin: You Betcha! (Broomfield, 2011) (Morfoot, 2011). Similarly, the team behind
Bass Ackwards used Kickstarter to raise $5000 towards taking the film to Sundance
Film Festival (Film Independer Bass Ackwards, accessed 28/06/2013), and
filmmaker Zeke Zelker used test screenings to raise further funds for his filmSearch
Of (2009, Zelker) (Film London, MicrowavB Collaborative Filmmaking, 2013). Zelker
made an OeventO of his test screenings and charged people $25 each to attend (ibid).
These strategies could go some way to transforming the relationship between producer
and consumer. Through involving consumers in the financing of the films, old boundaries
between the roles of the producer and consumer are blurred, largely in line with Jesk)

conceptualisation of Oparticipatory cultureO (2006: 331).

100 Fanny Armstrong crowdfunded £900,000 foiThe Age of Stupid (Armstrong 2009) (S¢rensen 2012:
727) and in 2013, Inocente (Fine, 2012) became the first Kickstarter funded film to receive an academy
award (Watercutter, 2013).
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Yetsuch crowdfunding projects do not always ascribe more power, intelligence,
creativity and democracy to their supporters (Jenkins et al, 2013: 248). In some
instances, these activities coulde a genuine attempt on behalf of the flmmaker to
create a dialogue with, embrace and value the input of a group of supporters, while in
others it may just be an effective way of garnering the financial backing required to
produce the film (ibid). BravéNew FilmsO collaborative approaches to film production,
distribution and exhibition fall into the former category, not merely asking for financial
contributions from consumers but also their Ocrosdurced® help with other activiti&s.
When distributingUncovered: The Whole Truth about the Iraq War (Greenwald, 2004),
Greenwald bypassed theatrical distribution and instead used social networking sites
such as MoveOn.org and MeetUp.com to organise house parties to which a DVD copy of
the film would be sentand then screened (Tryon, 2009: 98)In essence, Greenwald
opted out of the traditional film distribution system and moved into the more informal
networks that Lobato (2012) has termed Oshadow economieB§.doing this, Greenwald
was able to cut down on P&Aasts and, as Tryon accounts, used social media to
facilitate simultaneous screenings of the documentary at Oover 2,600 locationsO (2009:
100). Despite the fact that the number of screens playing the film was not repeated to
such a volume, at multiple times day, over a number of weeks, this method of
distribution can still be considered to be successful in terms of how it helped to promote
the film and subsequent DVD salé8?. Seeing the viability of this model, Greenwald
adopted the similar strategies whemeleasing bothiraq for Sale and Rethink
Afghanistan. In essence, Brave New Filmsuccessfullyconflates the boundaries of OgiftsO
and Ocommoditiesthrough engaging consumers in a caug@something they
sentimentally invest inb and raising funds to prodice their documentariesupfront, they
are then able to give awaytteir films for free as Ogifts®©network ofconsumers@upports
this Ogiving awayO procesa the allocation of theirtime and resources (e.g. settingip
and hosting screenings) rather tan just financial investment. ThereforéBrave New
Films@ocumentariesmoves from commodity culture to the culture of circulation vias
Jenkins et al. explaina transition fromOvalue@® OworthO, in whicle€@nomic

investment gives way to sentimentahvestmentsO (2013: 72).

101 Crowdsourcing is Ooutsourcing to the public, jobs typically performed by employeesO (Dell, 20a8: 39
40).

102 AsMark Pesce argued, the DVD sold over 100,000 copies in its first month of release, garnering over
$1.5 million, which, on a budget of $300,000 is a healthy return (Pesce cited in Tryon, 2009: 300).
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Brave New FilmsO approachaiso symptomatic of what Tryon has termed a
Opedagogy of setfistributionO in which filmmakers Oteach others how to use social
media tools to promote and distribute their filmsO adopting tactics such @swdfunding
and crowdsourcing (2013: 1403°3, On Brave New FilmsO website, consumers can sign up
to become ODistribution AdvocatesO, whose role involves using social media to promote
the organisationOs work and hosting screenings (Brave New FiMstivid, 2011).
Furthermore, the campaign site foRethink Afghanistan has a facility allowing
consumers to search for Ograssroots screeningsO in their area (Rethfgkanistan,

2011). FilmmakersBuice and Crumley refer to this process as Ocollective curationO
(Buice and Crumley paraphrased in Jenkins et al, 2013: 247). Exploring this concept
further, Jenkins et al account for how it involves independent producers using the
Internet to measure consumer interest in their films (based on the releasing of free
content, teasers, etc.) androm this informationthey can decidewhich locations it would
be economically viable to book a theatre to do a theatrical screening (ibid). While Brave
New Films are not adopting Ocollective curationO to plan a DIY theatrical toey,are

using this method to assess where there are groups or audiences interested in screening
their films in community centres, their own homes, churches and other similar venues,
and then, based on response, are shipping DVDs to theeehnt people ar groups.
Kerrigan perceives such practices as being a more Odemocratic notion of filmmaking and
consumptionO as the filmmakers adopting these practices are changing existing
structures within the film industry and using online tools to build communitie$ o
supporters (2010: 209). Thus whilst, authors such as lordanova are correct in asserting
that O[p]eople see new films in new waysO during this era of convergence, the
assumption that this radical change is OtechnologicatlsivenO is somewhat misguided
(2012: 3). Although technological developments have provided certain tools for the new
forms of film delivery, the role of peopl® or consumersb in implementing such changes
must not be underestimated; collective curation strategies or the use of ODistrilon
AdvocatesO by Brave New Films are testament to tiis.Michael Gubbins argues, 0§
means by which content is accessed is more than a technical issue; it plays a key role in
shaping attitudes to and expectations of the content it deliversO (2018%). In essence,
sociocultural strands of convergence such as the hybridisation of the roles of the

producer and consumer, and peopleOs own motivation to use technologies in certain

103 Also fallingwithin this pedagogy, Weeks (2007) retesed a manual on how he selflistributed 10mph.
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ways have also been key impetuses behind the change and disruption thatlenova
(2012), amongst others, discusses
As an extension of the@host a screening® model, Brave New Theatres has
emerged from the OBrave NewO consortium. This venture has three functions: first, it
provides a facility for independentiimmakers to linktheir films to the Brave New
Theatres website that acts as a directory of films; second, it alloesnsumersto request
to arrange a screening of any film on the website; and third, it allowsnsumersto
search for OgrassrootsO screening of films in treiea (Brave New Theatres, 2013).
When using the site, filmmakers keep the rights to their films and set the conditions for
the screenings, such as whether there will be a charge, whether the host venue will need
to purchase a version of the film, or whéer the content is entirely free (ibid). Writing
about these strategies in specific reference to Brave New Films, John Haynes compares
them to the alternative methods of distribution and exhibition which evolved in the
1960s and 1970s that were spearheadedby movements such as the Newsreel
collective in the US and the Latin American Third Cinema movement (2007: 7). Referring
to Erik BarnouwOs (1993) use of the OguerrillaO classification idfintian film, Haynes
suggests that Brave New Films (and otherglapting similar strategies) are emblematic
of this term due to their focus on community screenings and adoption of viral marketing
and guerrilla/stealth promotional strategies (ibid). While HaynesO adoption of the phrase
OviralO to describe the marketingategies of Brave New Films is debatable given the
termOs connotations of lack of agency on the Oinfected® consumerOs behalf (Jenkins et al,
2013:17), his alignment of such strategies with Oguerrilla® documentary filmmaking is
apt. Yet these strategies a not just found within the independent sector. As Haynes
outlines, these techniques are la2loved of both corporations and the movements that
seek to resist themO (ibid). Paramount Pictures, for exampleopted elements of the
Ocollective curationO apgroh withtheir Odemand itO campaign fBaranormal Activity
(2007, Peli). What is distinctive about such techniques now compared to the 1960s and
1970s is the Internet, as it is this that provides the tools for independent flmmakers to
connect with indivdual consumers on a potentially global basis without incurringrge
expenditure Essentially the arrangement of grassroots film screenings can now be done
on a larger geographical scale with wider audience reach than in previous decades.
Brave New Fihs made use of the InternetOs ability to connect with consumers in a
diverse range of locations by releasing the featutength Rethink Afghanistan online in

small segments via video hosting site YouTube. The videos were also embedded into the
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campaignOs ebsite and promoted on the organisationOs other social media outlets such
as their Facebook page. As outlined in the previous chapter, Jenkins et al suggest that
there are five key principles in creating content that is likely to spread (2013: 1®¥

198). These guiding principles are in some ways akin to HillsO (2009) writings on on
demand access to content and the increased mobility of computerediated-
communications in contemporary digital culture, and TryonOs notion (2013) of Oplatform
mobilityO. Ashie table beneath depicts, Jenkins et alOs Ospreadabpity@iples are

evident in howRethink Afghanistan was released.

Table Three: Brave New FilmsO Sharing of Content
Jenkins et al (2013) Sharing Sharing ofRethink Afghanistan
Framework

Available wherand where people want it | The film was available 24 hours a day, evel
day, onlineand consumers could setup

their own screenings.

Portable Online distribution via YouTube and
downloadability of the film meant in could
be watched anywhere on a range of edia

devices.

Easy to reuse in multiple ways Its digital nature means it can be remixed
and reused in different contexts, and by
releasing the film in small sections,
consumers can choose to watch them

individually or together.

Attract multiple audiences The film is aimed at documentary
consumers, political activists, people who
have directly or indirectly been affected by

the Afghanistan conflict.

Be part of a stream of content It is part of a regular flow of media content

produced by Brave New Films.

The marketing of Brave New FilmsO films and campaigns also call on the active
contributions of their supporters. As part of thBethink Afghanistan campaign, they

asked their supporters to push for the campaignOs Facebook page to have Omore OfansO
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than the Department of DefenceOs own community siteO (Jenkins et al, 2013: 169).
According to Jenkins et al, this type of activity encourages the supporters Oto think of
themselves as part of a network public that could spread the word to its dispersed
membersOibid). Drawing on Jessica ClarkOs (2009) work on Opublic media 2.00, the
authors suggest that Opublic mediaO counteracts the paternalistic tendencies of public
service media and instead creates an environment in which mobilised publics have
Ogreater contrioover the circulation of mediaO, which in turn could enhance the
investment they give content (Jenkins et al, 2013: 170).

Epitomising this mobilisation of OpublicsO, in 2007 higiofile documentary
filmmaker Michael Moore participated in a joint ventureiith Brave New Films when
releasingSlacker Uprising (2007, Moore) into the US and Canadian markets. The film
was released for free online prior to the 2008 presidential election and Oreceived more
than 3 million hits in one monthO placing it at number eron both the Amazon On
Demand and iTunes charts (Aner2008). Moore has stated that this release strategy
was firstly a thank you to his supporters to mark 20 years since his first fiRoger and
Me (1989, Moore) and secondly to encourage more young peepb vote in the
forthcoming presidential election§lacker Uprising - About, 2013). Moore encouraged
people to Oshare the movieO, Oset up screeningsO and Oshow it on [their] campusesO, for
free (ibid). In a similar fashion to how Brave New Films invohamsumers in acts of
Ocuration, conversation and circulationO in order to spread Oprogressive messagesO as
part of a political process (Jenkins et al, 2013: 171), the strategy and discourse
surrounding the release oBlacker Uprising too adoptsthe OpublianediaCconceptto
attract greater investment from casumers in a particular cause. Furthermorehe films
produced by Brave New Films an®lacker Uprising are examples of Ocivic mediaO, which
as Jenkins et al describe, are Ocontent intended to increaseiciengagement or to
motivate participation in the political processO (2013: 219). Generally, the producers of
civic media do not have the means to reach wide audiences from traditional channels
and thus tend to use online platforms to Ospread the word@d(i. This statement is
perhaps more relevant to Brave New Films than it is to Moore due to the documentary
fiilmmakerOs general ability to secure wide theatrical releases for his films. It is perhaps
Brave New FilmsO significant roots in civic media praitug, distribution and exhibition
that motivated Moore to partner with them when releasin§lacker Uprising.

Offering a different semantic phrasing of Brave New FilmsO warion (2011)

suggests that they are Ginsmedia documentariesO, which he defines beingQ set of
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nonfiction films that use the participatory culture of the web to enhance the possibilities
for both a vibrant public sphere cultivated around important political issues and an
activist culture invested in social and political changeThese films are also linked
together by their use of alternative releasing methods such as Ostreaming video, digital
downloads, or social media tools that facilitate public or semublic screeningsO (ibid).
The rise of Otransmedia documentaryO is symptoimaf the impact that media
convergence has had on the film (and media) industries. The releasing methods and
strategies of such films are undoubtedly facilitated by manifestations of technological
convergence (e.g. the digitalisation of media contengurthermore, the new industrial
climate that has emerged within this contemporary era of media convergence has also
facilitated their development with new companies and platforms such as YouTube and
Facebook making it possible for filmmakers to adopt suchleasing methods and
strategies. At a sociocultural level, the Oparticipatory culture of the webO is indicative of
peopleOs desire to share, connect and discuss with other people and can also be seen as
a driving force behind such films (ibid).

The groupsand individuals engaged in the production, circulation and exhibition
of such OtransmediaO documentaries and other Hartion films, have traits akin to fan
communities (Jenkins et al, 2013: 171). It is the involvement and engagement of these
communitiesthat are key to sustaining filmmakers such as Greenwald, who give their
films away for free, or as OgiftsO. Another, often cited example of a filmmaker giving away
their film as a OgiftO, is Nina Paley who originally releaSial Sings the Blues under the
Creative Commons Attribution Share Alike license, before changing this to a Creative
Commons Public Domia license in 2011 Sita Sings the Blue, 2013). This gave
permission for people to Ocopy, share, publish, archive, show, sell, broadcast, or remixO
the film in any way they wished (ibid). Whilst filmmakers such as Greenwald, and Paley
seem to have given away their films as OgiftsO, they have been successful in translating
their OworthO into value. For example, Greenwald uses his films to raise donatins
current and future campaigns, whereas PaleyOs film has since had theatrical and DVD
distribution in various territories and she sells merchandise related to the film on an
online shop (Nina Paley Blo§ Middlemen search, 2013). More soSita Sings the BluesO
website also asks for donation® a variation on the pickyourownyprice model adopted
by Weeks when releasindOmph as a digital download. Both Paley and Greenwald are
representative of what Jenkins et al refer to as Oa new generation of indeperide

filmmakers experimenting with new media technologies and practice to reach desired
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and desiring audience that might otherwise have little or no exposure to their filmsO
(2013: 247). Comparing the activities of these flmmakers to Hollywood, the authors
suggest that the difference between them is that whilst Hollywood takes its fans for
granted, these filmmakers recognise the value of aligning themselves with fans, groups
and communities either on political or aesthetic grounds (ibid). More so, the waggsh
filmmakers involve consumers in the process of producing, releasing and exhibiting
media content blurs the once quite distinct line between producer and consumer. The
current fluidity of the producerconsumer dichotomy has resulted in the hybridisatioof
the roles of the producer and user, and thus creates a media environment that is

distinctly different to previous decadesO incarnations (Jenkins, 2006; Bruns, 2007).

Conclusion

These types of det-with-others strategies adopted by organisations sudis Brave New
Films are more akin to the notion of circulation, than the doyourself approaches
undertaken by filmmakers like Weeks, discussed earlier in the chapter. Referring back to
Jenkins et alOs conceptualisation of circulation as being a mixtaféop-down and

bottom up approaches (2013: 1), we can see how the releasing strategies behind films
like Iraq for Sale and Rethink Afghanistan are exemplars of this approach in action.

Whilst there is an element of toglown activity (e.g. control over whitey sent DVD

copies of films to for grassroots screenings), there is also a significant degree of bottom
up activity from consumers who choose to run screenings or who participate in the online
consumption and/or circulation of the films. Mark Pesce hagrmed this Onetworked
digital distributionO, a process where content travels through digital networks and
platforms, and bypasses some traditional gatekeepers of distribution (Pesce cited in
Tryon, 2009: 94). Through the use of digital tools such as socraedia, there seems to

be new @nd potentially sustainable) models of lovend and D.l.Y. independent film
practice emerging. These models seem to be operating within an alternative economic
structure were films move fluidly between having value and wortikin perhaps to
LessigOs notion of a hybrid economy (2009: 177).

While such filmmakers and organisations seem to be resisting and perhaps
disrupting the oligopolistic structure that has long since governed the US film industry, by
subverting the windowingeleasing system, bypassing theatrical distribution and (most
importantly) being less reliant on more commercial distributors to connect their films with

consumers, it is also important to question how QindependentO this new and emerging
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industrial envirammment is and will become. As the conclusion of this thesis will now
address, a new industrial structure has emerged, where the powerful stakeholders are
still, to a certain degree, the major studios and their respective parent conglomerates,
but also a rapdly growing new breed of conglomerates, the roots of which are in the
online world. A large number of the D.1.Y. and D.I.W.O strategies outlined within this
chapter are reliant on platforms and services provided by these new conglomerates, and
as such theOindependenceO of the independent films being released through these

channels is questionable.
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CONCLUSION

THE CHANGING FACE OF FILM DISTRIBUTION
The starting point for this thesis waghe topological query, Owhere is cinema?2@d it
seems both poett and useful toconclude this thesisby returning to this question. Athis
thesis hasdemonstrated, cinema is not locatable to one specific place, site of exhibition
or indeed, @ealityDAs Chapter Two detas| the array of distribution practices eviderin
US filmhas resulted in an environment were film is accessible in theatres, in the
domestic sphere and out on the streetand there areno signs that any of these sites of
consumption will diminish in the coming years. More so, as Chapiéiree detaied, the
current marketing strategies being adopted to promote films are utilising digital tools to
merge thefilmsO story worldaith our own reality Theseare just two of the waysn which
developments within thedistribution sectorhave facilitatedthe enhanced nomadic
nature of contemporary cinema.

Throuwghout its chapters, this thesis has@conceptualisedthe distribution
landscape of US film, with a specific focus on the terrain that can be collectively referred
to as American independent cinema. Asi¢ Introduction and Chapter One explored, it is
impossible to discuss American independent cinema as a definitieatity or its
componentsb whether that be companies, filmmakers, or the films themselvd3as
existing in a state of homogeneity. Rathgit is more appropriate toperceive American
independent cinema ashavingmany incarnations.The various waysn which American
independent cinema presents itself have varying degrees of independence in terms of
their industrial position, aesthetics and formand ideological stance (King2005: 2).
Therefore, asKleinhans suggests independenceis a relative concepthat is usually
determined by its position in relationship to th&dominant Hollywood systemO (1998:
308). As this thesis has reiteratedgertain parts of American independent cinema are
closer to Hollywoodhan others, and it is this breadth of scopand overall diversitythat
make American independent cinema useful case study forinvestigating changes in film
distribution and marketing.

A majorchangewhich has occurred within film distribution is the emergence of
new organisations, angas such a new industrial structurehas formed. Writing about
this, Tryonasserts thatconglomerates such as OGoogle, Amazon, and Walmart joined a
number of newmedia companies, including Apple, Facebook, and Netflix, in reshaping
the networks through which media content is deliveredO (Tryon, 2013: 343.Chapter

Twoexplored Amazon has a number of different interests in the film industry with most
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of them linked to the distribution sector. For example, its acquisition of LOVEF|LM
subsequentlyabsorbed intothe Amazon Instant Video servigdnas provided the online
retailer with a large interest in theDVD, digital download and streaming services

markets. Furthemmore, AmazonOs ownership of Custom Flix and Withoutabox extends the
conglomeratdd investment innon-theatrical distributionin terms of the videcon-demand
and festival distribution arenasThis brief outline of AmazonOs subsidiaries is indicative

of a wider patternin the media and entertainment industries that hasseen new
conglomerates emerge from the online arena to become substantial playéngilm
distribution, and the wider mediaterrain.

The new media landscape whichas emerged ischaracterised by contradictions
and complexities. Orthe one hand, as Tryon notes, the opportunities offered by digital
delivery systems and social media platforms for D.1.Y. filmmakers have been celebrated
becausethey have enabled these filmmakers to overcome theddiibution barrier that
has invariablybeen a problem(2013: 139). Yet, on the other hand, in order to overcome
such barriers,these D.L.Y. filmmakers are using and depending Oupon resources owned
by major media conglomeratesO (ibid}hapter SixOs caseusty aptly epresents this
situation. WhileBrave New Films are using new delivery methods and tools to bypass
both theatrical distribution and the traditional gatekeepers of this realm, they are also
largely using the platforms and assets of the types ofganisations they are seeking to
circumvent. For examplethey use YouTube as a way of hostjrand circulating video
content. Yet whilstit may appear to be a democratising platforpboth its industrial
position as a subsidiary of Google (a conglomerateathexerts both power and influence
within the new industrial landscape outling here) and itsprivilegingactivities undermine
this.

There is a tensionaccording to Wasko and Mary Eriksdretween the platforn®
Qlemocratising goals and economic potenti® 2009: 372 ). While YouTube brands itself
on the notion of OBroadcast YoursBf that appears to offedemocratisation of media
distribution and exhibition,it also usesOvarious techniques adoptedié enhance
advertising andprivilege some videos overtbersO (Wasko and Erikson, 2009: 383).
Therefore assumptions that the platform is democratisingre ilHudged given thata two-
tiered systemis in operation in whichthose with finances available to pay for promotion
and position can and those without ihaveto rely on the quality of their content and its
ability to connect with consumers irder to increases its visibility Furthermore with

content being put on the site for free and YouTube using this to sell advertising, there a
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also issuespertaining to the Ocommodification of [free] labourO (ibidhis
commodification and ceoption of independent film (oito be more technically accurate
video) by YouTube and @&gle bears distinct resemblanceo howb as Chapter One
detailed B in the 1980s and subsequent decades, the major studios and their parent
conglomeratesencroached upon parts of American independent cinema after seeing its
revenue potential. What this thesis is proposing is thattgpe ofre-conglomeration of
independent film has occurredtp a certain degree) that is akin in some ways the co-
option that occurred during thel980s and onwards From the1980s, the major studios
and their conglomerate ownersealised that money could be made from within the
independent sector and theyoeganto acquireindependent productioncompanies or
create companies within their own structures thanimicked the practices ofsuch
companies.Nowadays.a new group of conglomerates have begun to realise how certain
components of American independent cinema cabe monetisedin a slightly different

way. Rather than acquiringor creatingindependent film companies(as occurred in the
1980s), this new group of conglomerategto which Google and Amazon belong Yare
instead acquiringor creatingthe platforms, sewices and online toolghat certain
independent filmmakers and companiesise to overcome thebarriers to film distribution.
In essence, rather than procuring theroduction of independent film they are instead
acquiring and creating the distribution toolsneeded to connect independent film with
consumers In this model, the new conglomerates are using their control and ownership
of the distribution tools to monetise independent film contemntot only fromtaking their
percentage from thesales of the films(e.g. downloads etc.) but also througbnline
advertising reveue.

This should not suggest that the traditional gatekeepers of distribution or the
more established OpowersO in the US film induBimamely the major studios and their
parent conglomeratesb are becoming extinct, but rather indicate that a new industrial
structure has emergedwhichthey are a part of alongsidethe aforementionednew
conglomerates.Thetraditional OpowersO increasingly waith these new conglomerates
in order to retain thar control on the film and entertainmenindustries, and will probably
continue to do so successfully-urthermore byinvesting in such partnerships and
collaborations, these media conglomerates, as Tryon acknowledges, are able to use
digital delivery plaforms to exert Ogreater control over the distribution, circulation and
exhibition of their movies@013: 50). Therefore the innovations that have occurred

within the distribution sectors that this thesis hasxplored should not just be seen as
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being synptomatic of American ndependent cinema, which itselfin certain parts
operates extremely closky to (if not within) the reach of these major studios and
conglomerates. Rather, what this thesisas demonstratedis that the parts of American
independent anema furthest away from the these conglomeratesuch asmid-scale
independents,low-end independents and D.I.Y. filmmakeyare more likely to engage in
innovative practices in these fields first. When such practices are proven to be effective
or have pdential to be monetised, they generally become adopted or-opted by the
parts of American independent cinema that are closest to Hollywood, the major studios
and their parent conglomerateshemselves and thenew conglomeratessuch asGoogle

and Amazon.

Key findings of the thesis

This remapping of the distribution landscape of American independent cinema goes
some way to answering the central questiomnderpinningthis thesis, how has media
convergence impacted on the distribution and marketing of Amean independent
cinema, and how canthis impact be understood in terms of wider technological,
industrial and sociocultural contexts relevant to the current media landscap&t this
key findingb the identification ofnew industrial structures B is just one face of a
multifaceted picture of the relationship between media convergence and the distribution
sector of Ameican independent cinema. As thishiesis has demonstrated, thampact of
media convergene on the distribution and marketing oAmerican indgpendent cinema
goes beyond changes to industrial structures, despite such changesmg of
fundamental signifi@nce and being interconnected witlilevelopments in terms of the
technology used to distribute films and the sociocultural consumptiongmtices which
have emerged frormew forms of digital delivery.

At a technological level, media convergendes facilitated the emergence o&
number of new methods and strategies terms of thedigital distribution offilms. For
example, within thetimeframe examined, the online distribution of feature flms became
more realisable andprevalent As the Introduction outlined, a number of key platforms
emerged or expanded their services in 2006 to facilitate the distribution of film content
online, such as AppleG%unes beginning to offer films and TV shows to rent or bayd
Amazon launchinga videcon-demand service Cunningham and Silver, 2012: 191).
Whilethese developments have changed the industrial arrangement of the distribution

sector of American indepenent cinema to a certain degree, the fact that there vea
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substantial investment inonline distributionalso indicates thattechnological
developmentswerein place to supportit; most notably the capacity onternet
connections to offer film streaming andlownloading on a widespread basis.

The purdy digital delivery of film whiclonline distribution offersb either by
streaming or downloading® has not yet resulted in the disappearance of serdigital
distribution forms. Althoughas Chapter Twasuggested the DVD market in the US was in
decline during the years examinedh this thesis, anddespite this decline continuing, DVD
is still @he most valuable window after theatric&® (Ault, 2013)This indicatesthat the
distribution environmentdiscussed in ths thesis and what has continued pos2010, is
characterised by the adoption of both digital and serdigital delivery systemsA Odigital
by-default® mode of delivery has not occurred ¥e#lthough in time it may. & Tryon
identifies, the range of digitaland semkdigital methods of film distribution has led to a
situation where it is likely Othat no single delivery will dominate the home and mobile
markets, leading to complications in how movies are distributed and exhibited (2013:
31). In the future, puely digtal forms of film distribution couldcome to dominde the
home and mobile markets. Were in the 1970s there were two rival forms of home video
players released® Betamax and VH® which both used different technologies, and
after a battle betweenthe two, the JVC format (VHS) becartiee Ode facto world
standard for videoO (JVC History, 2018)similar confrontation between the different
forms of purely digital delivery forms is unlikely to occur. This is because the hardware
(e.g. laptops, smartpbnes, tablets, etc.) used by consumers to consunugital films
supports allforms of digital distribution. In essence, what is important in todayOs scenario
is the Internet, whichis not beholdento a specific device.

The online distributionand digital deliveryof films are key underpinning of what
Hills (2009) has referred to as an OeemandO culture of Odhe-goO access to media
content and what Tryon describes as the increasing control that consumers have over
their viewing experience in this pesd of enhanced Oplatform mobilityO (20148). To
summarise, both of thesestudies sugges that consumers are expectant of having
access to media content when and where they want ih recent years, consumers have
become more expectant of being able to cdrol and individualise their consumption
experience.These sociocultural consumption trends and expeattons have also
impacted on the distribution methods of American independent cinema, and US film at
large. As Chapter Two examined, this has manifestéskif in the reduction of the

distribution windowsbetween the different markets. Br example, the time between a
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film playing in cinemas to when it is released into the home entertainment market is
continually being reduced. Dagnd-date releasing strateges collapsed these OwindowsO
altogether. As exemplified by 2929 EntertainmentOs releasindabble, the film was
simultaneouslydistributed in cinemas, on DVD and onlinél'he institutional structure of
2929 Entertainment with its subsidiaries in all of hese film markets coupled with the
digitalisation of film and thelnternet as a distribution system, enabled themooth,
synchronised releasing of the film across differembarkets at the same time.

Thelnternet has also supported many of the changesvident in the marketing
arena.In a similarmannerto the way in whichcurrent film distribution methods include
traditional, relatively recent and then emergent forms of film delivery, the marketing
arenausesa similararray of approaches to build awarenesabout a film. As Chapter
Threediscussed a rangeof offline and online strategiesare being adopted. In terms of
those influenced by media convergence, the current scenario is that it is commonplace
for films to have an online presencsuch as a websié and/or being prevalent on social
media platforms. Furthermore specificmarketing strategies are aimed directly at linking
consumersO real worlds to the online world and so by working across offlinéorms of
marketing alongsidenewer online techniques An exemplar of this is the QR codas
discussed in Chapter Three in reference tor Colored Girls. A QR code&an be placed on
printed promotional materials and when scanned by a smartphone wittternet
connection transports the consumer to online cotent.

MarketersO adoptionf social media platforms as a means of promoting their
films has become increasinty complex and in some ways, sophisticatedhey have
pursuedsocial media as a way of connecting to specific groups of consumers, such as
Fox AbmicOs usage of MySpace in the marketing of their films to attract the lucrative 17
b 24 year old demographicFurthermore it has been fundamental in taking a Ocustomer
selectionO (Smith and Taylor, 2004: 4) approach to film marketifidns is becausesodal
media depends on people liking, following, friending etc. (depending on the platform in
question)a filmOs or distribut@® Facebook page, Twitter account, YouTube Chanagtl
so on. In doing this, consumerbave alreadydeclared an interest inthe product and so
are likely to be more profitablecontacts. In essence, the marketing materials delivered
via social media are more targeted thathe general distribution ofa film poster.

Film marketkers have also begun to utilisespecific consumeded practices evident
on different social media platforms to market their films. Th&ot Tub Time MachineOs

campaigrOs usef the hashtag and social media trené¢ThrowbackThursdayp which
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seessocial mediausersdisplayonline photographs from thér past b exemplifies this. As
the premise of the film is about a hot tub that facilitates time travel to the past, tH@mOs
marketers utilised this sociaimedia practice extensively in campaigactivities across the
filmOd-acebook, Instagram and Twitter accountsurthemmore, as Chapter Five
examined Lionsgate utilised social media platform, Chatroulette, and its usersO practices
as a means of marketingrhe Last Exorcism. Thedistributor recorded the rections of
Chatroulette users ina conversation they were having with female who thenbecame
Odemonically possessedvideo of thé reactions was postedon YouTube and from
there it spread extensively online. As the results of this case study demonstrated, this
spread was largely due to consumers sharing the video ahbbgs/articles written about
it, acrossdifferent social media platforms.

Such communication and consumption practices are indicative tife concept of
Web 2.0, whichis simultaneously a consequence of the technological and sociocultural
strands of convegence. As Chaffemrgues it is important that people do not discuss
Web 2.0 asOa new web standa@ but rather a®an evolution of technologies and
communications approaches which have grown in importance since 208020050
(Chaffey, 2008: 504).Buildingon this in his discussion on the phrase Oindie 2.00ng
suggests that Web 2.0 Osignifies a shift of orientation that enables and encourages
collective participation and collaboration in the production of online materialsO (2014: 4).
As Chapter Foudetailed, this has impacted on the marketing of independent film as
consumer creations have been sed by distributors such as Fox Atomic and Fox
Searchlight as a means of promoting both themselves and their filrogline. This relates
to BrunsO notion of OprocageO as a term that accounts for th@new hybrid form of
simultaneousproduction and usageO (2007: 117). In essence, those creating content
are alsothose consuming it. Thus, as Jenkins and Green stategglia convergence has
brought about a Oreconceptuakdion of the audienceb how itis comprised, how it is
courted, what it wants, and how to generate value from itfDQ9: 215).

However, & this thesis has demonstrated, this collaboration is not just restricted
to the productionof content, but also includes the ways in whicHilm content is
distributed B or perhaps, more aptly,circulated. As Chapter Six explored in reference to
filmmakers such as Greenwald anéaley, consumers are currentlgontributing to the
multitude of ways in whicHilm flows through different mediums and platformsand
connectswith consumers. Greenwald used a social media platfo to orchestrate

simultaneousoffline screening events when releasingncovered: The Whole Truth about
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the Iraq War (Greenwald, 2009 and has since utilised to varying degreesppportunities
offered by both social media and thénternetin general to release other, more recent
films, such aslraq For Sale (Greenwald,2006) and Rethink Afghanistan (Greenwald,
2009). In all of these strategies, consumers haveollaborated with the releasig of the
films, from hostingscreenings through to becoming ODistribution AdvocatesO. Such
strategies are indicative of the new socioculturalriven consumption trends, \Were
consumers are more actively engaged in the act obonsumption thanperhaps they were
previously. Yet such practiceare alsounderpinned by technological convergence in
terms of digitalisation and thelnternet, as without these many of these consumer
practices wouldbe hinderedor impossible.

What thisdemonstratesis the interconnectedness of the three key expression
technological, industrial and socioculturab of media convergenceFromthis, it can be
stated that media convergenceat industrial, technological and sociocultural levelsas
diversifiedthe ways in which films are connected with consumers, and as such has
brought about changes in both consumption practices and the articulations of this
consumption.Furthermore innovations within film distribution and marketing have
resulted in changes tdilm form itself, which traditional approaches to understanding
film struggle to account for. Fndamentally, this thesis has used the distribution sector
as an entry pointto understanding the ways in which media convergence has impacted
on American indegndent cinema at technological, industrial and sociocultural levels.
With distributionas the connecting industry sector between the realms of production and
exhibition, changes within it intrinsically have an impact on these two adjoining arenas.
This ripple effect means thatby analysing changes withirdistribution, developments in
production and exhibitioncan also be both discussed and understood. For example, as
Chapter Twasuggested digital distribution impacts on the exhibition siteshere films
are consumed and as Chapter Four discussed, online tools used to market films are
changing the ways in which film stories are presentddThe Outbreak (Lund, 2008) and
Bank Run (Lund, 2010) are exemplars of thisTherefore, whit this thesis is essentially a
distribution study, its findings and discussions are relevant to wider conversations about
American independent cinema, contemporary film form and aesthetics, and emergent
consumption environments and practices within this contemporary era of convergence.

The underpinning methodological archetture of this thesishas been
fundamental to the discovery of these findings. Firstlgy approaching media

convergence as dripartite concept, it has enabled this thesis to perceive changes within
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American indepenént cinema- from the novel methods of distribution identified in
Chapter Twoto the new story telling practices discussed in Chapter Fourot as
unconnected practices but rather interconnected innovations. Essentialby
understanding that media convegence does not have one singular form evident in just
technological developments, industrial structures or sociocultural practicgsut instead
has a number of incarnations that span all three of these arenas, this thesis has been
able to intricately asses the scope that it has had not only on distribution methods and
companies, but also inerms of how such changes have manifested themselves in film
form itself and its consumption

Secondly, the adoption and situation of this thesis within the wider i@ industry
studies agenda further suppor this multifaceted approach to assessing the areaAs
McDonald has argud, a media industry studies approach is not a cleaut or definitive
research methodology, but rather a Hyridised way ofexamining mediamdustries that
uses Oideas, concepts, perspectives and arguments from manyEdirectionsO (2013: 146).
Whilst this OcherqyickingO of methodological approaches is one of the reasoris/the
media industry studies agenda has attracted a degres criticism, it is precisely this
perceived weaknessvhich has made it useful for this thesis. The fluidity and scope of
the media industry studies agenda to draw upon a range of approaches to provide, as
Holt and Perren state, an QOintegrated analysis of media textsgamces, histories, and
cultureO (2009: 2)has given this thesisthe tools and frameworks needed to fully
understand media convergenceOs impact on the distribution sector of American
independent cinema from a number of anglesand to construct an argumenbased on
how they interconnect.

The macro and micro level analysis framework adopted by this thesisoadly
aligned to SchatzOs (2009) assessmenttbe US film industry, hagprovided a structure
for the findings, and alsoa way in which specific nuanes within the distribution of
American independentinemacan be related to wider contexts and trends. For example,
this overarching framework allowed the collaborativarculation techniques adopted by
Brave New Filmsto be, on one leve] discussed as imividualised practices orchestrated
by that specific organisation andon another leve] provided scope for them to be related
to wider concepts such as the new industrial formation outlined in thetroduction to this
conclusion, TryonOs (2013) notion @platform mobilityO and Jenkiriprd andGreenOs

(2013) conceptualisation of spreadable media.
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Theadoption of this framework has worked handh-hand with how the film corpus
for this thesis was constructd in a largely systematic wayThe film corpus ha been
used to support the assertion of general trends that this thesis has identified and has
also allowed for the methodical handpicking of key films to esas case studies. The
proposed framework of the Venn of Independence provided a schema throughchtthe
full array ofdistributors operating in American independent cinema can be positioned
primarily in accordancewith their industrial position, but also with consideration of other
more subjective and nuanced elementssuch as the types of films theyelease. This
frameworkwasinitially inspiredby TavesO (1995) B film taxonontlyat he used to
categotise different types of B films. However, rather than proposiagigid structure for
segmenting American independent cinema in terms of its distributorBhe Venn of
Independence is more fluid in its approachnd more industriallyminded than TavesO
earlier work The boundaries between the four main categories are malleable, allowing
for companies to belong to more than one category and also change theisjtion within
the Venn at any given time in light of new contextual considerations. Given that the
current media landscape in this contemporary era of media convergence is one that is
characterised bymergers, acquisitions, fluidity, movement and egoingchange, this
approach tolooselystructuring the distribution sectorof American independent cinema
seems apt.The Venn of Independence provides a way which this impact of media
convergence, primarily at an industrial level, can be (albeit loosely)ustiured. Thishas
resulted in a comprehensive assessment of the terrain, rather than an examination of
the distribution of a specific incarnation of American independent cinemiaurthermore
while this thesis has used this framework primarily as a way t@gition individual
distributors operatingin the theatrical market its use could easily be extended as a tool

to help categoriseproduction companies too

The limitations of the thesis and future directions for research

With these methodological framewrks and research agendas in mind, this thesis
situates itself both within the recent trend in film studies scholarshifor distribution
studies, and within the evergrowing canon of literature on American independent
cinema. In terms of its position withi the distribution studies landscape, ifaligns itself
with the work of Tryon (2013), Lobato (2009, 2012)enkins et al(2013) and to a lesser
degree, lordanova and Cunningham (2012and within the realms of American

independent cinema supports and builsl on work by Tzioumakis (2006, 2012a, 2012b
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and 2013) and Perren (2004, 2012, 2013a, 2013b). In this lightthis study has
achieved abroad re-mapping ofthe distribution sector of Amerian independent cinema,
in terms of the distributors involvedn the sector, the methods and strategieshat they
are adopting and the types of filmsthey releasedwithin the contemporary era of media
convergence This is coupled with nuanced readings and analyses of key trends in
operation in reference to specific case stlies, and also howthe innovations witnessed
within distribution impact and relate to changes evident in production and exhibitidn.
essence, this thesis hagto a certain degre@ pickedup the baton frommore-or{ess
where TzioumakisOs (2006) monografihished, and through the lens of distribution has
exploredwhat American independent cinema is ia new st of industrial frameworkg04.
In adopting a distribution studies rationalét has enabled the thesis taouch upon key
issues within both production ad exhibition. Whilst this wideanging scope and
assessment of the terrain is one of the thesisOs main strengths and asserts it original
contribution to knowledge in the field, it also (in certain instances) highlights its
limitations.

Amongst these limiations is the fact that the thesis has only really addressed the
distribution of American independent cinema within its domestic context. Principally, this
thesis has focused on the distribution of films in the US and although some of the
distribution strategies examined opened the films up to global audienc&ssuch as
WeeksO setfistribution of 20mph (2007) via a digital downloadD other strategies such
as the free online release ofSlacker Uprising (Moore, 2007), were only applicable to its
US distribuion strategy.Furthermore while focusing on the distribution sector has
provided this thesis with the scope to examine how changes from within this fialave
impacted on the production and exhibition of American independent cinema due to its
interconneding position between the two, some of these findings are unfortunately not
fully explored. For example, whlthis thesis, as a distribution study has identified the
impact that innovations within the sectohave had on the types and forms of stories
being told in American independent cinemat has not had the opportunity to articulate
or investigate in much depth how existing frameworks within narratology studies can be
adapted or remixed across differentnediain order to textually analyse these new sty
formsin line with industrial considerations The broadness of this thesis in terms of how

much of the American independent cinema landscape it encapsulates within its

104 The film corpus tables contained within the Appendices of this thesis, particularly in terms of the
theatrical market, are a key contribution to research in American independent cinema as it provides
overview of the types of films being released and the distributors who release them.
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discussion, whiké being necessary as no other study has done this for the terrainiig
current form, has meant that areas such as the aforementioned ones have not been able
to be examined within the thesisOs timeframe and word count. Therefore, future research
directions within this field could examine how the global distribution of Anean
independent cinema functionsand could take some of the findings from this thesis and
dissect them further in accordanceavith new frameworks or theoretical concepts.

Finally, this thesisOs remit endis 2010, when essentially mobile or fully portdb
distribution of films was in its infancy;dr example, the first iPad was only launched early
in 2010. While the post2010 distribution landscape has not yet fundamentally departed
from the one examined within this thesis, since 2010 technology has ddeped, new
services have emergedinstitutional mergers have taken place, and consumption
practices that were once relatively niche have become more widely adopted. In light of
this, this thesisOs findings are rapidly becoming historical in their naturel s such
research on how film content moves between production and consumption needs to be
continually conducted in order to keep up with the rate of progress. This thesisOs original
contributions to knowledge in the fields of both American independetinema and
distribution studieshave gone some way to providing a blueprint férow future research
into the aforementioned areas coulde conducted. Specifically, this thesis has:
reconceptualised what independent film has become within this contemporasgriod of
media convergence; reframed discussions on film digoution to be more inclusive and
less elitistin their scope; provided new methodological approaches to understanding the
wider workings of film distribution and marketing; and explored how alges in the
distribution sector have impacted on the fields of film production and exhibitiowith
these key featuresFrom the Cinema Screen to the Smartphone has provided part of the

schema needed to continughe pursuit of locating Americarndependentcinema.
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Appendix Item 1: Full Theatrical Corpus

Year of
Film Title Distributor Release
9 Focus Features 2009
1408 MGM 2007
45365 7th Art Releasing 2010
(500) Days of Summer Fox Searchlight 2009
$5 a day Image Entertainment 2008
10 Questions for the Dalai Lama Monterey Media 2007
10th & Wolf ThinkFilm 2006
141th Hour Warner Independent 2007
127 Hours Fox Searchlight 2010
13 Months of Sunshine Abeselom Productions Distribution 2008
16 to Life Waterdog Films 2010
2012: Time for Change Mangusta Productions 2010
28 Weeks Later Fox Atomic 2007
3:10 to Yuma Lionsgate 2007
51 Birch Street Truly Indie 2006
95 Miles to Go ThinkFilm 2006
A Dog Lover's Symphony A Dog Lover's Symphony 2006
A Four Letter Word Embrem Entertainment 2008
A Good Day to be Black and Sexy Magnolia Pictures 2008
A Good Woman Lionsgate 2006
A Guide to Recognising Your Saints First Look 2006
A Jihad for Love First Run Features 2008
A Lawyer Walks into a Bar Indican Pictures 2008
A Man Named Pearl Shadow/Railroad Square 2007
A Mighty Heart Paramount Vantage 2007
A Mother's Courage: Talking Back to Autism First Run Features 2010
A Plumm Summer Freestyle Releasing 2008
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A Prairie Home Companion Picturehouse 2006
A Scanner Darkly Warner Independent 2006
A Serious Man Focus Features 2009
A Thousand Years of Good Prayers Magnolia Pictures 2008
A Wink and a Smile First Run Features 2009
Safari Media, LCC/Sagewood
Abduction: The Megumi Yokota Story Cinema Ventures 2006
Abominable Freestyle Releasing 2006
Absolute Wilson New Yorker 2006
Adam Fox Searchlight 2009
Adam & Steve TLA Releasing 2006
Adventureland Miramax 2009
Adventures of Power Variance Films 2009
After the Cup: Sons of Sakhnin United Variance Films 2010
After.Life Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
Afterschool IFC Films 2009
Ahead of Time Vitagraph Films 2010
Akeelah and the Bee Lionsgate 2006
Al Franken: God Spoke Balcony Releasing 2006
Alex Rider: Operation Stormbreaker Weinstein Co. 2006
Alice Neel SeeThink Films 2007
Alien Trespass Roadside Attractions 2009
All Good Things Magnolia Pictures 2010
All Roads Lead Home Waldo West Productions 2008
Allah Made Me Funny Truly Indie 2008
Alone with Her IFC Films 2007
Alpha and Omega Lionsgate 2010
Amazing Grace Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Ambrose Bierce: Civil War Stories Hannover House Films 2006
Amelia Fox Searchlight 2009
America Betrayed First Run Features 2009
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America the Beautiful

First Independent Pictures

2008

America: Freedom to Fascism Cinema Libre 2006
American Cannibal Lifesize Entertainment 2007
American Casino Argot Pictures 2009
American Fusion Wildcat Releasing 2007
American Grindhouse Lorber Films 2010
American Gun IFC Films 2006
American Hardcore Sony Pictures Classics 2006
American Radical: The Trials of Norman Finkelstein Typecast Releasing 2010
American Swing Magnolia Pictures 2009
American Teen Paramount Vantage 2008
American Violet Samuel Goldwyn Films 2009
American Zombie Cinema Libre 2008
Americanising Shelley Rocky Mountain Pictures 2007
Amexicano Maya Releasing 2008
National Geographic
Amreeka Entertainment 2009
Amu Emerging Pictures 2007
An American Affair Screen Media Films 2009
An American Carol Vivendi Entertainment 2008
An American Haunting Freestyle Releasing 2006
An Education Sony Pictures Classics 2009
An Inconvenient Truth Paramount Vantage 2006
An Unreasonable Man IFC Films 2007
Anamorph IFC Films 2008
And Then Came Love Fox Meadow 2007
Another Gay Movie TLA Releasing 2006
Another Gay Sequel TLA Releasing 2008
April's Shower Regent Releasing 2006
Aqua Teen Hunger Force: The Movie First Look 2007
Arctic Tale Paramount Vantage 2007
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Arnolds Park Lantern Lane Entertainment 2007
Arranged Film Movement 2007
Art & Copy 7th Art Releasing 2009
Art School Confidential Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Arthur and the Invisibles Weinstein Co. 2006
Millenium Films/First Look
As Good as Dead International 2010
Astro Boy Summit Entertainment 2009
August First Look 2008
August Evening Maya Releasing 2008
Aurora Borealis Regent Releasing 2006
Autumn Truly Indie 2006
Awake Weinstein Co. 2007
Away From Her Lionsgate 2007
Away We Go Focus Features 2009
Babel Paramount Vantage 2006
Backseat Truly Indie 2008
Bad Lieutenant: Port of Call New Orleans First Look 2009
Baghead Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Ballast Alluvial Film Company 2008
Balls of Fury FocusFeatures/Rogue Pictures | 2007
Bamako New Yorker 2007
Bandslam Summit Entertainment 2009
Bangkok Dangerous Lionsgate 2008
Bart Got a Room Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
Battle for Terra Roadside Attractions 2009
ThinkFilm/Redwood Palms
Battle in Seattle Pictures 2008
Be Kind Rewind New Line 2008
BearCity TLA Releasing 2010
Beautiful Losers Sidetrack Films/Arthouse Films | 2008
Been Rich All My Life First Run Features 2006
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Beer for My Horses Roadside Attractions 2008
BeerlLeague Freestyle Releasing 2006
Beeswax Cinema Guild 2009
Beetle Queen Conquers Tokyo Argot Pictures 2010
Before the Devil Knows You're Dead ThinkFilm 2007
Before the Rains Roadside Attractions 2008
Behind the Burly Q First Run Features 2010
Behindthe Mask: The Rise of Leslie Vernon Anchor Bay Entertainment 2007
Believe Kaleidescope Films 2007
Believe in Me IFC Films 2007
Bella Roadside Attractions 2007
Beowulf & Grendel Truly Indie 2006
Best Worst Movie Area23a 2010
Between Love & Goodbye Embrem Entertainment 2009
Beyond a Reasonable Doubt Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
Beyond Belief Film Sales Company 2008
Beyond Honor International Film Circuit 2006
Bhutto First Run Features 2010
Big Fan First Independent Pictures 2009
Big Gay Musical Unknown/Self Distributed 2009
Bigger, Stronger, Faster* Magnolia Pictures 2008
Billy the Kid Elephant Eye Films 2007
Billy: The Early Years of Billy Graham Rocky Mountain Pictures 2008
Bitch Slap Freestyle Releasing 2010
Black Christmas MGM 2006
Black Dynamite Apparition 2009
Black Gold California Newsreel 2006
Black Irish Anywhere Road Entertainment | 2007
Black Snake Moan Paramount Vantage 2007
Black Swan Fox Searchlight 2010
Black White + Grayf Arthouse Films 2007

"#$




Blackballed: The Bobby Dukes Story The 7th Floor 2006
Blessed is the Match: The Life and Death and Hannah Senesh Balcony Releasing 2009
Blind Date Variance Films 2009
Blind Dating Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Blonde Ambition First Look 2007
Blonde andBlonder Empire Pictures 2008
Blood and Chocolate MGM 2007
Blood and Tears ThinkFilm 2007
Blood Done Sign My Name Paladin 2010
Bloodline Cinema Libre 2008
BloodRayne Romar Entertainment 2006
Blossoms of Fire New Yorker 2006
Blue Gap Boy'z Better World Distribution 2008
Blue Valentine Weinstein Co. 2010
Bob Funk Cinema Epoch 2009
Bobby MGM 2006
Body of War Film Sales Company 2008
Bonneville SenArt/ScrantonlLacy 2008
Boogie Man: The Lee Atwater Story InterPositive Media 2008
Bottle Shock Freestyle Releasing 2008
Boxing Gym Zipporah 2010
Boy Culture TLA Releasing 2007
BoyBand Artigo Ajemian Films 2010
Boynton Beach Club IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside/Wingate 2006
Brand Upon the Brain! Vitagraph Films 2007
Bratz Lionsgate 2007
Breaking andEntering Weinstein Co. 2006
Breaking Upwards IFC Films 2010
Breath Made Visible Argot Pictures 2010
Brick Focus Features/Rogue Pictures| 2006
Brief Interviews with Hideous Men IFC Films 2009
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Broken Bridges

Paramount Vantage

2006

Broken English Magnolia Pictures 2007
Broken Hill Audience Alliance 2009
Brooklyn Rules City Lights Pictures 2007
Brooklyn's Finest Overture Films 2010
Brothers Lionsgate 2009
Brutal Beauty: Tales of the Rose City Roller Cinema Purgatorio 2010
Bubble Magnolia Pictures 2006
Budrus Balcony Releasing 2010
Bug Lionsgate 2007
Bullrider Emerging Pictures 2006
Buried Lionsgate 2010
Burma VJ Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
Burn After Reading Focus Features 2008
Bustin' Down the Door Screen Media Films 2008
Ca$h Roadside Attractions 2010
Call of the Wild 3D Vivendi Entertainment 2009
Call+Response Fair Trade Pictures 2008
Canvas Screen Media Films 2007
Capitalism: A Love Story Overture Films 2009
Captivity After Dark Films 2007
Carbon Nation Clay Way Media 2010
Carmen and Geoffrey First Run Features 2009
Carriers Paramount Vantage 2009
Case 39 Paramount Vantage 2010
Casino Jack and the United States of Money Magnolia Pictures 2010
Cassandra's Dream Weinstein Co. 2008
Casting About Kino International 2007
Catch a Fire Focus Features 2006
Cavite Truly Indie 2006
Chain Letter New Films Cinema 2010
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Chalk Arts Alliance America 2007
Chapter 27 Vitagraph Films 2008
Charlie Bartlett MGM 2008
Che, Part 1: The Argentine IFC Films 2008
Che, Part 2 IFC Films 2008
Chelsea on the Rocks Aliquot Films 2009
Cherry Abramorama Films 2010
Chicago 10 Roadside Attractions 2008
The Kids are Alright
Children of Invention Productions/Variance Films 2010
China Blue Argot Pictures 2007
Chloe Sony Pictures Classics 2010
Choke Fox Searchlight 2008
Choking Man International Film Circuit 2007
Choose Connor Strand Releasing 2008
Chop Shop Koch Lorber Films 2008
Chris and Don: A Love Story Zeitgeist 2008
Christmas at Maxwell's Laufer Films 2006
Christmas in Wonderland Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Ciao Regent Releasing 2008
Circle Indican Pictures 2010
City Island Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
Civic Duty Freestyle Releasing 2007
Clear Blue Tuesday CAVU Releasing 2010
Clerks 2 MGM 2006
Client 9: The Rise and Fall of Eliot Spitzer Magnolia Pictures 2010
Climates Zeitgeist 2006
Closing Escrow Magnolia Pictures 2007
Coastlines IFC Films 2006
Cocaine Cowboys Magnolia Pictures 2006
Code Name: The Cleaner New Line 2007




Coffee Date Slowhand Cinema 2006
Cold Souls Samuel Goldwyn Films 2009
Collapse Vitagraph Films 2009
College MGM 2008
Colma: The Musical IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2007
Color of the Cross Rocky Mountain Pictures 2006
Come Early Morning IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Commune First Run Features 2006
Confessions of a Ex-Doofux-ltchy Footed Mutha Innocent Bystander 2009
Constantine's Sword First Run Features 2008
Control Weinstein Co. 2007
Convention IFC Films 2010
Conversations with God IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Conversations with Other Women Fabrication Films 2006
Conviction Fox Searchlight 2010
Cool It Roadside Attractions 2010
Copying Beethoven MGM 2006
Coraline Focus Features 2009
Countdown to Zero Magnolia Pictures 2010
Reel Diva Consultants/American
Cover Cinema International 2008
Cowboy and Lucky Unknown/Self Distributed 2009
Cowboy Del Amor Emerging Pictures 2006
Crank Lionsgate 2006
Crank 2: High Voltage Lionsgate 2009
Crazy Heart Fox Searchlight 2009
Crazy Like a Fox Sky Island 2006
Crazy Love Magnolia Pictures 2007
Crazy on the Outside Freestyle Releasing 2010
Crisps and Bloods: Made in America Argot Pictures 2009
Cropsey Cinema Purgatorio 2010
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Crossing Over Weinstein Co. 2009
Crude First Run Features 2009
Cruel World Indican Pictures 2006
CSA: The Confederate Stats of America IFC Films 2006
CSNY: DZj"~ Vu Roadside Attractions 2008
Cthulhu Regent Releasing 2008
Cyrus Fox Searchlight 2010
Daddy Longlegs IFC Films 2010
Daddy's Home/Father of Invention Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
Daddy's Little Girl Lionsgate 2007
Dalai Lama Renaissance Wakan Films 2008
Dancing Across Borders First Run Features 2010
Dare Image Entertainment 2009
Dare Not Walk Alone Indican Pictures 2008
Darfur Now Warner Independent 2007
Dark Matter First Independent Pictures 2008
Dark Streets Samuel Goldwyn Films 2008
Dave Chappelle's Block Party Focus Features 2006
David & Layla Newroz Films 2007
Day Night Day Night IFC Films 2007
Day Zero First Look 2008
Daybreakers Lionsgate 2010
Dead Awake New Films Cinema 2010
Deadfall Trail Nocturnal Features 2010
Deal MGM 2008
Dear Zachary: a letter to a son about his father Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
Death at a Funeral MGM 2007
Death in Love Screen Media Films 2009
Death of a Ghost Hunter Nocturnal Features 2009
Dedication Weinstein Co. 2007
Defamation First Run Features 2009
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Defendor Darius Films 2010
Defiance Paramount Vantage 2008
Delgo Freestyle Releasing 2008
Delirious Peace Arch Releasing 2007
Deliver Us From Evil Lionsgate 2006
Delta Farce Lionsgate 2007
Descent City Lights Pictures 2007
Desert Bayou Cinema Libre 2007
Devil Girl Nocturnal Features 2009
Devil's Miner First Run Features 2006
Dhamma Brothers, The Balcony Releasing 2008
Diary of the Dead Weinstein Co. 2008
Diggers Magnolia Pictures 2007
Diminished Capacity IFC Films 2008
Dirty Silver Nitrate Releasing 2006
Dirty Laundry Codeblack Entertainment 2007
Disappearances Truly Indie 2007
Disaster Movie Lionsgate 2008
Disfigured Cinema Libre 2008
Divine Intervention Bullz Eye 2007
DOA: Dead or Alive Weinstein Co./Dimension 2007
Dog Problem, The ThinkFilm 2007
Don't Come Knocking Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Doogal Weinstein Co. 2006
Dostana Yash Raj Films 2008
Doubt Miramax 2008
Douchebag Paladin 2010
Down in the Valley ThinkFilm 2006
Downloading Nancy Strand Releasing 2009
Dr. Bronner's Magic Soapbox Balcony Releasing 2007
Drawing Restraint 9 IFC Films 2006
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Dream Boy Regent Releasing 2010
Dreamland Truly Indie 2006
Drool Strand Releasing 2010
Earth Days Zeitgeist 2009
Eastern Promises Focus Features 2007
Eating Out 2: Sloppy Seconds Ariztical Entertainment 2006
Echelon Conspiracy After Dark Films 2009
Edgar Allan Poe's House of Usher Regent Releasing 2008
Edmond First Independent Pictures 2006
El Cantante Picturehouse 2007
El Inmigrante Indican Pictures 2007
Elegy Samuel Goldwyn Films 2008
Eleven Minutes Regent Releasing 2009
Elite Squad IFC Films 2008
Emma Smith: My Story Candlelight Media 2008
Employee of the Month Lionsgate 2006
Encounters at the End of the World ThinkFilm 2008
M Power Releasing/Rocky
End of the Spear Mountain Pictures 2006
Enlighten Up! Balcony Releasing 2008
Even Money Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Evening Focus Features 2007
Rocky Mountain
Ever Again Pictures/Moriah Films 2006
Every Little Step Sony Pictures Classics 2009
Everybody Wants To Be Italian Roadside Attractions 2008
Everybody's Fine Miramax 2009
Everything's Cool: A Toxic Comedy About Global Warming City Lights Pictures 2007
Exit Through the Gift Shop Producer's Distribution Agency 2010
Expelled: No Intelligence Allowed Rocky Mountain Pictures 2008
Expired MCR Releasing 2008
Explicit Ills Peace Arch Releasing 2009
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Extract Miramax 2009
Extraordinary Measures CBS Films 2010
Eye of the Dolphin Monterey Media 2007
F*ck ThinkFilm 2006
Facing the Giants IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Factory Girl MGM 2006
Factotum IFC Films 2006
Fair Game Summit Entertainment 2010
Fall of Hyperion Regent Releasing 2008
Fall to Grace Truly Indie 2006
Fallen Idol: The Yuri Gagarin Conspiracy Indican Pictures 2009
Falling Awake IFC Films 2010
Falling for Grace Slowhand Cinema 2007
Fame MGM 2009
Familiar Strangers Cavalier Films 2008
Fanboys Weinstein Co. 2009
FAQs TLA Releasing 2006
Fast Food Nation Fox Searchlight 2006
Faster CBS Films 2010
Fat Girls Regent Releasing 2007
Favela Rising Mochary Films/ThinkFilm 2006
Fay Grim Magnolia Pictures 2007
Feast Weinstein Co./Dimension 2006
Feast of Love MGM 2007
Feed the Fish Strand Releasing 2010
Fierce People After Dark Films 2007
Fighting for Life Truly Indie 2008
Fighting Words Indican Pictures 2007
Film Geek First Run Features 2006
Final Destination 3 New Line 2006
Find Me Guilty Freestyle Releasing 2006
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Finding Amanda

Magnolia Pictures

2008

Finishing the Game IFC Films 2007
Fired! International Film Circuit 2007
Fireproof Samuel Goldwyn Films 2008
First Snow Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Fix Mangusta Productions 2009
Flakes IFC Films 2007
Flannel Pajamas Gigantic Pictures 2006
FLOW: For Love of Water Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
Fly Me To the Moon Summit Entertainment 2008
Flyboys MGM 2006
Flying: Confessions of a Free Woman Artistic License 2007
Food, Inc. Magnolia Pictures 2009
For Colored Girls Who Have Considered Suicide When the Rainbow is Enuf Lionsgate 2010
For the Bible Tells Me So First Run Features 2007
For Your Consideration Warner Independent 2006
Forever Strong Crane Movie Company 2008
Forgiving Dr. Mengele First Run Features 2006
Formosa Betrayed Screen Media Films 2010
Four Lane Highway Sky Island 2007
Four Seasons Lodge First Run Features 2009
Fracture New Line 2007
Freakonomics Magnolia Pictures 2010
Free Style Samuel Goldwyn Films 2009
Friends with Money Sony Pictures Classics 2006
From Mexico with Love Roadside Attractions 2009
Frontrunners Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
Frozen Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
Frozen River Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Fuel Blue Water Entertainment 2008
Full Battle Rattle Mile End Films/The Film Sales 2008
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Company

Full Grown Men Emerging Pictures 2008
Full of It New Line 2007
Funny Games Warner Independent 2008
Funny Money ThinkFilm 2007
Fur Picturehouse 2006
Furry Vengeance Summit Entertainment 2010
G.l. Jesus Wildcat Releasing 2007
Game 6 Kindred Media Group 2006
Gamer Lionsgate 2009
Garden Party Roadside Attractions 2008
Gardens of the Night City Lights Pictures 2008
GasLand GasLand Productions 2010
Gentlemen Broncos Fox Searchlight 2009
George A. Romero's Survival of the Dead Magnolia Pictures 2010
George Bush Goes to Heaven HB Filmworks 2006
Get Low Sony Pictures Classics 2010
GhettoPhysics Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Ghosts of CitZ Soleil ThinkFilm 2007
Gigantic First Independent Pictures 2009
Girls Rock! Shadow 2008
Glass: A Portrait of Philip in Twelve Parts Koch Lorber Films 2008
Glastonbury ThinkFilm 2007
God and Gays: Bridging the Gap Indican Pictures 2008
God Grew Tired of Us: The Story of Lost Boys of Sudan Newmarket Films 2007
God of Vampires Nocturnal Features 2010
Gogol Bordello Non-Stop Lorber Films 2009
Going Under Argot Pictures 2006
Gone, Baby, Gone Miramax 2007
Gonzo: The Life and Work of Dr. Hunter S. Thompson Magnolia Pictures 2008
Good Dick Abramorama Films 2008
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Good Hair Roadside Attractions 2009
Good Luck Chuck Lionsgate 2007
Goodbye Solo Roadside Attractions 2009
Gotta Dance Mitropoulos Films 2009
Goya's Ghosts Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Grace Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
Grace Is Gone Weinstein Co. 2007
Gracie Picturehouse 2007
Gray Matters Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Great Directors Paladin 2010
Great World of Sound Magnolia Pictures 2007
Greenberg Focus Features 2010
Greetings from the Shore Freestyle Releasing 2008
Grindhouse Weinstein Co./Dimension 2007
Gringo Wedding Gringo Wedding LLC 2007
Grip: A Criminal's Story JeTi Films 2006
Guest of Cindy Sherman Trela 2009
Guiliani Time Cinema Libre 2006
Gunnin' for that #1 Spot Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
Guy and Madeline on a Park Bench Variance Films 2010
Hair High Bill Plympton 2006
Hairspray New Line 2007
Half Nelson ThinkFilm 2006
Halloween MGM/Dimension Films 2007
Halloween 2 Weinstein Co./Dimension 2009
Hamlet 2 Focus Features 2008
Handsome Harry Paladin 2010
Hannah Takes the Stairs IFC Films 2007
Happily N'Ever After Lionsgate 2007
Happiness Runs Strand Releasing 2010
Happy Tears Roadside Attractions 2010
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Stone Five Studios/Halestone

Happy Valley Distribution 2008
Hard Candy Lionsgate 2006
Harimaya Bridge, The Eleven Arts 2010
Harold City Lights Pictures 2008
Harsh Times MGM 2006
Harvard Beats Yale 29 - 29 Kino International 2008
Hatchet Anchor Bay Entertainment 2007
Hatchet Il Vitagraph Films 2010
Hats Off Abramorama Films 2008
Haven Yari Film Group Releasing 2006
He Was a Quiet Man Mitropoulos Films 2007
Heavy Metal in Baghdad Arts Alliance America 2008
Helena From the Wedding Film Movement 2010
Hell Ride Weinstein Co. 2008
Henry Poole Is Here Overture Films 2008
Herb & Dorothy Arthouse Films 2009
Herbie Hancock: Possibilities Magnolia Pictures 2006
Here and There Cinema Purgatorio 2010
His Dark Materials: The Golden Compass New Line 2007
Holding Trevor Regent Releasing 2008
Holly Priority Films 2007
Hollywood Dreams Rainbow Releasing 2007
Hollywoodland Focus Features 2006
Holy Rollers First Independent Pictures 2010
Home Monterey Media 2009
Home of the Brave MGM 2007
Honeydripper Emerging Pictures 2007
Hoot New Line 2006
Hostel Lionsgate 2006
Hostel: Part Two Lionsgate 2007
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Hot Fuzz Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2007
Hot Tub Time Machine MGM 2010
Hounddog Empire Pictures 2008
House Roadside Attractions 2008
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
House of the Devil, The Releasing 2009
How She Move Paramount Vantage 2008
How to be a Serial Killer Monterey Media 2009
How to Eat Fried Worms New Line 2006
How to Rob a Bank IFC Films 2008
Howl Oscilloscope Pictures 2010
Humble Pie Monterey Media 2009
Humboldt Country Magnolia Pictures 2008
Humpday Magnolia Pictures 2009
| Am a Sex Addict IFC Films 2006
| Can Do Bad All By Myself Lionsgate 2009
| Hate Valentine's Day IFC Films 2009
| Have Never Forgotten You: The Life & Legacy of Simon Wiesenthal Moriah Films 2007
| Hope They Serve Beer in Hell Freestyle Releasing 2009
| Like Killing Flies ThinkFilm 2006
| Love You, Phillip Morris Roadside Attractions 2010
| Sell the Dead IFC Films 2009
| Spit on Your Grave Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
| Think | Love My Wife Fox Searchlight 2007
| Trust You To Kill Me First Independent Pictures 2006
| Want Someone To Eat Cheese With IFC Films 2007
| Want Your Money Freestyle Releasing 2010
[.O.U.S.A Roadside Attractions 2008
I'll Believe You Stand Up Films 2007
I'm Not There Weinstein Co. 2007
I'm Reed Fish Screen Media Films 2007
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I'm Still Here Magnolia Pictures 2010
Ice Blues: A Donald Strachey Mystery Regent Releasing 2008
If I Didn't Care Artistic License 2007
If I Die Tonight Indican Pictures 2009
Igor MGM 2008
Imaginary Witness: Hollywood and the Holocaust Shadow 2007
Imagine Me & You Fox Searchlight 2006
Imprint Linn Productions 2007
In a Dream International Film Circuit 2009
In Between Days Kino International 2007
In Bruges Focus Features 2008
In Her Line of Fire Regent Releasing 2006
In My Sleep Morning Star Pictures 2010
In Search of a Midnight Kiss IFC Films 2008
In the Name of the King: A Dungeon Siege Tale Freestyle Releasing 2008
In the Shadow of the Moon ThinkFilm 2007
Infamous Warner Independent 2006
Inglourious Basterds Weinstein Co. 2009
Inhale IFC Films 2010
Inland Empire 518 Media 2006
Inside Job Sony Pictures Classics 2010
Romantic Troubadour
Insidious Entertainment 2008
Interview Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Into Temptation First Look 2009
Into the Wild Paramount Vantage 2007
Ira and Abby Magnolia Pictures 2007
Iraq in Fragments Typecast Releasing 2006
Irene in Time Rainbow Releasing 2009
Islam: What the West Needs to Know Quixotic Media 2006
Islander Slowhand Cinema 2007
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Issues Bullz Eye 2006
It Might Get Loud Sony Pictures Classics 2009
It's a bash! Midway Pictures 2010
It's Kind of a Funny Story Focus Features 2010
Itty Bitty Titty Committee Pocket Releasing 2007
Jack and Jill vs. the World Lantern Lane Entertainment 2008
Jack Goes Boating Overture Films 2010
Jack Smith and the Destruction of Atlantis Film Forum 2007
Jailbait Kindred Media Group 2006
Jake's Corner Emerging Pictures 2008
Janky Promoters Third Rail 2009
Jazz in the Diamond District Truly Indie 2009
Jean-Micel Basquiat: The Radiant Child Arthouse Films 2010
Jesus Camp Magnolia Pictures 2006
Jet Li's Fearless Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2006
Jim Area23a 2010
Jimmy Carter: Man From Plains Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Joan Rivers: A Piece of Work IFC Films 2010
Jonestown: The Life and Death of People's Temple 7th Art Releasing 2006
Joshua Fox Searchlight 2007
Journey from the Fall ImaginAsian 2007
Julia Magnolia Pictures 2009
Juno Fox Searchlight 2007
Just Say Love Regent Releasing 2010
Just Wright Fox Searchlight 2010
Kabluey Regent Releasing 2008
Kalamazoo? Reel Source 2006
Keeping Up with the Steins Miramax 2006
Kick-Ass Lionsgate 2010
Kickin It Old Skool Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Kill Your Idols Palm Pictures 2006
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Killer Diller Freestyle Releasing 2006
Killers Lionsgate 2010
Killing Kasztner GR Films 2009
Killshot Weinstein Co. 2009
Kimjongilia Lorber Films 2010
King Corn Balcony Releasing 2007
King Leopold's Ghost Aloha Releasing 2006
Kings of Pastry First Run Features 2010
Kings of the Evening Indican Pictures 2010
Kinky Boots Miramax 2006
Kiss Me Deadly Regent Releasing 2008
Kiss the Bride Regent Releasing 2008
Kit Kittredge: An American Girl Picturehouse 2008
Knowing Summit Entertainment 2009
Kurt Cobain: About a Son Balcony Releasing 2007
La Danse Zipporah 2009
La Mission Screen Media Films 2010
La mujer de mi hermano Lionsgate 2006
Ladron que roba a ladron Lionsgate 2007
Lake City Screen Media Films 2008
Lake of Fire ThinkFilm 2007
Lake Tahoe Film Movement 2009
Land of the Blind Bauer Martinez 2006
Larger than Life 3D: The Dave Matthews Band MGM/UA Distribution 2009
Larry the Cable Guy: Health Inspector Lionsgate 2006
Lars and the Real Girl MGM 2007
Lassie IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Last Chance Harvey Overture Films 2008
Last Stop for Paul Mandt Brothers 2008
Laura Smiles Emerging Pictures 2007
Law Abiding Citizen Overture Films 2009
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Lbs. Truly Indie 2010
Leaves of Grass Telepathic Studios 2010
Legendary Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Leonard Cohen: I'm Your Man Lionsgate 2006
Let Me In Overture Films 2010
Letters to God Vivendi Entertainment 2010
Letters to Juliet Summit Entertainment 2010
Life Before Her Eyes Magnolia Pictures 2008
Life During Wartime IFC Films 2010
Lifelines Kanbar Entertainment 2009
Like Dandelion Dust Blue Collar Releasing 2010
Lions for Lambs United Artists/MGM 2007
Moving Pictures Films and
Little Big Top Television 2008
Little Chenier Slowhand Cinema 2008
Little Children New Line 2006
Little Miss Sunshine Fox Searchlight 2006
Live Fast, Die Young Riverrain 2008
Live Freaky! Die Freaky! Wellspring 2006
Live Free or Die ThinkFilm 2007
Living in Emergency Truly Indie 2010
Local Color Monterey Media 2007
Logan Real Bean Entertainment 2010
London IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Millenium Films/Roadside
Attractions/Samuel Goldwyn
Lonely Hearts Films 2007
Lonesome Jim IFC Films 2006
Look Vitagraph Films 2007
Looking for Comedy in the Muslim World Warner Independent 2006
Looking for Kitty ThinkFilm 2006
Looking for Palladin Monterey Media 2009

285




Lord, Save Us From Your Followers Thunderstruck Films 2008
LoudQuietLoud: A Film About The Pixies Roxie Releasing 2006
Louise Bourgeois Zeitgeist 2008
Love Comes Lately Kino International 2008
Love in the Time of Cholera New Line 2007
Love N' Dancing Screen Media Films 2009
Love Ranch E1 Entertainment 2010
Love's Abiding Joy Fox Faith 2006
Lovely, Still Monterey Media 2010
Loverboy ThinkFilm 2006
Lower Learning Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
Lucky Number Slevin MGM 2006
Lust, Caution Focus Features 2007
Lymelife Screen Media Films 2009
Mad Money Overture Films 2008
Made in Jamaica ArtMattan Productions 2009
Madea Goes To Jail Lionsgate 2009
Madea's Family Reunion Lionsgate 2006
Maldeamores Maya Releasing 2008
Man on Wire Magnolia Pictures 2008
Man Push Cart Film Philos 2006
Management Samuel Goldwyn Films 2009
Mardi Gras: Made in China Carnivalesque Films 2006
Margot at the Wedding Paramount Vantage 2007
Marilyn Hotchkiss' Ballroom Dancing and Charm School IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Married Life Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Marwencol The Cinema Guild 2010
Material Girls MGM 2006
Matthew Barney: No Restraint IFC Films 2006
Maxed Out Magnolia Pictures 2007
Me & You, Us, Forever Five & Two Pictures 2008
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Medicine for Melancholy IFC Films 2009
Meet Bill First Look 2008
Meet the Browns Lionsgate 2008
Meeting Resistance International Film Circuit 2007
Memory Aloha Releasing 2007
Mendy - A Question of Faith Andes Film Company 2006
Mercy IFC Films 2010
Middle Men Paramount Vantage 2010
Midnight Meat Train Lionsgate 2008
Midnight Reckoning/The Fall of Night Winter Star Productions 2010
Military Intelligence and Youl! Anywhere Road Entertainment 2008
Milk Focus Features 2008
Mine Film Movement 2009
Mini's First Time First Independent Pictures 2006
Misconceptions Regent Releasing 2010
Miss Conception First Look 2008
Miss Pettigrew Lives for a Day Focus Features 2008
Miss Potter MGM 2006
Momma's Man ThinkFilm 2008
Monster Beach Party Indican Pictures 2009
Moondance Alexander Fox Faith 2007
More Than a Game Lionsgate 2009
Mitropoulos Films/Myriad
Mother of Tears Pictures 2008
Motherhood Freestyle Releasing 2009
Moving McAllister First Independent Pictures 2007
Moving Midway First Run Features 2008
Mozart and the Whale Millenium Films 2006
Mr. Blue Sky Rocky Mountain Pictures 2007
Mr. Brooks MGM 2007
Mr. Untouchable Magnolia Pictures 2007
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Mr. Woodcock New Line 2007
Munyurangabo Film Movement 2009
Murder in Fashion Regent Releasing 2010
Music Within MGM 2007
Mutual Appreciation Goodbye Cruel Releasing 2006
My Best Friend's Girl Lionsgate 2008
My Bloody Valentine Lionsgate 2009
My Brother Codeblack Entertainment 2007
My Country My Country Zeitgeist 2006
My Dog Tulip New Yorker 2010
My Kid Could Paint That Sony Pictures Classics 2007
My Life in Ruins Fox Searchlight 2009
My Mexican Shivah Emerging Pictures 2008
My Name is Bruce Image Entertainment 2008
My One and Only Freestyle Releasing 2009
Mystery Team Roadside Attractions 2009
N-Secure Freestyle Releasing 2010
Naked Boys Singing TLA Releasing 2007
Nanking ThinkFilm 2007
Neshoba: The Price of Freedom First Run Features 2010
Never Back Down Summit Entertainment 2008
Never Forever Arts Alliance America 2008
Never Let Me Go Fox Searchlight 2010
New In Town Lionsgate 2009
New Year Parade Two Street Productions 2009
New York, | Love You Vivendi Entertainment 2009
Next Day Air Summit Entertainment 2009
Night Catches Us Magnolia Pictures 2010
Nights and Weekends IFC Films 2008
Nine Weinstein Co. 2009
No Country for Old Men Miramax 2007
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No End In Sight Magnolia Pictures 2007
No Impact Man Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
Nobel Son Freestyle Releasing 2008
No‘lle Gener8xion Entertainment 2007
Noise ThinkFilm 2008
Not Forgotten Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
Not Quite Hollywood Releasing 2009
Notes on Marie Menken Icarus Films 2007
Nothing But the Truth Yari Film Group Releasing 2008
Nothing Like the Holidays Overture Films 2008
Notorious Fox Searchlight 2009
Nursery University Variance Films 2009
O Jerusalem Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Objectified Plexifilm 2009
October Country International Film Circuit 2010
Off and Running First Run Features 2010
Off the Black ThinkFilm 2006
Oh My God Mitropoulos Films 2009
Old Joy Kino International 2006
On Broadway Picture Park 2008
On the Other Hand: A Donald Strachey Mystery Regent Releasing 2008
Once in a Lifetime Miramax 2006
Ondine Magnolia Pictures 2010
One Last ThingE Magnolia Pictures 2006
Rocky Mountain Pictures/8x
One Night with the King Entertainment 2006
One Peace at a Time Monterey Media 2009
Only the Brave Indican Pictures 2009
Operation Filmmaker Icarus Films 2008
Operation Homecoming The Documentary Group 2007
Oswald's Ghost 7th Art Releasing 2007
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Our Brand is Crisis Koch Lorber Films 2006
Our City Dreams First Run Features 2009
Our Family Wedding Fox Searchlight 2010
Outlander Third Rail 2009
Outrage Magnolia Pictures 2009
Outsourced Lantern Lane Entertainment 2007
Over Her Dead Body New Line 2008
Owl and the Sparrow Wave Releasing 2009
Oy Vey! My Son is Gay! New Generation Films 2010
P2 Summit Entertainment 2007
Pan's Labyrinth Picturehouse 2006
Paper Dolls Strand Releasing 2006
Paper Heart Overture Films 2009
Paper Man MPI Media Group 2010
Paradise Lost Fox Atomic 2006
Passage to Zarahemla Somerset Films 2007
Passport to Love Variance Films 2009
Pathology MGM 2008
Patti Smith: Dream of Life Palm Pictures 2008
Penelope Summit Entertainment 2008
Perestroika Strand Releasing 2009
Persepolis Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Pete Seeger: The Power of Song Weinstein Co. 2007
Peter and Vandy Strand Releasing 2009
Phat Girlz Fox Searchlight 2006
Phoebe in Wonderland ThinkFilm 2009
Photographer, His Wife, Her Lover Icarus Films 2006
Phyllis and Harold Rainbow Releasing 2010
Picture Me: A Model's Diary Strand Releasing 2010
Ping Pong Playa IFC Films 2008
Piranha 3D Weinstein Co./Dimension 2010
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Pirate Radio Focus Features 2009
Pizza IFC Films 2006
Plagues and Pleasures on the Salton Sea Tilapia Film 2006
Planet B-Boy Elephant Eye Films 2008
Play the Game Slowhand Cinema 2009
Please Give Sony Pictures Classics 2010
Polar Opposites Regent Releasing 2008
Poster Boy Regent Releasing 2006
Poultrygeist: Night of the Chicken Dead Troma Entertainment 2008
Pray the Devil Back to Hell Balcony Releasing 2008
Preacher's Kid Gener8xion Entertainment 2010
Preaching to the Choir Freestyle Releasing 2006
Precious (Based on the Novel Push by Sapphire) Lionsgate 2009
Pressure Cooker BEV Pictures 2009
Pride Lionsgate 2007
Prince of Broadway Elephant Eye Films 2010
Princess Kaiulani Roadside Attractions 2010
Prodigal Sons First Run Features 2010
Protagonist IFC Films 2007
Proud American Slowhand Cinema 2008
Psychopathia Sexualis Kino International 2006
Puccini for Beginners Strand Releasing 2007
Pulse Weinstein Co./Dimension 2006
Punisher: War Zone Lionsgate 2008
Push Summit Entertainment 2009
Quantum Hoops Green Forest Films 2007
Queen of the Lot Rainbow Releasing 2010
Queen of the Sun Collective Eye 2010
Quid Pro Quo Magnolia Pictures 2008
Quiet City 600 West 2007
Quinceanera Sony Pictures Classics 2006
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Rabbit Hole Lionsgate 2010
Race You to the Bottom Regent Releasing 2007
Rachel Getting Married Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Racing Dreams Hannover House Films 2010
Raising Flagg Cinema Libre 2007
Rambo Lionsgate 2008
IFC Films/Lightyear
Entertainment/Capricorn
Randy and the Mob Distribution 2007
Rank IFC Films 2006
Rape of the Soul Slowhand Cinema 2006
Red Summit Entertainment 2010
Red Magnolia Pictures 2008
Red Doors Emerging Pictures 2006
Red Roses and Petrol World Wide Motion Pictures 2008
Redacted Magnolia Pictures 2007
Redbelt Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Redline Chicago Releasing 2007
Refusenik Abramorama Films 2008
Religulous Lionsgate 2008
Remember Me Summit Entertainment 2010
Rendition New Line 2007
Repo! The Genetic Opera Lionsgate 2008
Rescue Dawn MGM 2007
Reservation Road Focus Features 2007
National Geographic
Restrepo Entertainment 2010
Resurrecting the Champ Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
Return with Honor - Missionary Excel Entertainment 2007
Reunion Abramorama Films 2009
Revolutionary Road Paramount Vantage 2008
Right at Your Door Lionsgate 2007
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Righteous Kill Overture Films 2008
Ripple Effect Monterey Media 2008
Rise: Blood Hunter Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Roadside Romeo Yash Raj Films 2008
Robert Blecker Wants Me Dead Atlas Media Corp 2009
Rock Bottom ThinkFilm 2007
Rock the Bells 7th Art Releasing 2007
Rocket Science Picturehouse 2007
Rocky Balboa MGM 2006
Weinstein Co./Third Rail
Rogue Releasing 2008
Rolling Indican Pictures 2009
Roman Polanski: Wanted and Desired ThinkFilm 2008
Romance and Cigarettes Borotoro 2007
Romzntico Kino International 2006
Rome & Jewel Emerging Pictures 2008
Romeo & Juliet: Sealed with a Kiss Indican Pictures 2006
Room The 7th Floor 2006
Rosencrantz and Guildenstein are Undead Indican Pictures 2010
Rudo y Cursi Sony Pictures Classics 2009
Run For Your Life Screen Media Films 2008
Running Scared New Line 2006
Running with Arnold Lantern Lane Entertainment 2008
Rush Hour 3 New Line 2007
Sacco and Vanzetti First Run Features 2007
Saint John of Las Vegas IndieVest Pictures 2010
Saint Misbehavin': The Wavy Gracy Movie Argot Pictures 2010
Saintof 9/11 IFC Films 2006
Sangre de mi sangre IFC Films 2008
Sarah Landon and the Paranormal Hour Freestyle Releasing 2007
Savage Grace IFC Films 2008
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Save Me First Run Features 2008
Saving Marriage Regent Releasing 2008
Saw 3 Lionsgate 2006
Saw IV Lionsgate 2007
Saw V Lionsgate 2008
Saw VI Lionsgate 2009
Saw VII 3D Lionsgate 2010
Say Uncle TLA Releasing 2006
Scary Movie 4 Weinstein Co./Dimension 2006
School For Scoundrels MGM 2006
Scoop Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2006
Scott Walker: 30 Century Man Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
National Geographic
Sea Monsters: A Prehistoric Adventure Entertainment 2007
See No Evil Lionsgate 2006
Self Medicated ThinkFilm 2007
Semi-Pro New Line 2008
Send a Bullet City Lights Pictures 2007
Seraphim Falls Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Serious Moonlight Magnolia Pictures 2009
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
Severed Ways: The Norse Discovery of America Releasing 2009
Sex and Death 101 Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
Sex Drive Summit Entertainment 2008
Sex Positive Regent Releasing 2009
Shadowboxer Freestyle Releasing 2006
Shadowland Pirate Media Group 2010
Shakespeare Behind Bars International Film Circuit 2006
Shanghai Red Indican Pictures 2010
Shelter Regent Releasing 2008
Sherman's Way International Film Circuit 2009
Sherrybaby IFC Films 2006
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Shine a Light Paramount Vantage 2008
Shoot 'Em Up New Line 2007
Shoot Down Magic Lamp 2008
Shoot on Sight Aron Govil Productions 2008
Shortbus ThinkFilm 2006
Shotgun Stories International Film Circuit 2007
Shrink Roadside Attractions 2009
Shut Up and Sing Weinstein Co. 2006
Shuttle Truly Indie 2009
Sicko Lionsgate 2007
Sin Nombre Focus Features 2009
Sing Now or Forever Hold Your Peace Strand Releasing 2007
Sir! No Sir! Balcony Releasing 2006
Creative Commons/Shadow
Sita Sings the Blues Distribution 2008
Sketches of Frank Gehry Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Skid Marks Diversa Films 2008
Skid Row Screen Media Films 2007
Skills Like This Shadow 2009
Skinwalkers After Dark Films 2007
Sleep Dealer Maya Releasing 2009
Sleepwalking Overture Films 2008
Sleuth Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Slipstream Strand Releasing 2007
Slow Burn Lionsgate 2007
Slow Jam King Unico Entertainment 2006
Smart People Miramax 2008
Smash His Camera Magnolia Pictures 2010
Smiley Face First Look 2007
Snakes on a Plane New Line 2006
Snow Angels Warner Independent 2008
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So Goes the Nation IFC Films 2006
So Much So Fast Balcony Releasing 2006
Solar Flare Regent Releasing 2008
Solitary Man Anchor Bay Entertainment 2010
Something New Focus Features 2006
Something to Cheer About Truly Indie 2007
Somewhere Focus Features 2010
Sorority Row Summit Entertainment 2009
Sorry, Haters IFC Films 2006
Soul men MGM 2008
Soul Power Sony Pictures Classics 2009
South of the Border Cinema Libre 2010
Southland Tales Samuel Goldwyn Films 2007
Magnolia Releasing/Revolver
Special Entertainment 2008
Speed-Dating Rockstone Releasing 2010
Splinter Magic Lamp 2007
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
Splinter Releasing 2008
Splinterheads Paladin 2009
Spoken Word Variance Films 2010
Spread Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
Sputnik Mania Balcony Releasing 2008
Standard Operating Procedure Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Standing Ovation Rocky Mountain Pictures 2010
Standing Still Freestyle Releasing 2006
Starter for Ten Picturehouse 2007
Starting Out in the Evening Roadside Attractions 2007
Stay IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
Steal a Pencil for Me 7th Art Releasing 2007
Stealing America: Vote by Vote Direct Cinema Ltd 2008
Steel City Truly Indie 2007
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Steep Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Stephanie Daley Regent Releasing 2007
Stolen IFC Films 2010
Stone Overture Films 2010
Stonewall Uprising First Run Features 2010
Strange Powers: Stephin Merritt and the Magnetic Fields Variance Films 2010
Strange Wilderness Paramount Vantage 2008
Strangers with Candy ThinkFilm 2006
Street Dreams Slowhand Cinema 2009
Street Fight Argot Pictures 2006
Street Kings Fox Searchlight 2008
Streetballers MSK Productions 2009
Stuck ThinkFilm 2008
Sugar Sony Pictures Classics 2009
Suicide Killers City Lights Pictures 2006
Summercamp! Argot Pictures 2007
Sunshine Fox Searchlight 2007
Sunshine Cleaning Overture Films 2009
Super Capers Roadside Attractions 2009
Superhero Movie MGM/Dimension Films 2008
Surfer, Dude Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
Surfwise Magnolia Pictures 2008
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
Surveillance Releasing 2009
Sweet Land Libero, LLC 2006
Sweetgrass Cinema Guild 2010
Sweethearts of the Prison Rodeo Cinema Purgatorio 2010
Swimmers Skouras Pictures 2006
Synecdoche, New York Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Ta Ra Rum Pum Yash Raj Films 2007
Take Liberation Entertainment 2008

297




Take Out CAVU Releasing 2008
Take the Lead New Line 2006
Taking Woodstock Focus Features 2009
Tales From the Script First Run Features 2010
Talk to Me Focus Features 2007
Tamara City Lights Pictures 2006
Taxi to the Dark Side ThinkFilm 2008
Teeth Roadside Attractions 2008
Ten 'Til Noon Radio London Films 2007
Ten Items or Less ThinkFilm 2006
Tenacious D in: The Pick of Destiny New Line 2006
Tennessee Vivendi Entertainment 2009
Tetro American Zoetrope 2009
Thank You For Smoking Fox Searchlight 2006
That Evening Sun Freestyle Releasing 2009
That Man: Peter Berlin Gorilla Factory 2006
The Air | Breathe ThinkFilm 2008
The Alphabet Killer Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
The Amateurs Bauer Martinez 2007
The American Focus Features 2010
The Answer Man Magnolia Pictures 2009
The Architect Magnolia Pictures 2006
The Art of Being Straight Regent Releasing 2009
The Art of the Steal IFC Films 2010
The Babysitters Peace Arch Releasing 2008
The Back-up Plan CBS Films 2010
The Band's Visit Sony Pictures Classics 2008
The Bank Job Lionsgate 2008
The Beautiful Truth Cinema Libre 2008
The Beauty Academy of Kabul Shadow 2006
The Big Uneasy The Noise Dept. 2010
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The Blue Tooth Virgin Regent Releasing 2009
The Boondock Saints 2. ABaints day Apparition 2009
The Boy in the Striped Pyjamas Miramax 2008
The Bride & The Grooms Sumbadhat Productions 2009
The Brothers Bloom Summit Entertainment 2009
The Burning Plain Magnolia Pictures 2009
The Business of Being Born International Film Circuit 2008
The Cake Eaters 7-57 Releasing 2009
The Camden 28 First Run Features 2007
The Canyon Truly Indie 2009
The Celestine Prophecy Ram Entertainment 2006
The Children of Huang Shi Sony Pictures Classics 2008
The City of Your Findbestination Screen Media Films 2010
The Class Sony Pictures Classics 2009
The Collector Freestyle Releasing 2009
The Comebacks Fox Atomic 2007
The Condemned Lionsgate 2007
The Conrad Boys Newport Films 2006
The Cove Roadside Attractions 2009
TheCrazies Overture Films 2010
The Cross: The Arthur Blessitt Story Gener8xion Entertainment 2009
The Cry Monterey Media 2008
The Darjeeling Limited Fox Searchlight 2007
The Dead Girl First Look 2006
The Death Factory Bloodletting Nocturnal Features 2009
The Devil and Daniel Johnson Sony Pictures Classics 2006
The Devil Came on Horseback IFC Films 2007
The Diving Bell and the Butterfly Miramax 2007
The Dry Land Freestyle Releasing 2010
The Duchess Paramount Vantage 2008
The Dukes CAVU Releasing 2008
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The Education of Charlie Banks Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
The Elephant King Unison Films/Strand Releasing | 2008
The Empire in Africa Cinema Libre 2006
The End of Poverty? Cinema Libre 2009
The Errand of Angels Excel Entertainment 2008
The Ex MGM 2007
The Expendables Lionsgate 2010
The Exploding Girl Oscilloscope Pictures 2010
The Extra Man Magnolia Pictures 2010
The Fall Roadside Attractions 2008
The Fall of Fujimori Cinema Libre 2006
The Family That Preys Lionsgate 2008
The FinalSeason Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
The First Basket Laemmle/Zeller Film 2008
The First Saturday in May Truly Indie 2008
The Flyboys/Spy Kids Dark Coast Pictures 2008
The Foot Fist Way Paramount Vantage 2008
The Forbidden Kingdom Lionsgate 2008
The Freebie Phase 4 Films 2010
The Garden Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
The Girlfriend Experience Magnolia Pictures 2009
The GeGetter Peace Arch Releasing 2008
The Golden Boys Roadside Attractions 2009
The Good Guy Roadside Attractions 2010
The GooHeart Magnolia Pictures 2010
The Good Soldier Artistic License 2009
The Goods: Live Hard, Sell Hard Paramount Vantage 2009
The Grand Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
The Great Buck Howard Magnolia Pictures 2009
The Great Debaters Weinstein Co. 2007
The Great New Wonderful First Independent Pictures 2006
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The Greatest Paladin 2010
The Groomsmen Bauer Martinez 2006
The Ground Truth: After the Killing Ends Focus Features 2006
The Hammer Hammer the Movie 2008
The Haunting in Connecticut Lionsgate 2009
The Haunting of Molly Hartley Freestyle Releasing 2008
The Hawk is Dying Strand Releasing 2007
The Heart is Deceitful Above All Things Palm Pictures 2006
The Heart of the Game Miramax 2006
The Hills Have Eyes Fox Searchlight 2006
The Hills HaveEyes 2 Fox Atomic 2007
The Hip Hop Project ThinkFilm 2007
The Hitcher Focus Features 2007
The Horse Boy Zeitgeist 2009
The Hottest State IFC Films/THINKfilm 2007
The Hottie and the Nottie Regent Releasing 2008
The Hunting Party Weinstein Co. 2007
The Hurt Locker Summit Entertainment 2009
The lllusionist Yari Film Group Releasing 2006
The Informers Senator Entertainment 2009
The Inner Life of Martin Frost New Yorker 2007
The Iron Man Iron Man Distribution 2007
The Jane Austen Book Club SonyPictures Classics 2007
The Joneses Roadside Attractions 2010
The Kids Are All Right Focus Features 2010
The Kids Grow Up Shadow 2010
The Killer Inside Me IFC Films 2010
The King ThinkFilm 2006
The King of California First Look 2007
The King of Kong Picturehouse 2007
The Kite Runner Paramount Vantage 2007
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The Korean Indican Pictures 2010
The Last Exorcism Lionsgate 2010
The Last International Playboy Cplus 2009
The Last Mimzy New Line 2007
The Last New Yorker Brink Film 2010
The Last Winter IFCFilms 2007
The Legend of God's Gun Indican Pictures 2008
The Legend of Pale Male Balcony Releasing 2010
The Limits of Control Focus Features 2009
The Little Traitor Westchester Films 2009
The Living Wake Mangusta Productions 2010
The Long Weekend Gold Circle Films 2006
The Longshots MGM 2008
The Loss of a Teardrop Diamond Paladin 2009
The Lost City Magnolia Pictures 2006
The Lottery Variance Films 2010
The Lucky Ones Lionsgate 2008
The Marc Pease Experience Paramount Vantage 2009
The MartianChild New Line 2007
The Matador City Lights Pictures 2008
The Men Who Stare at Goats Overture Films 2009
The Merry Gentleman Samuel Goldwyn Films 2009
The Messenger Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
The Missing Person Strand Releasing 2009
The Mist MGM 2007
The Most Dangerous Man in America First Run Features 2010
The Mostly Unfabulous Social Life of Ethan Green Regent Releasing 2006
The Motel Palm Pictures 2006
The Mutant Chronicles Magnolia Pictures 2009
The Mysteries of Pittsburgh Peace ArchReleasing 2009
The Namesake Fox Searchlight 2007
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The Nanny Diaries MGM 2007
The Nativity Story New Line 2006
The Nature of Existence Walking Shadows 2010
The New Twenty Argot Pictures/Wolfe Twenty 2009
The Next Three Days Lionsgate 2010
The Night Listener Miramax 2006
The Nines Newmarket Films 2007
The Notorious Bettie Page Picturehouse 2006
The Number 23 New Line 2007
The Oath Zeitgeist 2010
The Objective IFC Films 2009
The Oh in Ohio Cyan 2006
The Open Road Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
The Order of Myths Cinema Guild 2008
The Other City Cabin Films 2010
The Other End of the Line MGM 2008
The Other Man Image Entertainment 2009
The Painted Veil Warner Independent 2006
The Paranoid Park IFC Films 2007
People Pictures/Maya
The People I've Slept With Entertainment 2010
The Perfect Game Image Entertainment 2010
The Perfect Holiday Yari Film Group Releasing 2007
The Perfect Sleep Cinema Epoch 2009
The Pleasure of being Robbed IFC Films 2008
The Pool Vitagraph Films 2007
The Price of Sugar Mitropoulos Films 2007
The Private Lives of Pippa Lee Screen Media Films 2009
The Promise Warner Independent 2006
Weinstein Co./Third Rail
The Promotion Releasing 2008
The Providence Effect Slowhand Cinema 2009

303




The Puffy Chair IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
The Quiet Sony Pictures Classics 2006
The Reader Weinstein Co. 2008
The Real Dirt on Farmer John Slowhand Cinema 2006
The Return Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2006
The Rise and Fall of Miss Thang Lavender House Films 2008
The Road Weinstein Co./Dimension 2009
The Runaways Apparition 2010
The Salon Freestyle Releasing 2007
The Sasquatch Gang Screen Media Films 2007
The Savages Fox Searchlight 2007
The Secret Life of Bees Fox Searchlight 2008
The Secrets of Jonathan Sperry Five & Two Pictures 2009
The Sensation of Sight Monterey Media 2007
The September Issue Roadside Attractions 2009
The Signal Magnolia Pictures 2008
The Singing Revolution Abramorama Films 2007
The Situation Shadow 2007
The Skeptic IFC Films 2009
The Slammin' Salmon Anchor Bay Entertainment 2009
The Spirit Lionsgate 2008
The Spy Next Door Lionsgate 2010
The Stoning of Sorava M. Roadside Attractions 2009
The Strange Case of Dr. Jekyll and Mr. Hyde Rocky Mountain Pictures 2006
The Strangers Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2008
The Surfer King Movin' Picture Studio 2006
The Switch Miramax 2010
The Tagwacores Strand Releasing 2010
The Tempest Miramax 2010
The Ten ThinkFilm 2007
The Ten Commandments Rocky Mountain 2007
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Pictures/Promenade Pictures

Millenium Films/Rocky

The Tenants Mountain Pictures 2006
The Texas Chainsaw Massacre: The Beginning New Line 2006
The Tillman Story Weinstein Co. 2010
The Tollbooth Castle Hill Productions 2006
The Treatment New Yorker 2007
The Trials of Darryl Hunt ThinkFilm 2007
The Tripper Freestyle Releasing 2007
The Trouble with Terkel Indican Pictures 2010
The TV Set ThinkFilm 2007
The Twilight Saga: Eclipse Summit Entertainment 2010
The Twilight Saga: New Moon Summit Entertainment 2009
The Two Escobars All Rise Films 2010
The U.S. vs John Lennon Lionsgate 2006
The Ultimate Gift The Bigger Picture 2007
The Unforeseen Cinema Guild 2008
The Village Barbershop Monterey Media 2009
The Visitor Overture Films 2008
The Wackness Sony Pictures Classics 2008
The Walker ThinkFilm 2007
The War Tapes SenArt/Scranton-Lacy 2006
The Way We Get By International Film Circuit 2009
The Weathered Underground Indican Pictures 2010
The Wendell Baker Story ThinkFilm 2007
National Geographic
The Wildest Dream Entertainment 2010
The Windmill Movie The Film Desk 2009
The Winning Season Roadside Attractions 2010
The Women Picturehouse 2008
The Wonder of it All Indican Pictures 2009
The Work and the Glory 3: A House Divided Excel Entertainment 2006
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The Wrestler Fox Searchlight 2008
The Yes Men Fix the World Shadow 2009
The Young Victoria Apparition 2009
The Zodiac ThinkFilm 2006
Then She Found Me ThinkFilm 2008
There Will Be Blood Paramount Vantage 2007
This Film is Not Yet Rated IFC Films 2006
Through the Fire Cinema Libre 2006
Throw Down Your Heart Argot Pictures 2009
Tiny Furniture IFC Films 2010
Tis Autumn: The Search for Jackie Paris Outsider Films 2007
To Save a Life Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Reliance MediaWorks/Vitagraph
Today's Special films 2010
Toe to Toe Strand Releasing 2010
Tortilla Heaven Wildcat Releasing 2007
Touching Home CFl 2010
Trade Roadside Attractions 2007
Traitor Overture Films 2008
Transformation: The Life and Legacy of Werner Erhard Reel Diva Consultants 2007
Transylmania Full Circle Releasing 2009
Tre Cinema Libre 2008
Treeless Mountain Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
Trouble the Water Zeitgeist 2008
Tru Loved Regent Releasing 2008
Trucker Monterey Media 2009
Trudell Balcony Releasing 2006
Trumbo Samuel Goldwyn Films 2008
Trust the Man Fox Searchlight 2006
Trying to Get Good: The Jazz Odyssey of Jack Sheldon Reel Source 2008
Turn the River Screen Media Films 2008
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Twelve Hannover House Films 2010
Twelve and Holding IFC Films 2006
Twilight Summit Entertainment 2008
Twisted: A Ballonamentary Elliot Lives Productions, LLC 2008
Two Lovers Magnolia Pictures 2009
Two Weeks MGM 2007
Tyson Sony Pictures Classics 2009
Unborn in the USA: Inside the War on Abortion First Run Features 2007
Uncertainty IFC Films 2009
Under Our Skin Shadow 2009
Under the Same Moon Fox Searchlight 2008
Undoing Indican Pictures 2008
Unidentified Five & Two Pictures 2006
Unknown IFC Films 2006
Unknown White Male Wellspring 2006
Until the Light Takes Us Variance Films 2009
Vajra Sky Over Tibet Truly Indie 2006
Valentino: The Last Emperor Truly Indie 2009
Valkyrie United Artists/MGM 2008
Valley of the Hearts Delight Indican Pictures 2010
Van Wilder Deux: The Rise of Taj MGM 2006
Vanaja Emerging Pictures 2007
Vice 41 Inc. 2008
Vicky Cristina Barcelona MGM/The Weinstein Company 2008
Vince Vaughn's Wild West Comedy Show: 30 Days & 30 Nights - Hollywood to the

Heartland Picturehouse 2008
Violet Tendencies Embrem Entertainment 2010
Visual Acoustics Arthouse Films 2009
Viva Vagrant Films 2008
W. Lionsgate 2008
Waist Deep Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2006
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Waiting for Armageddon First Run Features 2010
Waiting for Superman Paramount Vantage 2010
Waitress Fox Searchlight 2007
Walking on Dead Fish Variance Films 2008
Waltz with Bashir Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Waltzing Anna Kindred Media Group 2006
War Lionsgate 2007
War Dance ThinkFilm 2007
War Eagle, Arkansas Empire Pictures 2009
War, Inc. First Look 2008
Wassup Rockers First Look 2006
Watercolors Regent Releasing 2010
We Go Way Back Cyan 2006
We Live in Public Abramorama Films 2009
Weather Girl Secret ldentity Productions 2009
Welcome to the Rileys Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Wendy and Lucy Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
Were the World Mine SPEAKproductions 2008
Wetlands Preserved: The Story of a Activist Rock Club First Run Features 2008
Five & Two Pictures/Pure
What If Flix/Jenkins Entertainment 2010
What Just Happened Magnolia Pictures 2008
What the Bleep?: Down the Rabbit Hole IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside 2006
What Would Jesus Buy? Warrior Poets 2007
Whatever Works Sony Pictures Classics 2009
When Do We Eat? ThinkFilm 2006
When the Road Bends: Tales of a Gypsy Caravan Shadow 2007
When You're Strange: A Film About The Doors Abramorama Films 2010
Where God Left His Shoes IFC Films 2008
Where in the World is Osama Bin Laden? Weinstein Co. 2008
While She Was Out Anchor Bay Entertainment 2008
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Whip It Fox Searchlight 2009
White on Rice Variance Films 2009
Whiz Kids Shadow 2010
Who Does She Think She Is? Artistic License 2008
Who Gets to Call It Art? Palm Pictures 2006
Who is Harry Nilsson (and Why is Everybody Talkin' About Him)? Lorber Films 2010
Who Killed the Electric Car? Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Who the #$°% is Jackson Pollock? Picturehouse 2006
Who's Your Caddy? MGM 2007
Why Did | Get Married? Lionsgate 2007
Why We Fight Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Wild Tigers | Have Known IFC Films 2007
William Kunstler: Disturbing the Universe Arthouse Films 2009
William S. Burroughs: A Man Within Oscilloscope Pictures 2010
Winnebago Man Kino International 2010
Winston Churchill: Walking with Destiny Moriah Films 2010
Winter of Frozen Dreams Monterey Media 2009
Winter Passing Focus Features 2006
Winter's Bone Roadside Attractions 2010
Without the King First Run Features 2008
Witless Protection Lionsgate 2008
Women in Trouble Screen Media Films 2009
Wonderful World Magnolia Pictures 2010
Wordplay IFC Films 2006
World's Greatest Dad Magnolia Pictures 2009
Wrestling with Angels Balcony Releasing 2006
Wristcutters: A Love Story Autonomous Film 2007
Year of the Dog Paramount Vantage 2007
Yellow Handkercheif, The Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Yiddish Theater: A Love Story New Love Films 2007
Yonkers Jow Magnolia Pictures 2009
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Yoo-Hoo, Mrs. Goldberg International Film Circuit 2009
You Kill Me IFC Films 2007
You Will Meet a Tall Dark Stranger Sony Pictures Classics 2010
You Won't Miss Me Reel Diva Consultants 2010
You're Gonna Miss Me Palm Pictures 2007
Youssou N'Dour: | Bring What | Love Shadow 2009
Youth in Revolt Weinstein Co./Dimension 2010
Youth Without Youth Sony Pictures Classics 2007
Zack and Miri Makes a Porno Weinstein Co. 2008
Zenith Cinema Purgatorio 2010
Zerophilia Microangelo Entertainment 2006
Z00 ThinkFilm 2007
Zyzzyx Rd. Regent Releasing 2006
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Appendix Item 2: Corpus Sample of Category 1 (Major Studio Specialty Film divisions) Theatrical Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
127 Hours Fox Searchlight 2010
28 Weeks Later Fox Atomic 2007
An Inconvenient Truth Paramount Vantage 2006
Babel Paramount Vantage 2006
Be Kind Rewind New Line 2008
Black Swan Fox Searchlight 2010
Defiance Paramount Vantage 2008
Final Destination 3 New Line 2006
Friends with Money Sony Pictures Classics 2006
Gone, Baby, Gone Miramax 2007
No Country for Old Men Miramax 2007
Paradise Lost Fox Atomic 2006
Snakes on a Plane New Line 2006
Synecdoche, New York Sony Pictures Classics 2008
Tenacious D in: The Pick of Destiny | New Line 2006
The Darjeeling Limited Fox Searchlight 2007
The Hills Have Eyes Fox Searchlight 2006
The Hills Have Eyes 2 Fox Atomic 2007
The Kids Are All Right Focus Features 2010
The Return Focus Features/Rogue Pictures | 2006
Under the Same Moon Fox Searchlight 2008
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Appendix Item 3: Corpus Sample of Category 2 (Mini-Majors) Theatrical Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
Capitalism: A Love Story Overture Films 2009
Clerks 2 MGM 2006
For Colored Girls Who Have Considered Suicide

When the Rainbow is Enuf Lionsgate 2010
Grindhouse Weinstein Co./Dimension 2007
Hot Tub Time Machine MGM 2010
I'm Not There Weinstein Co. 2007
Piranha 3D Weinstein Co./Dimension 2010
Precious (Based on the Novel Push by Sapphire) | Lionsgate 2009
Punisher: War Zone Lionsgate 2008
Repo! The Genetic Opera Lionsgate 2008
Saw 3 Lionsgate 2006
Saw IV Lionsgate 2007
Sicko Lionsgate 2007
Sorority Row Summit Entertainment 2009
The Expendables Lionsgate 2010
The Hurt Locker Summit Entertainment 2009
The Last Exorcism Lionsgate 2010
The Mist MGM/Dimension 2007
The Twilight Saga: Eclipse Summit Entertainment 2010

312




Appendix Item 4: Corpus Sample of Category 3 (Mid-Scale Independents) Theatrical Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
45365 7th Art Releasing 2010
A Four Letter Word Embrem Entertainment 2008
A Guide to Recognising Your Saints First Look 2006
A Thousand Years of Good Prayers Magnolia Pictures 2008
American Zombie Cinema Libre 2008
Amexicano Maya Releasing 2008
Another Gay Movie TLA Releasing 2006
Another Gay Sequel TLA Releasing 2008
Bigger, Stronger, Faster* Magnolia Pictures 2008
Black Dynamite Apparition 2009
Blonde Ambition First Look 2007
Bottle Shock Freestyle Releasing 2008
Boy Culture TLA Releasing 2007
Bubble Magnolia Pictures 2006
Chris and Don: A Love Story Zeitgeist 2008
Coffee Date Slowhand Cinema 2006
Cruel World Indican Pictures 2006
Deadfall Trail Nocturnal Features 2010
Death of a Ghost Hunter Nocturnal Features 2009
Douchebag Paladin 2010
Dream Boy Regent Releasing 2010
Earth Days Zeitgeist 2009
F*ck ThinkFilm 2006
Fireproof Samuel Goldwyn Films 2008
Food, Inc. Magnolia Pictures 2009
GhettoPhysics: Will the Real Pimps and Ho's Please Stand Up? | Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
God and Gays: Bridging the Gap Indican Pictures 2008
Good Dick Abramorama Films 2008
How to be a Serial Killer Monterey Media 2009
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I'm Still Here Magnolia Pictures 2010
In a Dream International Film Circuit 2009
Iraq in Fragments Typecast Releasing 2006
Jesus Camp Magnolia Pictures 2006
Just Say Love Regent Releasing 2010
Kiss the Bride Regent Releasing 2008
Kurt Cobain: About a Son Balcony Releasing 2007
Letters to God Vivendi Entertainment 2010
Look Vitagraph Films 2007
Mini's First Time First Independent Pictures | 2006
Motherhood Freestyle Releasing 2009
My Dog Tulip New Yorker 2010
My Name is Bruce Image Entertainment 2008
Night Catches Us Magnolia Pictures 2010
No Impact Man Oscilloscope Pictures 2009
Nursery University Variance Films 2009
Paper Dolls Strand Releasing 2006
Patti Smith: Dream of Life Palm Pictures 2008
Phoebe in Wonderland ThinkFilm 2009
Planet B-Boy Elephant Eye Films 2008
Rome & Jewel Emerging Pictures 2008
Sarah Landon and the Paranormal Hour Freestyle Releasing 2007
Save Me First Run Features 2008
Self Medicated ThinkFilm 2007
Sex Positive Regent Releasing 2009
Sita Sings the Blues Shadow 2008
Skid Row Screen Media Films 2007
Smiley Face First Look 2007
Magnolia Pictures/Magnet
Splinter Releasing 2008
Ten Items or Less ThinkFilm 2006
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The Beautiful Truth

Cinema Libre

2008

The Girlfriend Experience Magnolia Pictures 2009
The Mostly Unfabulous Social Life of Ethan Green Regent Releasing 2006
The Motel Palm Pictures 2006
The Real Dirt on Farmer John Slowhand Cinema 2006
To Save a Life Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Two Lovers Magnolia Pictures 2009
Unborn in the USA: Inside the War on Abortion First Run Features 2007
We Live in Public Abramorama Films 2009
Welcome to the Rileys Samuel Goldwyn Films 2010
Wendy and Lucy Oscilloscope Pictures 2008
White on Rice Variance Films 2009
Who Does She Think She Is? Artistic License 2008
Z00 ThinkFilm 2007
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Appendix Item 5: Corpus Sample of Category 4 (Low-End Independents) Theatrical

Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
13 Months of Sunshine Abeselom Productions Distribution 2008
16 to Life Waterdog Films 2010
A Dog Lover's Symphony A Dog Lover's Symphony 2006
Abduction: The Megumi Yokota Story Safari Media, LCC/Sagewood Cinema Ventures | 2006
Alice Neel SeeThink Films 2007
All Roads Lead Home Waldo West Productions 2008
American Fusion Wildcat Releasing 2007
And Then Came Love Fox Meadow 2007
Ballast Alluvial Film Company 2008
Believe Kaleidescope Films 2007
Big Gay Musical Unknown/Self Distributed 2009
Black Irish Anywhere Road Entertainment 2007
Blackballed: The Bobby Dukes Story The 7th Floor 2006
Blue Gap Boy'z Better World Distribution 2008
Boogie Man: The Lee Atwater Story InterPositive Media 2008
BoyBand Artigo Ajemian Films 2010
Broken Hill Audience Alliance 2009
Call+Response Fair Trade Pictures 2008
Carbon Nation Clay Way Media 2010
Chelsea on the Rocks Aliquot Films 2009
Christmas at Maxwell's Laufer Films 2006
Confessions of a Ex-Doofux-ltchy Footed Mutha | Innocent Bystander 2009
Cowboy and Lucky Unknown/Self Distributed 2009
Crazy Like a Fox Sky Island 2006
Dalai Lama Renaissance Wakan Films 2008
David & Layla Newroz Films 2007
Defendor Darius Films 2010
Dirty Silver Nitrate Releasing 2006
Divine Intervention Bullz Eye 2007
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Expired MCR Releasing 2008
Familiar Strangers Cavalier Films 2008
Flannel Pajamas Gigantic Pictures 2006
Forever Strong Crane Movie Company 2008
Four Lane Highway Sky Island 2007
Fuel Blue Water Entertainment 2008
G.l. Jesus Wildcat Releasing 2007
GasLand GasLand Productions 2010
George Bush Goes to Heaven HB Filmworks 2006
Gringo Wedding Gringo Wedding LLC 2007
Guest of Cindy Sherman Trela 2009
Hair High Bill Plympton 2006
Happy Valley Stone Five Studios/Halestone Distribution 2008
I'll Believe You Stand Up Films 2007
In My Sleep Morning Star Pictures 2010
Inland Empire 518 Media 2006
Insidious Romantic Troubadour Entertainment 2008
Islam: What the West Needs to Know Quixotic Media 2006
Issues Bullz Eye 2006
It's a bash! Midway Pictures 2010
Itty Bitty Titty Committee Pocket Releasing 2007
Jack Smith and the Destruction of Atlantis Film Forum 2007
Journey from the Fall ImaginAsian 2007
Killing Kasztner GR Films 2009
King Leopold's Ghost Aloha Releasing 2006
Last Stop for Paul Mandt Brothers 2008
Leaves of Grass Telepathic Studios 2010
Like Dandelion Dust Blue Collar Releasing 2010
Live Fast, Die Young Riverrain 2008
Logan Real Bean Entertainment 2010
Lord, Save Us From Your Followers Thunderstruck Films 2008
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Man Push Cart

Film Philos

2006

Mardi Gras: Made in China Carnivalesque Films 2006
Memory Aloha Releasing 2007
Mendy - A Question of Faith Andes Film Company 2006
Midnight Reckoning/The Fall of Night Winter Star Productions 2010
Military Intelligence and Youl! Anywhere Road Entertainment 2008
Mutual Appreciation Goodbye Cruel Releasing 2006
New Year Parade Two Street Productions 2009
On Broadway Picture Park 2008
Owl and the Sparrow Wave Releasing 2009
Oy Vey! My Son is Gay! New Generation Films 2010
Passage to Zarahemla Somerset Films 2007
Plagues and Pleasures on the Salton Sea Tilapia Film 2006
Pressure Cooker BEV Pictures 2009
Quantum Hoops Green Forest Films 2007
Quiet City 600 West 2007
Redline Chicago Releasing 2007
Romance and Cigarettes Borotoro 2007
Room The 7th Floor 2006
Saint John of Las Vegas IndieVest Pictures 2010
Shadowland Pirate Media Group 2010
Skid Marks Diversa Films 2008
Slow Jam King Unico Entertainment 2006
Streetballers MSK Productions 2009
Sweet Land Libero, LLC 2006
Swimmers Skouras Pictures 2006
Tetro American Zoetrope 2009
That Man: Peter Berlin Gorilla Factory 2006
The Big Uneasy The Noise Dept. 2010
The Bride & The Grooms Sumbadhat Productions 2009
The Cake Eaters 7-57 Releasing 2009
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The Celestine Prophecy

Ram Entertainment

2006

The Conrad Boys Newport Films 2006
The Flyboys/Spy Kids Dark Coast Pictures 2008
The Hammer Hammer the Movie 2008
The Iron Man Iron Man Distribution 2007
The Last International Playboy Cplus 2009
The Little Traitor Westchester Films 2009
The Nature of Existence Walking Shadows 2010
The Oh in Ohio Cyan 2006
The Other City Cabin Films 2010
The Rise and Fall of Miss Thang Lavender House Films 2008
The Surfer King Movin' Picture Studio 2006
The Two Escobars All Rise Films 2010
Tortilla Heaven Wildcat Releasing 2007
Transylmania Full Circle Releasing 2009
Twisted: A Ballonamentary Elliot Lives Productions, LLC 2008
Vice 41 Inc. 2008
We Go Way Back Cyan 2006
Weather Girl Secret ldentity Productions 2009
Were the World Mine SPEAKproductions 2008
What Would Jesus Buy? Warrior Poets 2007
Zerophilia Microangelo Entertainment 2006
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Appendix Item 6: Corpus Sample of Specialty Divisions/Mid-scale Independent Crossover Theatrical Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
Behind the Mask: The Rise of Leslie Vernon | Anchor Bay Entertainment | 2007
City Island Anchor Bay Entertainment | 2010
Descent City Lights Pictures 2007
Hannah Takes the Stairs IFC Films 2007
| Hate Valentine's Day IFC Films 2009
| Spit On Your Grave Anchor Bay Entertainment | 2010
Joan Rivers: A Piece of Work IFC Films 2010
Life During Wartime IFC Films 2010
The Alphabet Killer Anchor Bay Entertainment | 2008
The Objective IFC Films 2009
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Appendix Item 7: Corpus Sample of Mini-Major/Mid-scale Independent Crossover Theatrical Releases

Film Title Distributor Year of Release
Lassie IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside | 2006
Facing the Giants | IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside | 2006
Good Hair Roadside Attractions 2009
Shrink Roadside Attractions 2009
Teeth Roadside Attractions 2008
The Puffy Chair IDP/Goldwyn/Roadside | 2006

321



Appendix Item 8: Corpus Sample of Non-Theatrical Releases

Title Distributor/Production Company Year of Release
10mph Spinning Blu (P), Wonderphil Productions (D) 2007
2012 Doomsday The Asylum (P/D) 2008
Army of the Dead Maverick Entertainment (P/D) 2008
Bank Run SilkTricky (P/D) 2010
Furness Films (P), The Group Entertainment (P), Lunacy Unlimited (P) and New
Bass Ackwards Video Group (D) 2010
Beware the Gonzo Tribeca Film (D) 2010
Bomb It Antidote Films (P), Flying Cow Productions (P) Gravitas Ventures (D) 2007
Bomb It 2 Jon Reiss (P), Babelgum (D) 2010
Hotel Chevalier Fox Searchlight (D) 2007
Iraq for Sale Brave New Films (P/D) 2006
Level 26: Dark Prophecy Dare to Pass (P/D), Penguin Group (P/D) 2010
Level 26: The Dark Origins Dare to Pass (P/D), Penguin Group (P/D) 2009
Lumo The Goma Project (P/D) 2007
Mega Shark Versus Crocosaurus The Asylum (P/D) 2010
Mega Shark Versus Giant Octopus | The Asylum (P/D) 2009
Purple Violets iTunes (D) 2007
Rage Adventure Pictures (P), Vox3 Films (P), Liberation Entertainment (D) 2009
Rethink Afghanistan Brave New Films (P/D) 2009
Robbin' in Da Hood Maverick Entertainment (P/D) 2009
Slacker Uprising Dog Eat Dog Films, (P) Brave New Films (D), The Weinstein Company (D) 2007
The Least of These SnagFilms (D) 2009
The Outbreak SilkTricky (P/D) 2008
The Princess of Nebraska Magnolia Pictures (D) 2007
Transmorphers The Asylum (P/D) 2007
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Appendix Item 9: IMDb Case Study Films

List of films that contributed to the dataset (alphabetical order)

2001: A Space Odyssey (1968,
Stanley Kubrick)

Dr Strangelove or: How | Learned to Stop

Worrying and Love the Bomb (1964, Stanley

Kubrick)

Psycho (1960, Alfred Hitchcock)

A Women Under the Influence
(1974, John Cassavetes)

Eternal Sunshine of the Spotless Mind
(2004, Michel Gondry)

Pulp Fiction (1994, Quentin Tarantino)

Amadeus (1984, Milos Forman)

Fargo (1996, Joel and Ethan Coen)

Requiem for a Dream (2000, Darren
Aronofsky)

American Beauty (1999, Sam
Mendes)

Hotel Rwanda (2004, Terry George)

Reservoir Dogs (1992, Quentin Tarantino)

American History X (1998, Tony
Kaye)

Kill Bill: Vol 1 (2003, Quentin Tarantino)

Se7en (1995, David Fincher)

Apocalypse Now (1979, Francis Ford
Coppola)

Magnolia (1999, Paul Thomas Anderson)

Sling Blade (1996, Billy Bob Thornton)

Before Sunset (2004, Richard
Linklater)

Memento (2000, Christopher Nolan)

The Big Lebowski (1998, Joel and Ethan Coen)

Crash (2004, Paul Haggis)

Mulholland Drive (2001, David Lynch)

The Graduate (1967, Mike Nichols)

Crimes and Misdemeanours (1989,
Woody Allen)

One Flew Over The Cuckoo’s Nest (1975,
Milos Forman)

The Killing (1956, Stanley Kubrick)

Dances with Wolves (1994, Kevin
Costner)

Papillion (1973, Franklin J. Shaffner)

The Straight Story (1999, David Lynch)

Dawn of the Dead (1978, George A.
Romero)

Paths of Glory (1957, Stanley Kubrick)

The Usual Suspects (1995, Bryan Singer)

Donnie Darko (2001, Richard Kelly)

Platoon (1986, Oliver Stone)
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Appendix Item 10: IMDb Top 50 Independent Chart User Locations (from results)

192 / 55%

3/ Less than
1%

33/ 9%

2 / Less than
1%

28/ 8%

2 / Less than
1%

18/ 5%

2 / Less than
1%

4/ 1%

2 / Less than
1%

4/ 1%

2 / Less than
1%

4/ 1%

2 / Less than
1%

3/ Less than
1%

2 / Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

31/ 9%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

350 users

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%

1/ Less than
1%
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Appendix Item 11 - Defiance (2008) Poster

FROM THE D\RECTO&Q OF
BLQ'QD DAl;_vAMOND AND T HES ST SA-MUBAl

e
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Appendix Item 12 - Mega Shark Versus Giant Octopu&erez, 2009)
Poster

DEQORAM GIBGON LORENZO LAMAS

VIEGA
SHARK

R B Ul B

GIANT

OCTOPUS %«

%



Appendix Item 13 - Google searches for Joaquin Phoenix

joaquin phoenix + Add term

Search term

Interest over time

v/ News headlines forecast

—_—) —

Embed
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Appendixitem 14D No Country For Old MeriCoen and Coen, 2007) Poster

“AN INSTANT CLASSIC!”

TOMMY LEE JAVIER JOSH

JONES BARDEM BROLIN

THERE ARE NO CLEAN GETAWAYS

%



Appendix Itan 15 B The OutbreakMap

CHAPTER SELECT

SAVE HIM

LEAVE MBALONE

RUN FOR THE STREET

GATHER \

PUSH FURNITURE
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LEAMEHER

RUN FOR THE
WOoOoDS




Appendixitem 16: Issue Crawlemetwork graph of Google search results
for Ohe Last ExorcismChatrouletteO
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