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Abstract 
This comparative study is an investigation into the changing concerns of feature film 

policy in Canada and Australia from 1968 to 1998. Its purpose is to determine how 

similar policy initiatives have produced divergent results in two economically, 

culturally and socially similar nations. The inquiry’s aim is to establish what financial, 

political and geographic variables affect the application of feature film policy. While 

resemblances between these nations justify the contrasting of comparable feature film 

policy initiatives, differences in outcomes suggest that these nations are not entirely 

alike. Therefore, rather than following the leads of comparable national agencies, film 

policy makers in Canada and Australia need to concentrate on conditions specific to 

their own particular situation. 
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Chapter One 
Introduction—formulating the debate  
Introduction 
The architects of national feature film policy have often looked to comparable nations 

to consider alternative ways of allowing their feature film production industries to 

grow and stabilise in an environment that is dominated by Hollywood. Comparing a 

country’s feature film policies with those of an economically, culturally, and socially 

similar peer enables policy makers to determine successful policy practices and 

anticipate new trends.  

Similar industrial, economic, and governmental systems in Australia, the United 

Kingdom, New Zealand, Canada, France, and Italy imply a connection between these 

countries that is often used by policy makers. Australian industry reviews and policy 

proposals often refer to these countries’ policy development and solutions when 

determining the possibilities for policy reform. The assumption behind such policy 

reconnaissance is that successful policy formulation in one country will suggest its 

trajectory in another. Canada’s and Australia’s similar position in the global market 

further strengthens the connection. 

Canada and Australia have long been regarded as economically, politically, and 

culturally comparable nations. Their histories, economic development, and social 

structure have encouraged politicians, industry commentators, and researchers to 

consider them to be operating under similar circumstances. Tracing Canadian and 

Australian feature film policy development reveals numerous instances where 

Australia has followed Canada’s lead, and adopted Canadian strategy, in the search 

for feature film production growth and stability.  
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In 1968, for example, the Canadian federal government established the Canadian Film 

Development Corporation (CFDC). Similarly, in 1970, the Australian federal 

government established the Australian Film Development Corporation. Australia’s 

echoing of the Canadian agency’s name is revealing in that it signals the beginning of 

Australia’s continued awareness of Canadian policy direction. Further, the 

establishment of these publicly funded film agencies at approximately the same time 

reveals other similarities between Canadian and Australian policy. In addition to a 

shared motivation to assist and sustain their feature film production industries, the 

establishment of these organisations signals a purposeful and parallel intention to 

enact common policy initiatives. For example, in 1981 Australia introduced the 

Division 10BA tax incentive scheme, seven years after Canada began its experience 

with a comparable taxation incentive scheme—the Capital Cost Allowance (CCA). 

The appropriation of the 150 per cent tax concession was, as Barbara Samuels puts it, 

‘an occasion to follow its Canadian cousin down the garden path’ (Samuels 

1984, p. 19). Referring to the damage resulting from overproduction, and the 

subsequent reduction in the incentives, Samuels suggests that ‘what happened to us 

began to happen to them’ (Samuels 1984, p. 19). However, Samuels finds the 

Australian industry was rising to the challenge. She claims the amount of production 

occurring at a time of financial insecurity is symbolic of that tough Aussie 

determination to ‘have a go’ even if circumstances are less than ideal (Samuels 

1984, p. 20). Samuels recognises that the Australian feature film production industry 

is resilient. That is, it performs effectively in an unstable policy environment. While 

Australia follows Canada’s lead in policy formation, its imitation has yielded not the 

best, but better, results. Comparing Canadian and Australian feature film policy helps 

determine how each industry has responded to similar policy conditions and why 
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Australia’s feature film production industry is generally regarded as the more 

successful.  

The establishment of the CFDC and the Australian Film Development Corporation 

initiated a range of policy reviews and changes, funding alterations, and agency 

modifications in each country that have continued to the present day. Until 1986, 

policy development in Australia followed Canada’s lead. In1984 the Canadian federal 

government implemented the National Film and Television Policy—which changed 

the way feature film funding was allocated—and replaced the CFDC with Telefilm 

Canada. In turn, in 1988, with the establishment of the Film Finance Corporation, 

Australia adopted the many doors funding initiative that provided production finance 

through numerous mechanisms. David Gonski recommended this approach in his 

1997 feature film policy review. 

The approaches used by Canadian and Australian feature film policy makers appeared 

different but were, in fact, similar. Each country was attempting to institutionalise a 

dichotomy between the various conflicting demands of what might be called culture 

and commerce, or public and private interests. Thus, Telefilm Canada’s mandate 

outlined separate public and private sector thrusts within the same agency. Similarly, 

Australia developed the Film Finance Corporation for its commercial role and located 

film’s artistic and cultural roles within the mandate of the Australian Film 

Commission. The approaches in the mid-1980s demonstrated numerous fundamental 

parallels between the approaches of the two governments—as did the feature film 

policy reviews and alterations that would follow.  
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An examination of film industry development in the two countries also demonstrates 

parallels. Both Canada and Australia have experienced analogous periods of growth 

and decline in their feature film production industries. For example, the CCA and 

Division 10BA tax scheme periods encouraged feature film production booms—

between 1977 and 1981 in Canada and between 1982 and 1985 in Australia. In 

addition, with their respective distribution sectors controlled by American interests, 

the two countries experienced parallel difficulties in getting distribution and finding 

audiences.  

Academic and government investigations in both Canada and Australia have sought to 

identify why their feature film industries are unstable. Maintaining a successful 

feature film production industry requires a stable infrastructure. Government film 

policy reviews, and academic analyses pondering film policy initiatives, have often 

pointed to several factors that contribute to the lack of a stable infrastructure in 

Canada and Australia. They include: 

• funding levels 

• insufficient protection mechanisms 

• constant policy alteration 

• structural deficiencies—for example, US-controlled distribution sectors. 

The Canadian and Australian production industries are also constrained by federal 

government expectations that they will play dual roles—producing film as 

entertainment and film as culture. Frequent policy changes can be linked to instability 

and constant growth in the Canadian and Australian industries. But they also signal 

that policy practitioners in Ottawa and Canberra are aware of the problematic nature 

of feature film production industries inside their own national settings. This difficulty 
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is centred on the fact that government-supported feature film production in national 

cinema settings—such as those of Canada and Australia—functions as an 

entertainment business and as a cultural endeavour. This pressure arises because of a 

continual need for these industries to evaluate their position in relation to Hollywood. 

The regular modifications to feature film policy in Canada and Australia signify the 

governments’ attempts to provide a policy environment that will allow their industries 

to function consistently and successfully. The rolling back of tax schemes as the 

major forms of feature film funding in Canada and Australia is an example of 

government attempts to create a more supportive policy environment. The CCA and 

Division 10BA proved to be costly experiments. But they were also criticised for not 

encouraging local production and content. The critics claimed that, instead of 

contributing to the development of a national cinema, the tax schemes contributed to 

an extension of the US industry. The Canadian federal government developed The 

national Film and Video Policy with a dual public and private thrust. On the other 

hand, by establishing the Film Finance Corporation, Australian feature film policy 

followed the British lead and institutionalised the entertainment focus of the feature 

film production industry.  

These developments were attempts to address the problems that the tax schemes 

identified. But they failed to adequately consider the internal forces and external 

influences that continued to affect their respective feature film production industries 

and the policies that governed them. 

However, policy development and implementation does not exist in a vacuum. 

Successful feature film policy analysis, development, and implementation, require an 
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understanding of the environment in which they are operating so that policy initiatives 

can be developed to function within that specific environment. Canadian and 

Australian feature film policies currently operate without adequately considering the 

industrial, financial, political, and social environment in which they are operating. 

Canadian and Australian policy makers must analyse and understand the economic, 

cultural, and social environment in which feature film policy is operating. Without 

this analysis, both countries’ feature film production industries are likely to continue 

to be fringe industries, operating according to promises of success, and the more 

frequent failures, that have occurred over the past three decades. Further, funds from 

the public purse will continue to be allocated to these industries with little, or no, 

tangible or intangible benefits.  

In this thesis I compare feature film production policy development in Canada and 

Australia. I then analyse the comparison to determine how the process of imitation in 

policy development determines the outcomes of policy initiatives. 

Comparison as a method 
The comparative methodology is generally regarded as a means of highlighting 

similarities, revealing differences, and explaining variables between comparable 

factors. It presents an appropriate means of displaying the particulars of Canadian and 

Australian feature film policy.  

In this thesis I investigate the characteristics of each nation-state’s feature film 

production policy development to determine the similarities and differences and draw 

substantiated conclusions. Comparing the circumstances behind policy development 

emphasises the external factors that influence policy development. Furthermore, this 
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correlation enhances the comparison’s credibility by offering a dual view of a 

particular environment or occurrence. Instead of attempting to analyse the policy 

outcomes of an initiative in one country, the comparison allows investigation of two 

outcomes of a similar policy initiative.  

Comparison is straightforward in terms of its general application. The methodology is 

the process of weighing the similarities and differences of two or more entities. 

Bordwell and Thompson (2001) find that the process of recognising similarity and 

repetition and difference and variation is central to analysis (Bordwell and Thompson 

2001, pp. 52–4). However, effective use of the method depends upon two particular 

procedures. When matching two or more entities, situations or activities, the instances 

that are alike and those that are different must be considered first. Following this, the 

comparison’s objective must be considered. Bottomore (1975); Jackson (in Alexander 

and Galligan 1992); Axtmann (1993); McCarthy (1973); and Rose (1991), offer 

varied insights into the comparative method—how it can be used and what needs to 

be considered to ensure it is used effectively. 

Bottomore (1975) discusses the comparative approach as a sociological investigative 

tool. Problems can arise when the method is used to scrutinise whole societies. 

Therefore, he suggests that it has become common to compare particular social 

institutions, in different societies. This method avoids problematic differences and 

increases stable similarities that allow a valuable comparison. ‘The problems of a 

large number of differences can perhaps be overcome by similar, i.e. societies of the 

same type, as determined by a prior classification’ (Bottomore 1975, p. 56). This 

classification itself involves correlating, ‘but only of a very broad and general kind’ 

(Bottomore 1975, p. 56). Bottomore argues that the absence of a formulated 
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hypothesis is a frequent characteristic of the comparative study. This contributes to a 

particular difficulty in using the comparative method. However, the high rate of 

similarities between the comparable factors reduces difficulties and defuses the 

possibility of finding the correlated factors are, in fact, not comparable (Bottomore 

1975, pp. 55–6). The level of similarities between the comparable entities is most 

important. In turn, this suggests to Bottomore that it is more useful to compare at the 

level of particular social institutions rather than that of whole nations. Essentially, 

narrowing the focus ensures effective use of the method.  

Thus, my comparison of Canadian and Australian feature film policy in the pages that 

follow certainly increases stable similarities between these two entities. Conversely, 

for example, a study comparing the entire film industries of Canada and Australia 

would experience a high level of differences. These would create many problems. A 

comparison in these circumstances would be impossible or, if completed, lack 

credibility. 

Jackson (in Alexander and Galligan 1992) provides a further insight into the 

methodology of comparative research. He outlines comparative research designs 

under three basic headings: 

• single-country studies 

• most-similar-system comparisons 

• most-different-system comparisons.  

Most-similar-system comparisons involve systems that present as many parallel 

elements as possible. Jackson notes that this model offers substantial advantages for 

comparative research by focusing on ‘intersystemic similarities and differences, so 

that systems constitute the original level of analysis; within-system variations are 
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explained in terms of systemic factors’ (Jackson in Alexander and Galligan 1992, 

p. 14). He suggests that, in such circumstances, the variables become easier to control 

and differences easier to identify. However, Jackson cautions that this design is not 

steadfast. External factors that may influence variables must be considered to ensure 

accurate conclusions.  

A comparison of Canada and Australia will fall within the most-similar-systems 

category. The two nation-states share many similarities that justify their systematic 

matching. As Jackson states: ‘the more variables that can be controlled in similar-

system comparisons, the more likely the study is to provide substantial 

interpretations’ (Jackson 1992, p. 15). 

The third author mentioned above, Axtmann (1993), argues that there are three key 

uses of the comparative method. First, the method can be used to generate or support 

theories. Second, the process of comparison can serve to ‘establish uniformities on the 

basis of inductive reasoning’ (Axtmann 1993, p. 66) which leads to the development 

of empirical evidence to focused strategy. Third, comparison can be used to ascertain 

what has to be explained (Axtmann 1993, pp. 65–69).  

For the purpose of this study, Axtmann’s third use of the comparative method is the 

most valuable. This use aims to identify the differences of cases by ‘contrasting’ 

examples (Axtman 1992, p. 69). The peculiarities of a particular circumstance, and its 

visibility, are highlighted through the process of contrasting. However, this strategy 

cannot replace analysis. Comparison and contrast will not provide a full investigation. 

The method must be accompanied by more substantial investigation of the variables 

to ensure an adequate and comprehensive inquiry. 
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In turn, McCarthy (1973, p. 148) finds that outstanding similarities result in 

differences functioning as revealing forces. The comparative method should not be 

used to write a history, but to shed light on it. The method can be used to explore what 

was already known and to suggest the reasoning for particularities and variables. The 

procedure involves taking a series of elements that could possibly exist in the 

comparable entities and constructing a ‘pure type’ (McCarthy 1973, p. 149). 

McCarthy then suggests exploring each entity and using the process of comparison to 

explain how each entity varies from the pure type and why.  

McCarthy’s explanation and application of the comparative method is an historical 

one. The particulars of an historical investigation are different from sociological or 

economic investigations. However, the understanding of comparative analysis as a 

means of using similarities to discover differences holds true across the disciplines.  

In this comparison I seek to describe Canadian and Australian feature film policy 

development since 1968. There are many investigations into these industries. Since 

the 1980s especially, Canada and Australia have experienced increasing academic 

interest in their respective feature film production industries. This comparative study 

aims to expand on those debates by using the comparable instances as agents that will 

offer insights into key policy initiatives.  

Malcolm Alexander and Brian Galligan provide a wide-ranging collection of essays in 

Comparative political studies: Australia and Canada (1992). The first section of this 

book provides an extensive insight into comparative research. Alexander and Galligan 

answer the questions ‘why compare?’ and ‘why Australia and Canada?’ Similarity is 

viewed as the motivation to comparative grouping. This is a common element in 
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explanations of the comparative method. With the similarity being assumed, 

researchers’ attention is drawn to the differences and the ‘surprises’ that make for 

interesting comparisons (Alexander and Galligan 1992, p. 1). The assumption of 

similarity, the realisation of difference, and the reasons for that difference, offer the  

most insightful studies. To place this within a more specific context, Alexander and 

Galligan state that the: 

 

broad purpose of a collection of comparative studies such as this is to gain 

cumulative insight into the extent to which political institutions, in their 

structure and operation, reflect national idiosyncrasies of culture and tradition 

as distinct from commonalities (Alexander and Galligan 1992, p. 3).  

Although a single-country study may be able to reveal this, a comparative study 

allows for more authenticated conclusions to be drawn. To draw conclusions without 

the comparative advantage risks one-dimensional outcomes that fail to offer 

significant reasoning for generalisations and conclusions. Alexander and Galligan 

state that an:  

important purpose of comparative study is to explore the dynamics of 

change…the ‘most similar systems’ approach makes this difficult enterprise 

somewhat more manageable because many variables can be held more or less 

constant (Alexander and Galligan 1992, p. 3). 

Rose (1991, p. 458) suggests that the comparative methodology is particularly 

valuable as a means of ‘lesson-drawing across national boundaries’. Aristotle pursued 

‘knowledge for use in civic betterment’. And the process of comparison as a tool for 

improving national policy dates back to his time (Rose 1991, p. 458). Further, when 

writing their own constitution, the American founding fathers looked to the English 

Constitution, rewriting it to rectify its assumed deficiencies. Lesson-drawing involves 
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using the comparative method to study one, or multiple, nation’s policy to improve 

upon one’s own. The motive is to apply change through either positive or negative 

lessons of comparable national policy. Rose notes that when the method is used for 

this purpose, the fundamental question is whether the policy experiences of one nation 

or nations can be applied effectively to the comparable nation. Therefore, it is 

essential to understand the social, economic, cultural, and historical variables when 

drawing conclusions about the effective application of lesson-drawing.  

Canadian and Australian feature film policy was frequently developed in the context 

of other countries’ experiences. Canada often looked to Australia to determine its 

options for feature film funding, development, and government agency construction. 

Likewise, Australia considered Canada’s industry when determining its options. But 

the key focus of this comparative study is applying Rose’s fundamental question: can 

Canada’s policy experiences be effectively applied to Australia and vice versa? 

However, the focus on their respective film policies arises only in the context of the 

bracketing together of these two. It is necessary to examine and evaluate previous 

comparisons first. 

However, to diverge briefly, the bracketing of Canada and Australia is not inevitable. 

Thus, for example, Dyster (1979) explains his grouping of Australia and Argentina as 

recognition of the long history of this comparison and a further exploration of the 

similarities and differences of these countries. He suggests that the common linking of 

Australia and Argentina resulted from an early recognition of the industrial 

similarities (Dyster 1979, pp. 91–110). Dyster examines the countries from their 

eighteenth century industrial development to the beginning of the twentieth century 

‘when it was common to bracket Australia and Argentina…[and it had become] 
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abundantly clear that the Argentine [was Australia’s] most dangerous competitor’ 

(Dyster 1999, p. 92). Drawing on this history, he compares and traces Argentinian and 

Australian development to comment on structural relationships in nineteenth century 

capitalism. Dyster appraises the work of Wheelwright, Moran, Goodrich, and 

McCarthy, among others, to provide an insight into the comparative work that sought 

to explore the particulars of these countries and their development. The comparative 

method explores similarities, differences and variables. But it also extends fields of 

research by explaining further influencing factors across a range of disciplines.  

De la Garde (1993) uses the comparative method to explore the common 

problématique of Denmark and Quebec. De la Garde moves away from the common 

practice of approaching Quebec in the Canadian context. Rather he considers it 

independently, providing a unique approach through the comparative methodology. 

He contends that Denmark and Quebec are comparable on several levels:  

• population 

• industrial development 

• standard of living 

• ethnic isolation 

• degree of education 

• climate  

• proximity to large and assertive neighbours.  

These similarities present an opportunity to explain a common understanding of the 

countries’ cultural strategies, policies, and resistances to dominating cultures (De la 

Garde 1993, p. 9). He argues that the comparative method allows for a ‘sharpen[ed] 

focus’ on the contentious issues (De la Garde 1993, p. 36). 
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Comparing Canada and Australia 
Canada and Australia share many similarities that make comparison both inevitable 

and invaluable. They are medium-sized western nation-states with colonial histories 

linking them to the British Empire. Canada and Australia have society-forming 

immigration histories, including immigration from Europe after World War Two and 

from South-East Asia during the 1970s. The two have indigenous populations and are 

encountering similar issues in their debates on land rights, past human rights 

violations, and racism. Canada and Australia both announced themselves to be 

multicultural societies around the middle of the century and both have developed 

policy accordingly. In addition, they have similar population-to-land ratios, strong 

agricultural industries, and they are primary exporters of natural resources. Public 

opinion in both countries consistently resists privatisation and favours government 

regulation. More generally, they have similar standards of living, education, and 

employment.  

However, despite these, and many other, similarities these countries display 

interesting differences that enhance the comparative process. Canada shares its 

southern border with the United States. This geographic position has resulted in the 

country frequently aligning itself with the US and sharing its political, economic, and 

industrial framework. Since World War Two, Australia’s development has cautiously 

followed the lead of the US. However, it does not share Canada’s geographic 

proximity. Australia’s geographic isolation as an island continent in the South-West 

Pacific gives it a degree of self-determination that has eluded Canada as a close 

neighbour of the US. Although Canada and Australia advertise themselves as 

multicultural nations, the visibility of French Canadian culture provides another 
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significant difference between these two nation-states. French Canadian culture is 

prominent in certain parts of the nation. Thus, Canada is subject to Quebec’s 

independence and its, at times, separatist politics. This biculturalism is reflected in its 

cultural and social policy and constitutes a key distinction when comparing Canada 

and Australia.  

Despite these anomalies, comparisons between Canada and Australia often produce 

valuable insights. Thus, it is not surprising that there is a longstanding tradition of 

thoughtful comparison between these nations. Their similarities and differences have 

encouraged studies in several fields and disciplines including economics, politics, 

industry, business studies, cultural studies, and social development studies.  

Commonwealth studies have found the Canada/Australia linkage revealing in terms of 

the nations’ development. Thus, for example, The Cambridge History of the British 

Empire (1929–1959, vol. 7, pp. 455–7) compares the nations’ state and provincial 

development. The comparison concludes that the development of the independent 

states in Australia did not result in the division of political systems that existed prior 

to the colonies becoming states. However, the establishment of Ontario and Quebec as 

provinces resulted in the severance of upper and lower Canadian legislative unions. 

When the 1900 Act ‘to constitute the Commonwealth of Australia’ (Burridge, Foster 

and Turcotte 1997, p. 454) was enacted, there were those who suggested that 

Australia follow the Canadian example. However, the organisation of new 

governments, and the subsequent allocation of power, was seen as cumbersome. The 

then current federal and state relationship allowed for ‘political exigency and practical 

expediency’ (Burridge, Foster and Turcotte 1997, p. 456). Australia, in this instance, 

followed the less complicated US system rather than the Canadian. In the early 1930s 
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there were suggestions by the Government of the time that Australia follow the 

Canadian example and divide Queensland, Western Australia, and later, New South 

Wales, into small provinces. However, again the process was too complicated and the 

status quo was maintained. This is an early example of Australia looking to Canadian 

structure and development before determining its options. Further, the analysis in 

which this example occurs, written in 1933, constitutes an early academic recognition 

of the relevance of the Canada/Australia linkage. Nor is this an isolated example. 

There are many historical instances in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 

when Canada and Australia looked to each other before making policy decisions. 

These are documented and discussed extensively in the pages of The Cambridge 

history of the British Empire. Thus, for example, Canada and Australia looked to one 

another for example and collaboration on such issues as convict 

settlement (vol. 2, p. 26; vol. 6, p. 296); colonial policy (vol. 2, p. xx); emigration 

issues (vol. 7, p. 210); trade negotiations (vol. 6, p. 626); empire relations (vol. 2, 

p. 447); telegraphic communications (vol. 6, p. 712); and military cooperation (vol. 6, 

p. 723).  

Yet it is not the purpose of this chapter to explore the full tradition of Canadian and 

Australian comparisons. Considering its long history, this tradition is mostly outside 

the concerns of this study. However, it is valuable to consider some of the more recent 

comparative studies where nation-states have been grouped in pairs and groups. This 

will demonstrate how comparison has been used in academic literature to explore the 

histories, government, and social policies of Canada and Australia. 

Armstrong and Bradbury (1983) group Australia, Canada and Argentina in an 

exploration of those nations’ industrial development from 1870 to 1980. Although the 
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countries exhibit clear differences from each other, ‘historically [they] manifest 

sufficient similarities of a social and economic nature for a useful comparative 

analysis to be made’ (Armstrong and Bradbury 1983, p. 43). Armstrong and Bradbury 

link these countries through a recognition that these societies do not fall within the 

polarised categories in the system of international capitalism. They argue that these 

countries are exceptions to the rule that suggests a unified international economy. 

These countries are called ‘Dominion Capitalist Societies’ (Armstrong and 

Bradbury 1983, p. 45) and are used to reveal the limited nature of the centre/periphery 

model. Armstrong and Bradbury find that the end of the ‘golden age’ (Armstrong and 

Bradbury 1983, p. 59) of staple exports and increased industrialisation had two 

important results for the three nation-states. Differences between the three increased 

and their development patterns changed after being very similar for many years. 

Armstrong’s and Bradbury’s comparison is interesting because it demonstrates that 

the link between Canada and Australia is not steadfast. Economic rationalism 

increased in Canada in the early 1980s. This distinguished its development from that 

of Australia and Argentina. Armstrong’s and Bradbury’s comparative study found 

more similarities between Australia and Argentina than between Canada and 

Australia.  

Similarly, Alexander (1979) employs the comparative methodology to examine the 

political economies of Australia, Canada and Argentina. He contends that it is the 

similarities that allow for a productive and revealing comparison. Drawing on 

Wallerstein’s world-system theory, he investigates Australia, Canada and Argentina 

as post-war providers of primary products and raw materials. Rather than being 

concerned with the countries’ divergent histories, Alexander focuses on their common 
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problems. This approach allows the research to avoid the limitations caused by 

debates surrounding Argentina’s decline.  

Thus, the grouping of Australia, Canada and Argentina becomes more workable with 

the theoretical approach and the comparison becomes more effective as the variables 

are limited. As semi-industrial nations, Alexander finds that these countries share 

several interesting similarities that justify the combination. He examines commercial 

structures, export configurations, relationships with the US, Europe, and Japan, 

immigration issues, imperialism, and social development. Alexander then uses the 

comparative method, particularly the similarities, to support the world-

systems approach. 

Canada–Australia: towards a second century of partnership is a collection of essays 

covering a wide range of Canadian and Australian shared issues and linkages. The 

collection was published in 1995 after the Association for Canadian Studies in 

Australia and New Zealand conference held at La Trobe University in Melbourne. 

The conference was held during the Canadian High Commission’s celebration of a 

century of formal trade links between Canada and Australia. But conference 

presentations were not limited to trade issues. Research on globalisation, migration, 

and ethnic relations was also presented. Among these valuable articles is Lois Foster 

and Paul Bartrop’s ‘The roots of multiculturalism in Australia and Canada’. In their 

study they examine the development of a multicultural bureaucracy in Canada during 

World War Two and investigate the lack of an Australian equivalent. Essentially, 

Canada’s early experience with bilingualism and biculturalism provided a strong basis 

for the implementation of immigration policy. In this example, Canada’s historical 

experience has allowed its multicultural policy to be far more progressive. Australia’s 
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non-discriminatory immigration policy after 1973 is an occasion where the country’s 

policy development has followed Canada. 

Alison Beal and Annette Van Den Bosch (1998) provide a collection of essays that 

consider cultural policy in Australia and Canada from a feminist perspective. The 

anthology focuses on the countries’ post-colonial histories and recent trends to 

privatise the cultural sector. In their introduction, Beal and Van Den Bosch conclude 

that although the apparent cultural and historical similarities of these nation-states 

justify the comparison, the underlying differences necessitate detailed exploration and 

explanation. Further, ‘the mirrors that Australia and Canada hold up for each other are 

also magnifying glasses’ (Beal and Van Den Bosch 1998, p. 1). 

During the 1970s and 1980s, despite the increase in feminist perspectives, Canada and 

Australia experienced the same marginalisation of gender issues in the agendas and 

critiques of cultural policy. Thus, Beal and Van Den Bosch assert that the 

privatisation of cultural and social programs presents women and social minorities 

with ‘special challenges’ (Beal and Van Den Bosch 1998, p. 2). In addition to 

exploring policy issues, Beal and Van Den Bosch link Canada and Australia, and use 

comparison methodology, to consider a minority perspective.  

Thus, in summary, the evidence shows that comparing Canada and Australia is 

common in several disciplines and fields including economic, industrial, and 

historical studies. A small number of studies has grouped Canadian and Australian 

film and media issues. They include the works of Michael Meadows (1994) and 

Connie Tadros (1983). However, the linking of Canada and Australia remains 

prevalent. Marc Raboy—author of Missed opportunities: the story of Canada’s 
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broadcasting policy (1990)—and Elizabeth Jacka—author of The ABC of drama 

1975–1990 (1991)—are currently collaborating on a comparative research on public 

service broadcasting in Canada and Australia. 

Comparing Canadian and Australian media  
Michael Meadows (1994) uses the similarities between Canada and Australia to 

justify the comparison of the countries’ indigenous media production. One assumption 

often made about indigenous populations is that they reject active involvement with 

technology. This assumption is derived from assumptions about the primitive that are 

often associated with indigenous populations. Meadows contradicts these assumptions 

in his examination of the development of Inuit and Aboriginal media involvement. 

His comparison finds a strong indigenous attempt to reclaim histories and knowledge 

and to function within contemporary society. Further, he finds that indigenous media 

production in Canada and Australia is characterised by hybridity that demands 

concern for ceremonial processes, the production of art, kinship affiliations, and 

community services. This study uses the similarities to challenge post-modern 

hypothesises that ‘privilege technological determinism over cultural 

interpretation’ (Meadows 1994, p. 287). As well as being an example of the linking of 

Canada and Australia, Meadows’ use of the comparative technique demonstrates the 

methodology as a means of challenging commonly held ideas through similarity. 

In her 1983 report—prepared for the Arts and Cultural Branch of the Canadian 

Federal Government’s Department of Communications—Connie Tadros compares the 

industrial development of the Canadian and Australian film industries. She finds that 

the striking historical and industrial similarities justify the comparison and explain the 

paths of these industries. Tadros points to turn-of-the-century immigration rates, and 
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the dominance of the English language—making Canada and Australia targets for the 

American film industry—as key similarities between the nations. Further, she 

suggests that the onset of World War One—and the subsequent halt in local 

production in Canada and Australia—allowed the unfettered American industry to 

surge forward and cement its dominance of the English-language market. Canada and 

Australia experienced a similar onslaught of American interests in their distribution 

and exhibition sectors. By the 1940s, the major distribution companies and theatre 

chains in both countries were owned by American interests. While both Canada and 

Australia have undertaken inquiries into American cultural and economic domination, 

they have had little effect on the status quo. While production was practically non-

existent in both countries until their respective film development corporations were 

established, television proved to be a crucial element in both countries. It delivered 

audience acceptance of local product, skills development, cultural visibility, and 

economic prosperity.  

Tadros uses these developmental similarities to introduce and explore the period from 

1970—following the establishment of the Australian Film Development 

Corporation—up until 1982. However, this study is clearly prepared for the Canadian 

reader. Tadros explores the particulars of Australian film funding through the 

Corporation, the Australian Film Commission, Film Australia, the State funding 

agencies, and the tax shelter system. But her commentary is in the context of the 

Canadian experience, rather than an exploration and analysis of the Australian system. 

Her report demonstrates that the comparative method does not demand equal 

consideration of each country or country particulars. This clearly depends on the focus 

of the study and its intended purpose. As a comparative study linking Canada and 
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Australia, it justifies the country choice by limiting the variables, while not ignoring 

the differences. 

Comparing film policy development in Canada and 
Australia 
As I suggested earlier, the grouping of Canada and Australia is not a new 

phenomenon. On the other hand, many elements of the following systematic 

comparison of Canadian and Australian feature film policy are original. Equally 

though, this study is heavily indebted to the work of previous Canadian and 

Australian film scholars including Magder, Pendakur, Dorland, O’Regan, Dermody 

and Jacka, and Turner. These researchers’ work helps provide a foundation for my 

study and a close scrutiny of their contribution to the analysis of film policy in Canada 

and Australia is appropriate here. 

The literature 

Canadians on Canadian film policy 
The first critical analyses of film policy began to appear in Canada soon after the 

establishment of the CFDC. While most of the research has concentrated on the 

period after 1968, Berton (1975) examines 545 Hollywood films made between 1907 

and 1956 that were about Canada and/or Canadians. He argues that Hollywood’s 

failure to accurately depict the Canadian way of life resulted in the entrenchment of 

generalisations that have plagued Canada’s national identity. Berton claims these 545 

films are responsible for the snow-capped, Mountie infested, wilderness images of 

Canada that, to this day, characterise the country. He states:  
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if Canadians continue to hold the belief that there is not such thing as a 

national identity…it is because the movies have frequently blurred, distorted, 

and hidden that identity under a celluloid mountain of misconceptions (Berton 

1975, p. 12).  

Canada’s landscape and climate—the great woods and unrelenting snow—are 

examined as defining filmic characteristics. The primitive nature of the Canadians is 

discussed through country-folk, the volatile French, and the daring Indians. The 

definitive Canadian is considered through the Royal Mounted Police—the 

Mounties—Berton recognises this when he writes: ‘Broken hearted, he carries out 

orders’ (Berton 1975, p. 111). Perhaps he is also pointing to Canada’s passivity in the 

face of presumed dominance. After examining the particulars of these stereotypes, 

Berton turns to policy matters. In particular, he focuses on the Canadian Cooperation 

Project—how it came into existence, and its effect on the construction of a Canadian 

national image.  

In 1947, cash flow out of Canada had reached unacceptable levels. A wide variety of 

import restrictions were applied later that year to address the problem. While the film 

industry was not included in these restrictions, rumours circulated that a quota system 

on film imports from the US would soon be put into place. Lobbying against 

government action began almost as soon as the rumours of a quota system did.  

In a move designed to save Canada’s film industry, Eric Johnston, President of the 

Motion Picture Association, convened a committee with Francis Harmon, Vice 

President of the Motion Picture Association of America and Vice President of the 

Motion Picture Export Association, and J.J. Fitzgibbons, President of the American-

controlled Famous Players Canadian Corporation. Their mandate was to address the 
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National Film Board’s concerns about the outflow of film money and to protect their 

own interests in Canada. The committee’s lobbying resulted in the Canadian 

Cooperation Project, Hollywood style (Berton 1975, p. 168). The committee met with 

Ernest Bushnell of the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation, Lester B. Pearson, 

Secretary of State for External Affairs, and Donald Gordon, Deputy Governor of the 

Bank of Canada. It argued that, rather than limiting cash outflow, the goal should be 

to ‘attract more American dollars to the country in the form of tourist travel’ (Berton 

1975, p. 171). Fitzgibbons and Harmon guaranteed that they would use motion 

pictures to increase publicity about Canada in the US. Berton contends that there is no 

evidence that the project affected tourist trade. Further, the assumed extra benefits of 

this project—that of increased Canadian film production—never eventuated. The 

Canadian Cooperation Project is an early example of Canada acceding to strong US 

pressure, and the promise of equally strong US support, in an attempt to improve its 

economic position. Canada also hoped for indirect benefits. These included an 

improvement in its film industry and the strength of its national image.  

Berton’s discussion of the Canadian Cooperation Project is valuable to this study. The 

quick manoeuvring of US officials to protect their Canadian interests reflects two 

important elements of the Canadian/US relationship: 

• the importance of the Canadian market for US box office returns  

• Canada’s lack of autonomy when attempting to protect its economy and feature 

film industry.  

Berton wrote as a Canadianist rather than as a film analyst or historian. Several years 

later Peter Morris covered similar ground with a lot of historical scholarship and 

interestingly reached such the same conclusions. Embattled shadows: a history of 



 25 

Canadian cinema 1895–1939 (1978) chronicles a period in the history of Canadian 

cinema that Morris argues has been essentially ignored. At that time, contemporary 

scholarship generally considered Canadian film history to begin with the 

establishment of the National Film Board in 1939. Morris suggests that ignoring the 

previous four decades’ film history, before the Board’s establishment, disregards a 

pivotal period in film history—a period that must be explored to fully understand the 

development of Canada’s national cinema. As the curator of the Canadian Film 

Archives from 1963 until 1975, he draws on his experiences with early Canadian film 

to provide an insight into this early stage. 

Morris discusses Canadian film history between 1913 and 1919 and claims it was a 

period when a domestic film industry was supported and encouraged. This is also the 

period when Hollywood forces began to infiltrate the Canadian market. By the early 

1920s, the Canadian film industry was in crisis. The Canadian public was calling for a 

‘moving picture industry of its own’ and demanding greater government assistance 

(Morris 1978, p. 91). It was also in the 1920s that Canadian filmmakers attempted to 

create their own market by excelling in documentary, and dramatised documentary, 

productions. However, the lack of mass audience appeal proved the method 

unsuccessful (Morris 1978, p. 93).  

Morris explores the contributions of filmmaker and entrepreneur Ernest Shipman and 

his preference for location shooting, a method that distinguished Canadian film from 

Hollywood formula during the teens and early 1920s. Returning to the beginning of 

the twentieth century, Morris provides a detailed insight into government assistance to 

filmmaking. He finds that Canada is unique in that it has, despite the name changes, 

constantly provided funding for the production of films in the ‘national interest’ 
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(Morris 1978, p. 127). He suggests that this is a reflection of a general Canadian 

attitude toward the free marketplace and the comfort of government regulation 

(Morris 1978, p. 127). As well as providing a federal perspective of film assistance, 

Morris’s study also details the funding mechanisms in place in Ontario and British 

Columbia. This points to Toronto and Vancouver’s current positions as film centres of 

English-language film production. 

Morris discusses the mid-1920s in the context of Canada’s realisation that its film 

industry was suffering and becoming a victim of Hollywood market and industry 

dominance. Further, even in these early stages, Canada was becoming a production 

base for Hollywood films—an appendage of the US industry. He notes that Canada 

was not the only country to fall victim to Hollywood dominance in the 1920s. 

However, European countries—and Australia incidentally—were rapidly protecting 

their national cinemas. The British were very keen to protect their industry and 

imposed a controversial quota system in 1926. The Canadian government took no 

action at this time (Morris 1978, pp. 177–9). Morris concludes his study by 

illustrating the environment that led to the National Film Board’s establishment. In 

terms of policy research, Morris’ investigation into the early relationship between the 

Canadian state and filmmaking is most valuable. It provides an insight into Canada’s 

early dealings with Hollywood dominance and how the passivity of Canadian 

government film policy established a legacy that affected the development of the 

CFDC in 1968.  

Robert E. Miller’s 1980 study of the Canadian feature film industry focuses on the 

efforts of the federal government agency, the CFDC. It provides a key insight into the 
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Canadian revival period and is a supportive investigation of Berton’s and Morris’s 

work. Miller undertakes five key tasks to answer the question:  

How effective has the federal government’s film policy been in dealing with 

the traditional problems inhibiting production of feature films which clearly 

reflect Canadian culture and national identity? (Miller 1980, p. 10).  

First, the influencing forces that have restricted the development of feature film 

production are outlined. These forces are generally attributable to Ottawa’s lack of 

forceful protective legislation and Hollywood’s industry dominance. Second, he 

explores the environment in which the CFDC was created to explain the 

Corporation’s influences. Third, Miller describes the evolution of the CFDC’s 

investment policy. This section describes the main economic and political factors 

influencing film policy development. Fourth, he explains the effect of these policies 

on local filmmaking. Finally, he explores the then-contemporary state of the Canadian 

feature film industry environment. In this final section, Miller aims to determine the 

future paths and potential of the feature film industry in Canada (Miller 1980, p. 10). 

Miller acknowledges that the CFDC evolved out of an understanding of the cultural 

significance and contributions of the motion picture industry. His study arose from the 

realisation that, as of 1980, there had been no significant investigations of the CFDC 

and its effect on the creation and maintenance of a national cinema in Canada. What is 

particularly significant for Canadian feature film policy research is that, 20 years ago, 

Miller raised the same concerns that currently dominate Canadian feature film policy 

development.  
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Miller’s study concentrates on: 

• frustration with the powerlessness of the federal government in its relationship 

with the Washington administration 

• Hollywood’s presence in Canada 

• the migration of Canadian talent south 

• policy preferences that seek out co-productions, short films, and documentaries as 

substitutes to the competitive feature film market.  

Miller’s conclusions and recommendations provide an interesting insight. His study 

embraces a cultural preference and a desire for Canadian independence from 

Hollywood. But his recommendations are firmly grounded in the environment of the 

1980s and plausible possibilities. Among his numerous recommendations for the 

CFDC, Miller suggests the CFDC Act be amended to allow for investment in 

television production. He argues that the CFDC should aim for a position of fiscal 

viability and that the current environment does not permit reliance on feature film 

alone. Further, he suggests that the commercial and artistic level of film needs to be 

elevated to compete in the domestic and international marketplace. To facilitate the 

artistic concern, Miller suggests financial assistance for script development and the 

funding of a story department dedicated to new Canadian literary properties.  

Miller also recommends federal government intervention. He suggests that the 

National Film Board’s, Canadian Broadcasting Corporations’s, CFDC’s, and the 

Canada Council’s policy initiatives be reviewed and altered to allow for operative 

support that seeks to strengthen the private sector. With this private sector/commercial 

focus, Miller also makes several protective, and domestically focussed, 

recommendations. He calls for a quota system whereby theatres operating more than 

25 screens are required to show Canadian films 7.7 per cent of the time—four weeks 
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per year. Further, he suggests a box office levy of five per cent on receipts earned by 

foreign films. In addition, Miller encourages tax concessions and grants—to 

encourage distributors and exhibitors to market more Canadian features—and a 

continuation of the 100 per cent CCA (Miller 1980, pp. 262–70). 

Miller’s recommendations are valuable to consider in hindsight. While several of his 

recommendations have been adopted, others have been ignored and continue to be 

denied to the Canadian feature film industry. For example, in 1984 the CFDC Act was 

to include the funding of television. Also in 1984, the CFDC became Telefilm 

Canada, perhaps locating its preference for television in the name change. However, 

support for feature film did not go so far as to include quotas or levies that prescribed 

exhibitors’ behaviour or disadvantaged distributors. To date, the film industry is still 

struggling with its long-suffering distribution and exhibition problems. The American 

majors refuse to acknowledge Canada’s culture-centred concerns. They insist that film 

is a business and that when Canadian filmmakers make commercial films they will 

distribute them. It is difficult to determine if a successful, financially stable Canadian 

feature film industry would have developed if all of Miller’s recommendations had 

been adopted as made. However, what is certain is that levies and quotas give a 

national cinema funding and access to a wider domestic audience. The European and 

Australian experiences prove this. The lack of protection mechanisms—as argued by 

Miller and others on this subject—directly handicaps the industry’s growth. This 

inspection of the CFDC is valuable for its specific analysis of the environment created 

by its establishment.  

Miller’s study was a focused investigation into one particular funding mechanism. 

And while previous researchers have provided both a pre-1968 perspective and 
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studies similar to Miller’s, broader chronological investigations provided by 

Manjunath Pendakur, Ted Magder and Michael Dorland have proved most valuable.  

Pendakur’s views 

In this section I discuss Pendakur’s views as expressed in his 1990 publication, 

Canadian dreams and American control. This is an historically based examination of 

the Canadian film industry and its relationship with Hollywood. Beginning in the 

early twentieth century, he traces the development of the Canadian industry. He 

focuses on the role of the United States and considers the effects of the political and 

industrial environments. Essentially, Pendakur seeks to illustrate how dependency on 

the United States has resulted in a dominant, non-indigenous film industry in Canada. 

This chronological analysis examines the most significant changes in film policy to 

define the specific periods. He outlines the beginnings of film in Canada and shows 

that, as early as 1906, events in the American and British film industries had a direct 

effect on Canada.  

Starting in 1920, and continuing until the 1940s, the American film industry was very 

aggressive. Pendakur discusses this aggression and claims it was a significant factor in 

strengthening the Hollywood majors’ stronghold on the Canadian industry. The late 

1940s, and up until the mid-1960s, are discussed in the context of a series of political 

agreements that cemented Canada’s subservient relationship to the US. Pendakur 

discussed the Canadian Cooperation Project as one of the major political mechanisms 

negotiated by the US administration that failed to deliver on the promises made to the 

Canadian government. Eventual intervention from the Canadian federal government 

resulted in the establishment of the CFDC. Pendakur argues that this is when the 

battle for control began in earnest.  
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Tax shelters and the CCA characterised the late 1960s and activated the period of 

industrialisation of the Canadian film industry. The study then explores the 

complexities of co-productions and the culture-centred discussions that surrounded 

the Canadian industry in the late 1960s and 1970s. Pendakur then moves into the 

1980s by looking at the Cineplex Case, the effects of free trade on the Canadian film 

industry, and Canada’s increasing dependency on the United States.  

He illustrates the lack of Canadian government autonomy from the US by outlining 

and exploring the numerous failed attempts of the Canadian government to place 

restrictions on US monopolistic control. Pendakur quotes the Minister for 

Communications, Flora McDonald, in 1987:  

no fewer than seven Ministers since World War II have attempted in the best 

Canadian tradition, to reach a negotiated agreement which would assure a 

Canadian presence on Canadian screens. None have succeeded (p. 266).  

He suggests that conditions have never existed in Canada for a strong national policy 

to facilitate a feature film industry. Further, he argues that Canada’s dependency on 

the US deepens irrevocably during the 1980s with communication policy 

development and free trade agreements with the US. 

Pendakur analyses film policy as a product influenced by economic and political 

factors. He interprets the pattern of passive policy initiatives as symptomatic of the 

Canadian government’s lack of autonomy. For example, he concludes that the CCA—

Canada’s tax funding system—benefits the American majors more than the Canadian 

film industry. To demonstrate this, he notes that the CCA provided significant 

advantages for the Motion Picture Export Association of America. That is, the CCA 

and the CFDC complied with the Export Association’s distribution and exhibition 
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objectives. The Canadian government provided a very favourable environment for the 

Hollywood majors. They had complete control over productions in Canada with 

minimal distribution and exhibition requirements and the Export Association was not 

bound to invest in Canadian productions (p. 186). 

This dependency analysis uses the radical political economy method and conventional 

industrial organisation theory. It successfully explores and explains how change 

occurs and justifies the findings in a single-country study context. As a single-country 

study, Pendakur explores Canada’s dependent relationship to the United States. His 

methodology is to investigate several sectors including oil and natural gas, magazine 

publishing, environmental protection, and the education system. These parallel 

circumstances grant this study a broader perspective and place the film industry in the 

wider political and economic framework.  

While Pendakur explores the British, French, and Italian film industries’ experiences, 

he does not approach the Australian perspective. The British industry is discussed in 

the context of its early industry dominance while the French and Italian industries are 

analysed in the context of their co-production agreements with Canada.  

Magder’s views 

In this section I discuss Ted Magder’s views as expressed in his 1993 publication, 

Canada’s Hollywood: the Canadian state and feature films. In this book Magder 

offers a culturally focused examination of Canada’s attempt to create a stable feature 

film industry and its failure to serve the Canadian audience. He argues that film is a 

major form of social communication and that Canadian audiences have been 

continually denied the opportunity to see their country and culture on the screen. As 
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Magder states: ‘People who live in social groups need to communicate regularly and 

publicly with each other’ (p. x).  

Before starting a chronological examination of the attempted development of the 

feature film industry, Magder discusses several theoretical questions that surround the 

funding and development initiatives. Specifically, he examines issues surrounding 

media imperialism and Canada’s cultural policy. The establishment of branch-plant 

distribution and exhibition practices by the majors by the 1930s is seen as cementing 

Canada’s dependence. This control of distribution and exhibition is one of the key 

occurrences resulting from US monopolistic control (p. 4). In the cultural policy 

context, Magder argues that it was not until the establishment of the CFDC in 1968 

that the Canadian government began to implement strategies and policies to enable 

feature film to function as a cultural tool (p. 5). The role of the Canadian state in the 

development of a national cinema is examined through film policy initiatives, 

economic rationalism, political circumstance, and cultural concern. Magder finds that 

prior to the Massey Report (1951) and for some time thereafter, Canadian film policy 

deliberately allied itself with Hollywood. It was not until the late 1950s that questions 

started to be asked about Canada’s practically non-existent feature film industry. 

Magder claims there were several attempts for an indigenous film industry to function 

in a Hollywood-dominated, and heavily controlled, environment. He concludes that 

the establishment of the CFDC in 1968, and its one-off $10 million grant, was the first 

of these attempts. However, Magder contends that this was certainly not a 180-degree 

turnaround. The problems associated with establishing and maintaining a Canadian 

feature film industry had not been addressed. The impossibility of a Canadian national 
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cinema continued to gain strength as the concerns for cultural visibility began to take 

a further back seat.  

The tax shelter boom of the 1970s complied with the State’s political and economic 

affiliations with the US. Before the CCA’s implementation, the industry lobbied for 

quotas for Canadian films in Canadian cinemas and sought box office levies to fund 

industry production. The distribution and exhibition problems that Canadian 

filmmakers faced were highlighted by the CFDC’s support of production and the 

subsequent lack of recognisably Canadian films being screened in Canadian theatres. 

Magder argues that the early 1970s were characterised by strong public interest in 

cultural and economic nationalism (p. 150). However, the Hollywood majors were 

powerful in protecting their business interests at the political level. Their lobbying 

resulted in a voluntary quota and the ‘never-never land of the capital cost tax 

allowance’ (p. 150).  

Magder then explores the cultural, industrial and economic implications of the CCA 

period and the failed ‘ten per cent solution’ that sought to fund the Canadian industry 

through Hollywood exhibition dollars. He then discusses the 1980s in the context of 

the development of the Francis Fox’s Federal Film Policy and the replacement of the 

CFDC with Telefilm Canada. By discussing the technological and political 

developments of the early 1980s—video and the 1980 election of a liberal 

government—he examines the funding policy shift towards television. Magder argues 

that the concentration on television allowed policy makers to avoid the feature film 

industry problem. Further, while distribution funding was made available through 

Telefilm Canada, the structural problems did not allow it to be effective. 

Communication Minister, Flora MacDonald, attempted a drastic distribution change 
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that would have allocated seven per cent of the majors’ revenues to Canadian-owned 

firms. However, after significant watering-down, the bill failed in the shadow of free 

trade concerns. Magder concludes his discussion by revisiting the major concerns of 

culture, dependency, and nationalism. Hollywood is defined, and generalised, as a 

wash of multinational corporations and profit-driven policy. He stresses the 

importance of public policy to support Canadian feature film: not to express national 

identity, but to ‘explore the manifold and contradictory ways in which we exist as 

social beings in our everyday lives’ (p. 250). In true Canadian form, that is, anti-

American, Magder concludes his discussion by stating: ‘we still need something more 

than Canada’s version of Hollywood’ (p. 250).  

Essentially, this study makes clear that the nails of dependency were firmly in 

Canada’s coffin many years before policy makers started to think about the effects. 

Further, Magder clarifies the extent to which the Canadian government is under the 

political influence/control of American policy. As he identifies, exhibition quotas for 

local films exist in most western countries, including Britain, France, Italy, and Spain 

(p. 149). But the Canadian government fails to implement a simple quota scheme for 

its own films. This is more surprising given that it funds, and provides support 

services for, many of those films. The Canadian government has also demonstrated 

that it lacks the motivation to protect its own distribution sector. Magder’s 

methodology, therefore, is to explore the policies that failed to be adopted to explain 

the influencing forces. 

Dorland’s views 

In this section I discuss Michael Dorland’s views as expressed in his 1998 

publication, So close to the State/s: the emergence of Canadian feature film policy. In 
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this Foucauldian account of the Canadian feature film industry, Dorland examines 

some of the major federal government policy initiatives that emerged in the 1950s and 

1960s. Dorland addresses the influence of academic debates of the 1970s and 

concentrates on the confusion surrounding Canada’s minor feature film industry. He 

outlines the origin of this confusion and attempts to explain this declining stage in 

Canadian filmic history and the reasons for it. 

Dorland recounts the contributions of federal government reports, committees, lobby 

groups, and industry representatives that addressed the problematic issues surrounding 

the Canadian industry. Beginning with a discussion of the Massey Report—a review 

of Canadian cultural policy released in 1951—he discusses industrial, cultural, 

political, and social issues including: 

• the US’s economic and cultural dominance  

• Canada’s colonial history and displaced past 

• Canada’s passive acquiescence to foreign competition.  

Further, he considers the issue of privatisation and its influence on the direction of 

film policy into the 1960s.  

Dorland argues that the numerous reports and studies from industry groups preceding 

the Massey Report revealed four main dualisms that have restricted film industry 

growth:  

• nationalism versus economicism 

• bigness versus smallness 

• quotas versus markets  

• ‘History’ versus history (p. 67). 
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Although he recognises that these named dualisms are ‘fundamentally ambiguous’, he 

explains and examines them at length. For example, the ‘History’ versus history 

dualism is used to frame the discussion of competing interpretations of Canadian film 

history that have influenced the direction of federal film policy. 

Dorland’s diplomacy is an important feature of this book. A look into the history of 

Canadian feature film policy is a frustrating insight into an industry’s attempt to 

flourish within constantly changing, and often stifling, political agendas. It would be 

understandable if Dorland took a more opinionated view of the situation. Mandjunath 

Pendakur (1990) and Ted Magder (1993) are very open and direct when they express 

their opinions about the problems and direction of film policy. By contrast, Dorland is 

detached in his account, taking care to present both sides of the ‘internal divisions and 

external obstacles’ (p. 140) of the Canadian film industry.  

Dorland’s tact is most noticeable when he addresses the opposed categories: 

nationalism versus economicism. That is, the question of public or private financing. 

He observes that filmmakers fail to realise that each form of financing brings with it 

issues of expectancy. Government funding may expect—depending on the stage in 

history—a high level of Canadian content to contribute to the national image. On the 

other hand, private investment demands a commercially viable product to satisfy 

investors. This seems obvious. But although a simple concept, it seems to have eluded 

Canadian filmmakers. Further, Dorland notes that past and current Canadian feature 

film policy has always seemed concerned with producing culturally reflective material 

in an environment where all policy is economically motivated. Dorland keeps strictly 

to the middle ground of this debate and concludes that government agencies have 
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failed to fully recognise the tangible and intangible benefits of having a strong 

Canadian film industry.  

The Canadian feature film industry has four major, well-known problems. They are: 

• the financial dominance of the US in its distribution sector 

• its lack of protection measures 

• its concentration on the financially secure medium of television 

• its propensity to enter into comfortable co-production agreements with the US and 

Europe. 

There have been many reports and investigations into the industry that recycled this 

information and did not result in significant, or legislative, change. Dorland begins to 

show his frustration with these reports and investigations in chapter seven: 

‘Discoursing about Canadian Cinema’. Dorland’s study provides a concise insight 

into the period before the 1968 revival and up until the CDFC’s establishment. This is 

valuable for post-1970 research to understand the experiences and origins of industry 

policy. Moreover, the perspectives of this study allow for a more informed insight, 

particularly in terms of government motivation. 

My analysis of Canadian feature film production policy focuses on the historical 

perspectives provided in this summary. These investigations are essential for 

understanding the context of feature film production policy. They provide an 

historical perspective of Canadian policy, the conditions in which feature film policy 

has developed, and the key issues that have characterised the industry. Similarly, what 

follows is an examination of the key Australian studies. 
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Australians on Australian film policy 
Like the Canadian situation, investigations into the Australian film industry have 

featured since the revival. Several worthwhile studies emerged prior to the revival and 

during the 1970s. However, Susan Dermody’s and Elizabeth Jacka’s (1987, 1988) 

two-volume examination of the Australian film industry from the 1960s revival to the 

mid-1980s is particularly valuable. Their goal in undertaking this study is all 

encompassing. They seek to explain the revival, why it happened, how it happened, 

and under what circumstances. Further, they endeavour to explain the factors that 

characterise and motivate an industry that is difficult to define. Dermody and Jacka 

consider many factors that shape and define the film industry including: 

• financing 

• policy development 

• audience reception 

• industry influence 

• critical reception 

• social and cultural contexts 

• the star system. 

Volume One provides a chronology of industrial, financial, policy, and economic 

events to explain the then-current state of the Australian national cinema. Volume 

Two examines the films themselves, drawing on Volume One’s explanation of 

industry circumstance and explaining their existence within the social and cultural 

contexts. I appraise the work in Volume One as it is most relevant. 

In chapter one Dermody and Jacka define the problems inherent in conceptualising an 

Australian national cinema. Essentially, this chapter explains why it is necessary to 
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explore and debate a set of assumptions about national cinemas and Australia’s 

industry. They explain the problematic nature of the Australian film industry by 

scrutinising terms such as industry, film industry, art cinema, national cinema, 

Australianness, and culture. This, in turn, provides a strong basis for the economic, 

policy-centred discussion that follows. The discussion focuses on the industrial, 

financial, government, and policy concerns of the revival period. The Vincent Report, 

the Australian Film Development Corporation, the Labor Government, and the 

establishment of the Australian Film Commission feature as contributing factors. This 

investigation also highlights the fact that the industry is attempting to function in an 

ever-changing political and financial environment. Such changes clearly do not 

contribute to the ultimate goal—the formation of a stable industry. The establishment 

and contributions of the Australian Film Commission are discussed at length. The 

discussion points to the Commission’s pivotal role between 1975 and 1979 and 

scrutinises its placement in the culture/commerce dichotomy. 

Dermody and Jacka explore the particulars of the distribution/exhibition sector 

environment. Referring to particular films, they present a collection of data that 

explains distribution investment and clarifies the exhibition conditions. The politics of 

Australian film culture are explored through the Australian content regulations that 

featured in the late 1970s. Dermody and Jacka explore the ‘national identity’ 

argument through the debates and struggles that surrounded the Actors’ Equity policy 

and the importation of actors. They detail the financial particulars of this period in 

‘The money: financing, budgets, marketing and returns’. This collection of data 

highlights the financial successes and failures during the 1970s and early 1980s. The 

information is used to illustrate how policy reflects finance levels, number of 
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productions, marketing budgets and possibly, the box office success of those 

productions. The concluding chapters summarise the findings and acknowledge the 

coexistence of industry one and industry two.  

Dermody and Jacka’s anthology, The imaginary industry: Australian film in the late 

’80s (1988), follows on from the study undertaken in The screening of Australia: 

anatomy of an industry. They examine the final years of the eighties by analysing the 

Division 10BA tax system, its effect upon the culture/industry environment, and what 

lies ahead for the Australian feature film industry. They state that the book’s prime 

concern is examining: 

the sense that this industry is a cultural site on which community (usually 

national) values, interests and cultural concerns can be rallied has seemingly 

been exhausted by the structural changes wrought in the long period of 10BA 

(p. 3).  

Essentially, this examination looks at the effects of Division 10BA across the film 

industry chain. In part one Jacka examines the: 

• industry 

• financing environment 

• changing production situation 

• government film organisations and their development in the late 1980s  

• increase in foreign presence and influence in the Australian industry.  

The first part provides a clear picture of the Australian industry’s position in the late 

1980s, its relationship with the federal government, and the concerns being raised for 

future development.  
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Jacka examines the films of the Division 10BA period, those privately funded, and 

those falling into the Australian Film Commission-genre category. She explores the 

critical responses to the films of the period by re-exploring the industry one and two 

argument that featured in The screening of Australia. This is significant for two 

reasons. First, the dual existence of Division 10BA and the Australian Film 

Commission created public and private industries that functioned simultaneously. 

Second, this book was published on the eve of the Film Finance Corporation’s 

establishment—the agency that would take over the commercial concerns of the 

modified Division 10BA. Jacka then examines this coexistence in greater detail in 

chapters two and three of part two, titled ‘The aesthetic force field I: the AFC genre 

and the social realist film in the ’80s’ and ‘The aesthetic field II: the commercial turn’ 

respectively. The titles represent the key concern of each chapter—to highlight the 

dual nature of the Australian feature film industry.  

Dermody examines the films that failed to fit neatly into the categories that often 

dominate Australian film scholarship. She looks at what are termed ‘eccentric’ films 

as alternatives to the ‘repetitive safety’ (p. 132) of formula films. Further, the ability 

of these films to find a substantial audience points to a very real acceptance by the 

Australian public of their divergent national cinema.  

Tom O’Regan provides an examination of the Crocodile Dundee phenomenon. 

Discussing the film as a ‘filmmaking strategy’, he outlines the industry, audience, and 

aesthetic particulars that generated its box office success. O’Regan describes the film 

as a sleeper—a surprise money-maker that renewed confidence in the industry. He 

then examines the coupling of Australian and US interests, arguing that Australia’s 

inferiority complex results in the necessary seeking of success on foreign terms. He 
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outlines the far-reaching effects of the film’s success and its drawing on the country 

man mythology to dub the Dundee character as a tourist mascot.  

Stuart Cunningham examines the Kennedy-Miller productions that characterised 

Australian boutique film and television production in the 1980s. This is an important 

contribution because it examines a production company operating consistently and 

successfully despite industry uncertainty over funding, conflicts over culture versus 

commerce, and distribution and exhibition concerns. Concentrating on the miniseries, 

he offers an industrial insight into how this independent production company not only 

survives, but also thrives, in the unstable Australian film industry. Cunningham 

suggests that the post-10BA period will not affect the prosperous company as it 

continues to expand into telemovies.  

The O’Regan and Cunningham discussions provide an interesting juxtaposition that is 

quite revealing. O’Regan examines a flash in the pan feature film success that offered 

renewed confidence but which lacked staying power. Cunningham, on the other hand, 

explores a local independent production company that experienced longevity and 

success at a local level.  

In the policy research context, part one, ‘The Industry’, provides a valuable insight 

into the financing environment and how that environment affects the production of 

Australian features. Further, this section outlines the government film organisations 

and their mandates towards the end of the decade. This clarification of agency roles is 

essential to understanding the initiatives that were allowing for, or preventing, feature 

film industry development and encouraging stability.  
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Dermody’s and Jacka’s work is characterised by the culture/commerce argument. In 

part two, ‘The films’, the funding mechanism is linked to the product providing a 

clear relationship between the money, the film and the audience. This is a 

fundamental discussion in grasping the particulars of policy rhetoric and its ultimate 

application.  

As discussed previously, the O’Regan and Cunningham discussions provide an 

interesting juxtaposition. For policy research, this offers an insight into two divergent 

types of success. O’Regan explores the Hollywood big budget and Cunningham 

outlines the smaller, stable success in the local industry. They are both culturally 

significant. However, they contribute to the future and stability of the industry as a 

whole in completely different ways. 

The National Cinema Series was a valuable source because it presents a broad view of 

each of the industries. Tom O’Regan contributed Australian national cinema (1996). 

This is an all-encompassing study of Australia’s national cinema that examines the 

range of discourses that characterise the industry and its examination. O’Regan 

doesn’t limit his analysis to a particular focus. Instead, he draws from policy 

discussion, textual discourse, economic analysis, critical reception, film theory, and 

social commentary to provide an eclectic insight into Australia’s national cinema. As 

he states: 

national cinema writing is neither the analysis of film text nor policy 

discourse; neither film industry journalism and economic analysis nor film 

reviewing, but a mixture of each (O’Regan 1996, p. 3).  

O’Regan begins by ‘theorising Australian cinema’ and argues that it embodies several 

elements. He examines it as: 
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• a naturalised part of the international cinescape 

• a social bond communicating to diverse people 

• an object of knowledge connecting the nation 

• a domain of problem-solving in terms of economic viability and industry 

development.  

Clearly, this investigation embraces the eclectic theme that characterises this study. 

O’Regan presents his discussion in three sections:  

• Making a national cinema 

• Making a distinct cinema 

• Problematising Australian cinema.  

In ‘Making a national cinema’, O’Regan considers Australian cinema as a national 

cinema. He approaches Australia’s relationship with Hollywood and its position as an 

‘other’ cinema. Further, he compares Australia’s national cinema with the British, 

Canadian, Dutch, Swedish and other medium-sized national cinemas to draw attention 

to some of the social, political and industrial factors that influence national cinema 

development. 

In ‘Making a distinct cinema’, O’Regan examines the distinctive features of 

Australian cinema. By approaching its diversity he explores the cultural 

differentiations filmmakers use to localise their product. The paradox of unity in 

Australian cinema is then considered from the perspective of film critics, audiences, 

policy makers, and filmmakers—those entities that create singularity in a diverse 

environment. These discussions about difference and unity provide an insight into 

how agents of Australian national cinema encourage both a disjointed, and integrated, 

cinema.  
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In ‘Problematising Australian cinema’, O’Regan considers how Australian cinema is 

both a reflector and creator of social norms, politics, morals, problems, and 

community relationships. He discusses the role of gender politics in Australian 

cinema and how this has affected industrial development, textual discourse, and social 

organisation. O’Regan’s discussion of nationhood and cinema, includes a lengthy 

analysis of representation concerns and issues involved in defining the purpose and 

effect of Australia’s national cinema. To conclude this final section, O’Regan focuses 

on film criticism and national cinema scholarship. His discussion of demythologising 

criticism, explicatory criticism, and remythologising criticism draws from several 

disciplines to give a thoughtful insight into the impact of national images.  

This examination of Australia’s national cinema is valuable on several levels. It draws 

from several disciplines that seek to explain the characteristics of this cinema. This 

approach encourages an understanding of influencing factors from government to 

sociocultural issues. Second, this examination effectively verbalises the cultural, 

social, and nation-centred debates that surround national cinema scholarship. Often, 

such discussions lack a strong conceptual base from which to draw conclusions about 

the role of a national cinema. This discussion provides a concise examination of 

cinema and its position as a form of public communication and cultural expression. 

Third, in policy and comparative research terms, this single-country study draws on 

several national cinema experiences to lend weight to the discussion. The Canadian, 

Dutch, French, German, New Zealand, and Swedish cinemas feature as comparative 

components to this Australia-centred study.  



 47 

Film policy: Canadians on Australians and Australians on 
Canadians 
Several key investigations support the Canadian/Australian comparison by 

referencing the other’s industrial and/or policy development. Morris makes minor  

references to Australia in his study, Embattled shadows: a history of Canadian 

cinema 1895–1939 (1978). However, he cites Australia’s enforcement of a quota 

system in 1928, and its support of local production, as an example of what could have 

been done, but was not, in Canada. Australia introduced a five per cent quota for 

Australian and British productions—that is, Empire films—in 1928 rising to 

15 per cent in 1930. By contrast, the Canadians did not attempt to protect their own 

industry. Instead, the Canadian provinces sought to protect their Britishness by 

introducing a voluntary quota for British films only. Morris assumes however—

considering Canada’s affiliation with Britain at the time—that British could have 

easily been regarded as Empire, and therefore, includes Canada. However, no 

reference to Canadian films was made in quota legislation (Morris 1978, p. 312). 

Dorland does not discuss Australia’s feature film industry although he does consider 

Australian scholarly accounts of the Canadian industry. Drawing on the work of 

Dermody and Jacka and Graeme Turner and Stephen Crofts, he concludes that 

academic discussion of the Canadian industry is harsh and judgemental. However, he 

also contends that, within Canada, discussions of the national cinema are often 

idealised. 

Dermody’s and Jacka’s (1987–88) insight into Australian content regulations provides 

a topical point of interest when examining Canada’s film industry. Australia allows 

itself an accented voice that shows the audience its nationality. Canadian content 
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regulations, however, camouflage a film’s source—particularly through the CCA 

period. Canadian film workers are in the background and behind the camera, thus 

denying the local audience the opportunity to foster an acceptance of its 

national cinema.  

The explanation of the distribution and exhibition sectors also presents a noteworthy 

area of inquiry when examining the Canadian and Australian experiences. This 

chapter demonstrates a successful distribution sector that is supported by a 

cooperative exhibition arm. For example, the Greater Union Organisation regularly 

invests in Australian productions. Canadian film scholarship and policy has 

consistently observed that its industry suffers from difficult distribution and exhibition 

relationships. When Canada’s distribution and exhibition relationships are compared 

with those of similar-sized countries, it is clear that Canada’s relationships are 

handicapping its industry’s prospects for success. Volume one is valuable for its 

exploration of the economic, industrial, production, and financial environments that 

exist within government policy rhetoric that insists on generally undefinable cultural 

considerations.  

Dermody and Jacka make several references to Canada’s film industry throughout this 

volume. For example, ‘Australia, along with New Zealand and Canada, has been 

characterised as a “dominional” culture’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987–88, p. 40). They 

are clearly aware of the comparable qualities of the two countries. The most extensive 

comparison of the two is when they question why Australia has ‘been more successful 

in retaining creative and administrative control of its film industry’ than Canada. 

(Dermody and Jacka 1987–88, p. 139). Dermody and Jacka contend that the Canadian 

case proves to be the most interesting because of the similarities between the two 
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industries. They suggest that, unlike Australia, Canada has never had equally stern 

controls over content and ‘the differences in achievement between the two industries 

in contributing to their respective local film cultures, can largely be attributed to this 

single factor’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987–88, pp. 139–40). They argue that when 

Canada relinquished creative control to the American majors early in its film 

industry’s development, the result was American films made in Canada with 

Canadian support. They claim this meant that ‘the “internationalist” impulse 

dominated very early over the “indigenous” one’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987–

88, p. 140). Conversely, in the lead-up to the introduction of Division 10BA, 

Australia’s ‘indigenous impulse’ dominated and a large measure of control was 

maintained.  

While volume two provides some interesting insights into the films of the revival 

period, this is not the focus of policy research. However, the first chapter, ‘The second 

cinema: a doubled industry’, provides substantial information that supports the 

argument about the dual nature of the Australian industry. Further, its cultural focus 

informs policy analysis and verbalises the intangibles of national identity, nationhood, 

and cultural nationalism. These terms need to be defined for policy analysis because 

they are scattered throughout policy papers and reports in contexts that make it 

obvious that the author does not understand their meaning.  

O’Regan’s and Cunningham’s (in Dermody and Jacka 1988) investigations are 

particularly interesting when examining the Canadian industry. The post-CCA period 

saw Canadian funding turn toward television. Although it had some success with local 

audiences, the Canadian film industry did not experience at that time, nor has it since, 

an equivalent to Kennedy-Miller. This demands an exploration into the whys and why 
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nots of success within the comparable Canadian and Australian feature film 

industries. 

O’Regan (1996) consistently refers to the similarities in the Australian and Canadian 

cinema experiences as medium-sized, English-language cinema. Specifically, 

Australia and Canada share the position as non-Europeans not wanting to be pulled 

into the web of American cultural dominance without a history to protect them. For 

the purpose of policy research, this study provides an accompanying perspective in 

terms of the factors that influence, and are influenced by, a recognisable national 

cinema.  

My investigation of these sources provided a detailed basis to undertake policy 

research and analysis. I analysed those issues that are central to Canadian and 

Australian film policy development—such as commercialisation, funding, 

distribution, cultural concerns, and artistic consideration and development—by 

examining each industry’s history. My examination of these key sources offers the 

historical and academic context for the investigation of these industries and the 

policies that have determined them. 

Approach 
In following chapters I consider the thematic concerns of feature film policy 

development in Canada and Australia. I also examine and analyse the public/private 

dichotomy, and taxation issues. Chapter two presents an overview of policy 

development in Canadian and Australian feature film production from 1968 until 

1998. It offers a broad perspective of the comparable elements of each industry and 

the policy that governs them. I break the discussing into approximately five-year 

segments and discuss each industry separately concluding with a comparative 
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discussion. This approach reveals the elements that characterise the debates 

surrounding each industry and provides the basis for chapters three, four and five. 

Chapter two also highlights the fact that Canada and Australia have a close 

relationship in terms of film policy development, with Australia often following 

Canada’s lead. This is especially so in the context of dealing with US domination of 

the industry and how to allow a national voice to be expressed through feature films.  

Both Canada and Australia seek to encourage private investment through public 

policy and finance. The public funds are provided to establish infrastructure and 

encourage stability to persuade private investment. In chapter three I examine this 

public and private sector relationship and how each country has approached this dual 

financing system. By considering the major policy developments since 1968, there is 

a noticeable swing between each as a preferred financing mechanism. In the early 

1980s the CCA boom had faded, and it was clear that the Canadian industry was 

heading into crisis. Francis Fox’s 1984 policy emphasised the importance of public 

finance for Canadian films. The economic rationale was that the film industry would 

contribute to the country’s national voice. An attempt was made to restrict offshore 

productions from the US and to increase Canadian content in local films. While the 

policy did not achieve its intended outcomes, the swing between a preference for 

public and private finance and its outcomes was clear.  

In Australia between 1974 and 1980 there is a noticeable preference for Australian 

films focused on local European history. Public financing supported a stronger 

cultural mandate and the push for private investment took a back seat, but only for a 

short time. This public/private pattern seemingly merged during the 1980s in both 
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Canadian and Australian feature film policy. However, close scrutiny of the mid-

1980s policies, and those that followed them, reveals an overt attention to cultural 

policy rhetoric. This cultural focus masked a deeper concern for the economic 

development of feature film, whatever forms it took. This patterning and masking is 

acknowledged as one of the key reasons for the lack of stability in each industry. 

In chapter four I consider one of the key results of this public/private pattern that has 

characterised the Canadian and Australian industries. After a boom period resulting 

from tax incentives in Canada from 1977 until 1978, Australia enacted its own tax 

legislation to support local feature film production in 1981. While the increase in 

production features in both countries suggests that the tax schemes were a success, 

there were industrial, and essentially cultural, backlashes that contributed to the 

demise of the schemes. In addition to examining both countries’ experiences with tax 

incentives, this chapter explores why Australia adopted this funding mechanism. By 

the time it did so Canada—having applied the write-offs and after its industry enjoyed 

a substantial boom—had decided it was inappropriate for the feature film industry. 

Despite Canada’s unsatisfactory experience Australia adopted the taxation scheme for 

two key reasons. Canada’s unsatisfactory experience was partially attributed to US 

offshore productions. Australia considered its geographic isolation from the US as an 

advantage that would avoid Canada’s problems. The second reason was that Australia 

was unwilling to enact restrictive legislation or invest in further direct funding. 

Australian film financing had just come out of a culturally concerned funding 

mandate and the federal government was keen to commercialise and industrialise its 

feature film industry. Given the constraints imposed by this thinking, Division 10BA 

was the best option. This chapter reveals two key points:  
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• Australia followed Canada’s lead in adopting tax-based financing for feature 

films.  

• Although the outcomes of the tax schemes were the same in each country—they 

were phased out as the major forms of finance within five years—their 

experiences were fundamentally different.  

This finding supports the key focus of this thesis. That is, the same policy in 

comparable nations does not net the same result. 

Chapter five examines two of the more recent feature film policy reviews: Australia’s 

Review of Commonwealth assistance to the film industry—better known as The 

Gonski Review (1997)—and Canada’s The Road to Success (1998). My investigation 

of these documents provides a contemporary insight into the issues that have 

characterised each industry over the past three decades and gauges the application of 

lessons learnt from past experiences.  

The comparison of each document finds that each country is dealing with the same 

policy issues that characterised the industries 30 years ago. Hollywood domination, 

public and private sector issues, and taxation continue to feature as major concerns in 

Canadian and Australian feature film policy discussion. In this chapter I explore these 

documents to determine what has been learnt from past experiences. How are Canada 

and Australia continuing to follow the same line of feature film policy development? 

What needs to be determined within each country to resolve these characteristic 

policy issues? 

In the final chapter, I determine what needs to be considered for the development of 

future policy. I argue, supported by the research presented throughout the thesis, that 

although two countries may be comparable, the similarities do not justify the 
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application of similar feature film policy. The very nature of feature film as a dual 

cultural element and entertainment business requires that it be considered separately 

from traditional industry and apart from cultural autonomy. 

This comparison of Canadian and Australian feature film policy from 1968 to 1998 

identifies the particulars of that broader understanding. The comparison of major 

policy initiatives since the late 1960s seeks to understand the application of similar 

policy in the two countries. It considers the issue of imitation and determines what 

elements in each country were not given appropriate consideration. Although the 

policy initiatives over the past three decades in each country often displayed varying 

levels of success, they did not achieve their intended goals. A complicating factor is 

that this study’s findings are also time-specific. Considering that industrial, 

governmental, economic, and financial issues are variables, their impact upon feature 

film production policy is co-dependent. What may have needed to be understood in 

1980 may not be pertinent to articulating and implementing feature film production 

policy in 2002.  

However, in this study I am not aiming to provide a guideline of practical 

considerations or a checklist of elements for government and public officials to 

consider. Rather, my intent is to determine the variables that have affected feature 

film production policy. Two countries may seem similar in the policy development 

and implementation context. But this does not guarantee the successful application of 

policies developed for comparable industries. 
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Chapter Two 
Three decades of feature film policy 
There are two reasons why it is necessary to investigate the film policies in place 

when examining the national cinemas of countries like Canada and Australia. First, 

government policy determines the existence of these cinemas. Without its financial 

support, it is doubtful that a recognisable industry in each nation-state would exist. 

Second, the state’s role is not purely as a finance provider. As Jock Given states:  

audio visual policy sees the federal government intervene as a film and 

program maker, as a broadcaster, as a provider of subsidy, as a regulator, as an 

educator and as an archivist (in Moran 1994, p. 59).  

An in-depth examination of the multifaceted, and therefore significant, role of the 

State is a necessary first step to fully understand the environments in which the 

Canadian and Australian industries are attempting to operate. Further, the 

‘examination of particular policies can provide unique avenues for analysing wider 

issues of governance’ (Shore and Wright 1997, p. 24). While it can be suggested that 

policy is a process of solving problems and affecting change (Titmuss 1974, p. 23), 

policy development is determined by the social and economic environment and is far 

from ‘ideologically neutral’ (Shore and Wright 1997, p. 6). 

Several factors have contributed to changes in Canadian and Australian feature film 

production policy since the establishment of the Canadian Film Development 

Corporation (CFDC) in 1968, and the Australian Film Development 

Corporation (AFDC) in 1970. They include federal government reviews of funding 

mechanisms, alterations to finance allocation, and general changes in the motivations 

involved in government funding. During the mid-1970s, both governments became 

particularly concerned with the national reception of locally produced film. Further, 
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both nation-states were attempting to manage Hollywood domination in their own 

countries. At the same time, the question of international recognition as a measure of 

success—particularly US recognition—was a key concern. However, each country 

approached these issues differently.  

Canadian film policy was concerned with injecting public funds into the film 

production sector in an effort to create a commercially viable industry. In 1974, the 

Canadian government introduced a tax break policy that sought to increase the 

Canadian public’s interest in their cinema. A second, but equally important, goal was 

to create an industry that was less reliant on government support. My examination of 

this taxation policy reveals that the best intentions do not always deliver favourable 

results (Pendakur 1990, pp. 170–5).  

The Australian film industry became focused on the recognisable genre of the period 

film. These aesthetically striking and historically based films attempted to project and 

foster national identity and display Australian filmmakers’ and actors’ talent to a 

national and international audience.  

The 1974 policy direction in Canada, and the 1975 policy direction in Australia, both 

demonstrate the effect that federal government funding policy can have upon the 

types of films that are made. Therefore, the State has a determining role in each 

country as a facilitator of the feature film production industry. To understand the 

factors that influenced industry development over the past three decades, it is first 

necessary to understand the policy initiatives that were developed and how they 

were developed. 
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Through this discussion it will become clear how film policy affects the development 

of the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries. However, it is first 

necessary to define the term ‘national cinema’. Andrew Higson (1995) outlines four 

definitions of national cinema. First, national cinema can be determined by economic 

particulars. Rather than the film texts themselves, this definition focuses on the 

production, distribution and exhibition sectors within one nation-state. Second, the 

term national cinema can be applied when examining exhibition and consumption 

issues. The effects of foreign, particularly US, product on the audience are located 

within this understanding. Further, concerns for a nation’s cultural standing, and the 

role of the nation’s cinema, are central to this definition. The third approach to 

national cinema definition is an extension of the second. It endeavours to understand 

the function of a nation’s cinema through cultural specificity. To clarify, Higson 

suggests: 

this may take the form of a marketing strategy designed to negotiate a place in 

the international market for a relatively diverse group of films by lending them 

the brand-name of a national cinema (Higson 1995, p. 5).  

The fourth definition can be understood in terms of representation. Focusing on the 

films’ texts, this approach is concerned with national identity. It includes national 

character, questions of nationhood, recurring themes, genre analysis, and the 

construction of national images (Higson 1995, pp. 4–5). Because national cinema is a 

particularly fluid concept, it would not be appropriate for me to choose one definition 

and use it throughout this study. Higson’s economically focused and exhibition and 

consumption-focused definitions are most suitable to this study. However, his 

recognition of national cinema’s involvement in representation issues is also 

appropriate at various times.  
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In this chapter I examine several major policy investigations and initiatives in the past 

30 years in Canada and Australia. I have two objectives. First, and foremost, I provide 

an overview of the significant policy developments in Canadian and Australian 

feature film production. Essentially, this chapter provides basic background 

information that supports the detailed discussions provided in later chapters. Second, 

in examining this 30-year period, I touch on the extent to which policy direction is 

influenced by factors that don’t have a direct effect on film production issues. In her 

paper, ‘The policy process: film policy—who talks to whom?’, Julie James Bailey 

acknowledges that policy development is the result of complex interactions between 

bureaucrats, practitioners and academics (in Moran 1994, p. 67). Other factors that 

influence policy development include public impact, and social and cultural factors. 

However, the persuasive value of each varies at different times according to the 

prevailing circumstances. I have divided this chapter into five subsections to examine 

precisely how the Canadian and Australian governments have responded to their 

national film industry’s reception of their policies. Each subsection covers five to 

eight years and begins in 1968.  

Revival: 1968–1975  

Canada 
The CFDC was established in April 1968 as a government-funded institution 

dedicated, as the name suggests, to the development of a Canadian feature film 

production industry. Miller and Pratley have suggested that because the CFDC was 

established during the Centennial celebrations it was part of a sudden increase in the 

funding of cultural industries (Miller 1980, pp. 132–133; Pratley, 1987, p. 97). In fact, 

the origins of its establishment date back to 1964 with the establishment of the 
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Interdepartmental Committee on the Possible Development of Feature Film 

Production in Canada (Pendakur 1990, p. 146; Magder 1993, p. 121; Dorland, 1998, 

p. 110; Gittings, 2002, p. 94). In the early 1960s—following in the footsteps of 

television’s success mirroring US program formats—US aesthetic value was 

increasingly being viewed as the successful road for feature film to follow. However, 

several individuals and organisations in the film industry opposed this close linkage 

with US film formula and the hegemonisation of Canadian feature film production. 

Miller (1980) argues that this concern with ensuring that Canada complied with the 

US industry’s production standards—or the idea that to be successful Canadian 

feature film production needed to follow Hollywood’s lead—emerged in the late 

1950s when:  

Canada began a deliberate but painful quest for self-definition…Renewed 

interest in motion pictures was part of this search for identity since film was 

seen as an ideal medium for portraying Canadian values and beliefs (Miller 

1980, p. 111).  

During the early 1960s the Anglophone Association of Motion Picture Producers and 

Laboratories of Canada, the Association Professionnelle des Cineastes, and the 

Directors’ Guild of Canada periodically petitioned the federal government for support 

of a feature film production industry in Canada (Gittings 2002, p. 93). As a result, the 

Interdepartmental Committee was established and reported to the government in 1965. 

The Committee’s final report was presented to Cabinet on 12 August. Cabinet 

subsequently approved the establishment of a $10 million loan fund (Magder 1993, 

p. 126) to support the establishment of a commercial feature film production industry 

(Pendakur 1990, p. 146). Bill C–204, to allow for the establishment of the Canadian 

Film Development Corporation Act, was introduced into parliament on 20 June 1966 
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and passed in February 1967 (Dorland 1998, p. 113). There was no exigency in 

getting the CFDC Act through Parliament, or in establishing the Corporation, once the 

legislative hurdles had been cleared. The CFDC board of directors was named in 

February 1968 and Michael Spencer, the then acting secretary, was appointed as 

executive director in February 1969 (Magder 1993, p. 129). In Canada’s 

Hollywood (1993) Magder suggests that the legislation’s slow progress, and the 

government’s slowness to act once the legislation was passed, were predictable. After 

all, he says, it took the federal government 40 years to generate public support for 

private sector feature film production. Magder goes on to note: ‘yet it is hard not to 

conclude that the delays themselves reflected the provisional nature of the CFDC’s 

status’ (Magder 1993, p. 129). 

The Canadian feature film industry has lacked stability for 30 years. Uncertainty 

about policy directions and confusion and division—within the industry and between 

federal and provincial governments—has contributed to this instability. Two factors, 

in combination, have prevented Canada’s film industry from growing and diversifying 

into a productive and stable creator of nationally focused film product. They are: 

• the binary oppositions of art versus commerce and culture versus commercialism 

• Hollywood’s ever-present financial, stylistic, and geographic dominance. 

Primarily, the Canadian film industry’s greatest challenge is having America as its 

neighbour. This has resulted in America influencing Canadian society, its cultural 

industries, and the political agenda, to varying degrees. Successive federal and 

provincial governments in Canada have felt intimidated by the administration in 

Washington when developing and implementing film policy. They have been 



 61 

apprehensive about enacting legislation that might upset their relationships with 

Washington and provoke a Hollywood backlash against the Canadian industry.  

In 1976, Secretary of State, John Roberts, proposed the 10 per cent solution in 

response to the inadequate voluntary quota agreements established in 1973 with 

Famous Players and Odeon. Under this program, Roberts sought to direct 10 per cent 

of receipts earned from US film product in Canada into Canadian production. Roberts 

worked on the proposal for two years before it was eventually watered down and then 

rejected in parliament. Sandra Gathercole comments that: ‘in Jean Chrétien’s 

office…the film policy we were supposed to have had been sabotaged’ (in Feldman 

1984, p. 39). Gathercole also offers: 

the Canadian government’s record of success in negotiations with American 

government and business interests has been a running joke. The Americans 

have come to know and love us as the country which, given an inch, will take 

half an inch and go away happy (Gathercole 1984, p. 36). 

These ever-present fears and tensions began to intensify in the early 1970s. This was 

when Canadian feature filmmakers realised the limitations they faced under the newly 

established CFDC particularly in the area of distribution (Pendakur 1990, p. 159). In 

May 1971, the House of Commons Standing Committee on Broadcasting, Films and 

Assistance to the Arts, prompted by the CFDC’s limitations, initiated an investigation 

into the Corporation and the film industry (Pendakur 1990, p. 159). The CFDC’s 

focus in the art versus commerce debate was aimed entirely at the economic 

enhancement of the Canadian film industry. Concerns about cultural product and 

nationalism faded into the background as agency funding was directed to films that 

would be competitive in the international market. However, this strategy was 

unsuccessful. The number of major, English-language feature films sponsored by the 
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CFDC fell from 13 in 1972 to six in 1973 and four the following year (Pendakur 

1990, p. 161). The CFDC’s attempt to sponsor and encourage a local feature film 

industry—that would produce an increasing number of internationally competitive 

films each year—had failed. And domestic audiences continued paying to see 

whatever the American majors provided. 

In March 1973, when the Council of Canadian Filmmakers was established in English 

Canada to represent 8000 industry workers, unemployment within the Canadian film 

industry was a staggering 80 per cent. This high unemployment rate was partially 

attributable to falling production levels. Canada’s directors, producers, actors, and 

other industry talent responded to the industry downturn by heading to Hollywood in 

search of work (Pendakur 1990, p. 161). The Council’s challenge was to encourage 

the implementation of legislated quotas and levies to counterbalance the dominance of 

Hollywood product against their own struggling industry (Magder 1993, p. 150). It 

lobbied relentlessly for quotas for Canadian product and a levy on box office receipts 

earned by the American majors. Monies raised from the levy were to be reinvested in 

Canadian film. However, the political roadblocks were too powerful and the Canadian 

governments—provincial and federal—were unwilling to risk the status quo.  

As Magder (1993) suggests, numerous issues prevented the implementation of 

legislated quotas and levies to benefit the Canadian film industry. Two of the most 

influential were federal/provincial government relations and public reaction. Theatre 

legislation was determined at the provincial level. Therefore, enacting federally 

legislated procedures required the cooperation of the numerous provincial 

governments (Magder 1993, p. 154). Australia faced this problem in the 1930s. 

Second, if a box office quota was perceived as limiting access to American product, 
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the Canadian public could show their disapproval through the polls—none of the 

governments involved was prepared to risk this (Magder 1993, p. 154). Furthermore, 

the Canadian government was fearful about restricting its southern neighbour’s 

business in case it retaliated by placing restrictions on Canadian feature films.  

The Council of Canadian Filmmakers’ mission was made more difficult by disputes 

between the provincial governments about the direction that the Canadian film 

industry should be taking. For example, although the Minister of Trade and 

Commerce in Manitoba’s New Democratic government publicly pledged the 

government’s support for the Council’s suggestions, the Alberta Government’s 

Officer for Film Development stated: ‘film is a business, like making and selling 

shoes. It must stand on its own economically at first…Film must be entertainment 

otherwise it’s of no use’ (Madger 1993, pp. 159–60). These disputes between 

provincial governments contributed to the Council of Canadian Filmmakers’ failure to 

have supportive legislation enacted. Essentially, this period of Canadian film history 

was one in which the policy debate rhetoric underwent a massive shift—the focus 

moved from cultural to economic concerns. At the same time, discussions about the 

possible contribution of a filmic medium to developing a distinctive Canadian culture 

almost stopped completely (Morris 1994, p. 78). These issues and positions led, in 

1974, to the introduction of the 100 per cent tax deduction for Canadian films—the 

Capital Cost Allowance (CCA). Further, this form of funding provided the industrial 

model of filmmaking that characterised the latter part of the 1970s. 

Australia 
The AFDC was established in 1970. It was designed as a ‘film bank’ (Dermody and 

Jacka 1987, p. 54) providing support to Australian film and television through direct 
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subsidy. Like Canada, the demand for support of feature film production in Australia 

emerged after the policy developments in television. Following the release of the 

Report from the Select Committee on the encouragement of Australian production for 

TV, commonly known as the Vincent Report, lobbying from film industry personnel, 

academics, and the public, increased. This lobbying placed the issue of funding an 

Australian feature film production industry on the government’s agenda (O’Regan 

1985a, pp. 117–20).  

In 1967 the Australian Council for the Arts replaced the Elizabethan Theatre Trust. 

The Arts Council established a committee to determine the options for film support 

and finance. In May 1969, the Council released the Interim Report of the Film 

Committee. The committee recommended the: 

• development of a film and television school 

• establishment of production subsidies  

• formation of a film development corporation  

• establishment of an experimental film fund (O’Regan 1985a, p. 143).  

The federal government of the time recognised the need for this support and acted on 

the Committee’s recommendations. 

The AFDC began quite strongly providing a diverse range of locally produced 

product. However, the ocker comedies characterised this initial period. This genre 

both helped and hindered industry development. The success of the ocker comedies 

highlighted the Australian industry’s problems in the distribution and exhibition 

sectors. The films’ successes were achieved in a distribution/exhibition environment 

controlled by US companies that were unwilling to distribute or exhibit films that had 

no proven market appeal. The ocker comedies were exhibited when producers became 
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distributors and dealt with independent exhibitors in the major cities (O’Regan 1985b, 

pp. 75–9). These experiences emphasised the US monopoly and prompted 

government action to investigate distribution and exhibition practices. Brash sex 

comedies—made to appeal to a mass national and international market—were also 

relatively successful at this time. However, the ocker films’ expressions of Australians 

and Australian-ness, and their apparent lack of quality, and artistic and cultural value, 

meant they soon fell victim to heavy criticism. As O’Regan states, the Liberal and 

Labor parties agreed that ‘sex comedies were not the direction government funded 

Australian films should take’ (O’Regan 1985a, p. 223). 

The Tariff Board began its inquiry into the film and television industry in September 

1972. The inquiry had two key focuses: 

• to determine how Australia’s distribution and exhibition environment contributed 

to the growth of an Australian feature film production industry  

• to make recommendations about the level and type of government assistance that 

was necessary.  

As part of this process, the AFDC’s role was considered at length (Shirley and Adams 

1983, pp. 246–7). In December 1972, the socially reformist Labor Government, lead 

by Gough Whitlam—with a new vision of Australia for Australians—came to power 

after 17 years of Liberal party rule (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 79). The Tariff Board 

finished its inquiries into the film industry at about the same time. Filmmakers 

supported the Whitlam government’s cultural, social, and economic policies because 

they believed those policies increased the likelihood of the Board’s recommendations 

being implemented (Shirley and Adams 1983, p. 249). However, in the context of this 

new vision of Australia for Australians, the popular ocker films did not encourage an 
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agreeable representation of the nation. Nor, according to some, did they demonstrate 

the artistic and cultural concerns of the Australian feature film industry.  

In February 1973, Media Minister Douglas McClelland, accepted one of the Tariff 

Board’s recommendations and suggested the creation of a new Australian film 

authority to replace the AFDC. In December of that year, McClelland announced that 

Cabinet had approved the establishment of the Australian Film Commission (AFC) 

and work started on drafting the necessary legislation (Shirley and Adams 

1983, p. 270). In the meantime, the Trade Practices Act 1974 provided some 

protection for Australia’s film industry. Although the Act provided no endowments to 

alter existing industry structure, it could potentially prevent mergers and acquisitions 

that could unfairly affect the production, distribution, or exhibition, of Australian 

films (Smyth 1977, p. 18). The Act effectively prohibited anti-competitive practices 

such as agreements in restraint of trade, exclusive dealing, and misuse of monopoly 

power (Schou 1982a, p. 21). In March 1975 the Australian Film Commission 

Act 1975 was passed and the Australian Film Commission replaced the AFDC. This 

resulted in the Commission taking on the responsibilities of the former 

Commonwealth Film Unit and made the relationship between the government and the 

funding agency close and familiar. 

Comparison 
Comparing this revival period discloses some significant and telling similarities. 

Canada took the lead and established the CFDC in 1968. Australia followed with the 

establishment of its own corporation in 1970. The similarity in the agency’s names 

reveals that, in addition to looking to Canada for guidance, the Australian government 

was aligning itself with the Canadian revival. European national cinemas were very 
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successful during and after World War Two and up until the end of the 1960s. In the 

early 1970s Canada and Australia were hoping to emulate this success by creating an 

alliance of Commonwealth countries interested in developing and maintaining their 

feature film production industries. The same name choice is quite significant because, 

in all honesty, the name choices for film agencies are not limited to ‘development’ 

and ‘corporation’. O’Regan explains Australia’s tendency to mirror other nations as 

its determination to catch up:  

[t]his sense of inferiority, of needing to catch up, is produced by the fact that 

both Australian intellectuals and the general public follow the cultural agenda 

always set in advance elsewhere, but rewritten for the Australian context 

((O’Regan 1985a, p. 131). 

Both Canada and Australia began to seek out options for funding their feature film 

production industries after the US influence and domination in television prompted 

discussions about cultural imperialism. The importance of feature film as a means of 

national expression encouraged the investigation of a national feature film production 

industry in both countries. In Canada, Magder recognises that in the early 1960s, 

although the country’s relationship with the US continued to be close and binding, 

there was certainly ‘a willingness on the part of the Canadian state to be more 

assertive in its defence of declared national interests’ (Magder 1993, p. 112). The 

feature film industry was, after the experiences of television, one of the country’s 

declared national interests.  

In Australia, O’Regan states that the lobbying that fought for an independent feature 

film production industry, free of foreign distributor and exhibitor control, was 

inherently bound in ‘Australianism’: 
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a certain turning away from concentration on the international market in the 

first instance, towards a concern with securing the local market first; the 

international market could come later (O’Regan 1985a, pp. 137–8).  

In these examples, both Canada and Australia were experiencing a surge of 

nationalistic concern. The feature film production industries were recruited into the 

effort to provide culturally and nationally specific material that could be used to 

showcase the nation on the international stage. 

The establishment of the agencies and the development of an annual output of 

national films highlighted the issues surrounding US control of the distribution and 

exhibition sectors in Canada and Australia. In Canada, the distribution issue resulted 

in an investigation by The House of Commons Standing Committee on Broadcasting, 

Films and Assistance to the Arts in May 1971. In Australia, the Tariff Board began 

enquiries in September 1972. The feature film industries in both countries were 

experiencing similar crises with comparable problems. Their problems resulted from 

the US presence in distribution and exhibition facilities. In Canada this was 

exacerbated by regional governments that were not prepared to surrender their 

exhibition responsibilities to federal government regulation. To date, neither 

government has dealt successfully with these problems.  

With these strong resemblances in their developmental stages, it is not surprising that 

Australia has kept a close eye on Canadian policy developments. Essentially, both 

countries were coming from similar positions. Government support for feature film 

production was minimal. Neither country had Britain’s industrial history and both 

countries allowed US expertise and experience to overwhelm local efforts for far too 

long.  
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My investigation of Canadian and Australian feature film production policy between 

1975 and 1980 reveals some interesting differences that suggest these governments 

were attacking the same problem from different sides. However, my investigation also 

reveals that Australian policy continued to follow the Canadian lead. 

Development: 1975–1980  

Canada 
In 1974 the Canadian government introduced the CCA—the 100 per cent tax write-off 

for investment in Canadian feature films—to encourage the development of an 

industry that did not rely on government subsidies. However, the policy detail, and the 

scheme’s structure, allowed American producers to take full advantage of the 

financial bonuses. American producers moved their productions north to take 

advantage of the tax incentive scheme’s financial bonuses, the lower value of the 

Canadian dollar, and the modest costs associated with location shooting. Rather than 

an investment in Canadian features, the CCA encouraged America’s presence, and 

increasing dominance in Canada (Pendakur 1990, p. 170). In 1976 the CCA was 

amended to require, among other things, more Canadians to be hired on Canadian film 

sets. But these changes did not result in more Canadian films being produced or in the 

production of a substantial body of Canadian features (Pendakur 1990, p. 170). 

Another significant change was the federal government’s decision to highlight the 

CCA’s importance in Canadian film policy by increasing it from 60 per cent to 

100 per cent. Unfortunately however, the CCA, and the feature film production boom 

it started, did not achieve the desired outcome—encouraging the establishment of a 

financially stable and independent Canadian cinema. Instead, the CCA encouraged the 

production of features designed for distribution by the American majors—and helped 
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develop a Hollywood North (Madger 1993, p. 169). At the same time, Canada became 

‘a dumping ground for inferior products’ (Madger 1993, p. 188). In addition, the 

different factions in the Canadian film industry—the nationalists, internationalists, 

practitioners, and bureaucrats—were split about the future of film policy. During the 

tax shelter boom—between 1978 and 1980—Michael McCabe was the executive 

director of the CFDC. McCabe certainly embodied the economically driven, export-

obsessed trend that was driving the Canadian film industry during the late 1970s. In 

May 1980, André Lamy replaced McCabe and developed a new set of objectives for 

the CFDC and for the future of Canadian feature filmmaking (Madger 1993, pp. 181–

91). 

Australia 
In 1975 the Australian Film Commission replaced the AFDC. The AFC’s 

establishment was the government’s response to criticisms about the AFDC. It was to 

function as a film-funding agency with Australia’s cultural advancement in mind. The 

AFC’s establishment was an opportunity to draw upon a perceived sophisticated 

history that was rooted in the Victorian epoch. However, Scott Murray suggests that 

this was an opportunity to explore a uniquely Australian culture and sweep away the 

‘last vestiges of British colonialism’ (in Murray 1994, p. 79). Between 1975 and 1980 

film policy was dominated by definite stylistic considerations and subject matter. 

Policy makers apparently thought that these focuses—rather than high and guaranteed 

box office returns from the national and international market—would contribute to 

developing and enhancing Australia’s culture. However, as Sam Rhodie 

acknowledges in his article ‘The Australian State, a national cinema’:  
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[d]irect political action (quotas, restrictions, subsidies, training facilities, 

studio plant) has been necessary to give national industries a competitive force 

in relation to the American industry that it would lack on its own (Rhodie in 

Moran and O’Regan 1989, p. 264). 

As the federal government poured funds into the newly developed AFC, the boom in 

Australian production highlighted the same distribution and exhibition problems that 

had been experienced some years earlier. The Tariff Board was established to protect 

industries from unjust competition by limiting foreign ownership and breaking up 

distribution monopolies. When it noticed the distribution and exhibition problems the 

Australian producers were experiencing, it acted to make sure that major distributors 

did not block the distribution and exhibition of Australian films in Australia (Turner 

in Moran and O’Regan 1989, p. 102). However, the major American-owned 

distributors’ investment in locally produced films was still limited (Smyth 

1977, p. 14). The difficulty in distributing and exhibiting Australian features, both 

nationally and internationally, has never been dealt with adequately. Moreover, the 

need for federal/state cooperation on distribution and exhibition policy meant that 

Australian film policy faced numerous legislative problems. As the 1973 Tariff Board 

inquiry revealed, a collective desire to further the welfare of the nation’s cinema is not 

necessarily enough to gain state and industrial collaboration.  

It is important to acknowledge here that Australian film in the late 1970s had a 

definite purpose and reflected the issues that were dominating the political agenda at 

the time. As Graeme Turner observes in his article exploring this era of Australian 

filmmaking, ‘Art directing history: the period film’: 
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The period film, with its art cinema mise-en-scene and narrative, seemed to 

fulfil government mandates that films subsidised by public funds should be 

culturally as well as commercially successful (Turner in Moran and O’Regan 

1989, p. 99).  

Turner concedes in this article that commercial success—and international 

recognition—is always a significant factor in a government-funded film industry. 

However, at this stage of the Australian film industry’s development, cultural and 

artistic values were accorded the same importance as commercial success. Moreover, 

when Australian films infiltrated the international market, they projected a vision of a 

cultured country that valued its history. This was in direct contrast to the 

commercially successful ocker films of the AFDC period that were broadly perceived 

as culturally embarrassing. 

Comparison 
During this five-year period, the Canadian and Australian film industries were at 

opposite ends of the art/commerce dichotomy. The Australian government invested 

funds and attempted to implement policies that would encourage the development of a 

national cinema centred on an exploration of Australian image. During the same 

period the Canadian government endeavoured to push its industry into direct 

competition with the American principals on an independent level. Despite these 

industries—and the government policies that moulded and influenced them—having 

very different focuses, the Canadian and Australian industries faced very similar 

questions and problems. What is different is how each country’s government 

effectively dealt with these issues through their film and related policies. The 

permanence of Hollywood’s eclipse of the film industry was an ever-present issue for 
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these national cinemas. Yet the respective governments handled it in quite contrasting 

ways.  

As discussed earlier, Australian government policy was to forgo the single focus of 

the international audience and box office success and allow the industry to adopt a 

more localised focus in terms of content. The films of this five-year block were made 

for national and international audiences. The focus of art and culture was 

institutionalised through the AFC, which administered government funds and 

provided support to its local industry.  

Canada’s complete commercial focus was the antithesis of Australia’s immersion in 

self-conscious filmmaking. Where Australia chose to not compete directly with 

Hollywood, Canada’s commercial emphasis brought with it a desire to compete with 

Hollywood. Despite heavy lobbying from the Council of Canadian Filmmakers for 

legislated quotas and levies against the American majors, the Canadian government 

did little to support its feature filmmaking industry in the face of Hollywood 

dominance. As Sandra Gathercole acknowledged in 1977: 

One hundred and four countries discriminate against Hollywood films – 

usually in the form of quota restrictions on exhibition or a tax or levy on 

American box office revenues. Canada is not among the 104 countries, but 

remains the only film producing country without any form of protection for its 

own films, in their own market (Gathercole in Feldman and Nelson 

1977, p. 364).  

Rather, the Canadian government insisted on developing a Hollywood North through 

the limited activities of the CFDC and the tax shelter system. The lack of 

concentration on Canadian cultural product resulted in the production of B-grade 

pictures disguised as US films. Australian industry workers and film critics had also 
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called for a quota and levy system against the US principals. However, as with 

Canada, the different responsibilities of the federal and state governments—and the 

difficulties achieving federal/state cooperation—made implementation troublesome. 

Further, the Canadian federal government was concerned with maintaining a 

cooperative relationship with the US. But the Australian federal government was less 

concerned than its Canadian cousin with offending the Washington administration. 

Therefore, the various Australian governments avoided having to seek state and 

federal cooperation by supporting their industry through federal law. The Canadian 

government was either unwilling, or unable, to do this.  

My exploration of the next decade of Canada’s and Australia’s feature filmmaking 

industries shows that political agendas and government film policy are repetitive and 

circular. In the 1980s the tables were turned on each industry as it attempted to learn 

from its mistakes, expand its capabilities, and deal with Hollywood all over again. 

Experiment: 1980–1985  

Canada 
In the early 1980s the concept of cultural identity, and the policy that determines it, 

was one of the key issues on the Canadian government’s political agenda. The Liberal 

government’s 1980 victory was instrumental in attempting to turn the focus of film 

policy from international to national considerations. The newly elected government 

was committed to encouraging the development of a national cinema that reflected 

Canada’s national image in a feature film industry dominated by commercial, market 

oriented productions. To help achieve this goal it made three significant decisions in 

its first year in office. The first was the introduction of the National Energy Program 

to encourage the development of cultural product. The second was transferring 
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responsibility for arts and culture from the Secretary of State to the Department of 

Communications. This decision acknowledged the link between culture and 

communications and reflected a desire to revamp the cultural policy making process. 

The third was the establishment of the Federal Cultural Review Committee. Its first 

task was to undertake a full-scale, government-sponsored inspection of cultural policy 

(Magder 1993, pp. 194–5).  

These initiatives indicated that the government was keen to acknowledge and support 

Canadian cultural production. They also suggested that the Canadian government was 

prepared to make some serious moves to restrict US domination of the Canadian film 

industry. The film and television industries were among the most significant 

components of what the Canadian government broadly classified as cultural product. 

They were also the most disadvantaged in the context of American product 

domination within Canada. So it is feasible to expect that, having invested money and 

research, the government would also have given legislative support to its film 

industry. However, as Ted Madger acknowledges:  

the Liberal rhetoric of planning, promising a comprehensive and coordinated 

approach to a wide range of public policy issues that encompassed the cultural 

sector, would again not be translated into political reality (Magder 

1993, p. 195). 

The boom in Canadian production from 1978 to 1980—fuelled by the 100 per cent 

CCA—ended in the early 1980s. Once again the industry was deprived of significant 

funding to produce any kind of film product, let alone projects that would embrace 

Canadian culture and present it to Canadians and the rest of the world. In 1981, the 

Canadian film industry produced a healthy total of 35 certified Canadian theatrical 
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features at a cost of $85 million. In 1982, this figure plummeted to 17 theatrical and 

television features at a cost of $35 million (Magder 1993, p. 200).  

There are three main contributors to this sudden downturn in production. By 1982 the 

Canadian film industry was feeling the pressure of the global economic recession that 

started affecting Western economies in the early 1980s. Secondly, investors were 

becoming increasingly disenchanted with the CCA. Those who had invested in feature 

film production during the late 1970s had not seen an acceptable return from their 

cash investment. And the tax concessions offered by the CCA were no longer enough 

to keep them coming back (Pendakur 1990, p. 202). Finally, and most significantly, 

the November 1981 budget announced a 50 per cent reduction in CCA benefits, 

effective as of 1 January 1982. The National Film Board (NFB), the CFDC and the 

Department of Communications were concerned about how the industry would be 

affected if CCA-dependent projects planned for 1982 were abandoned. So they 

lobbied the federal government for a one-year extension of the 100 per cent allowance 

(Magder 1993, p. 199). Although the government agreed to the extension, investor 

confidence had been lost and the benefits of the CCA would no longer be enjoyed. 

This is an example of how Canadian federal government departments seemed to be 

working at cross-purposes. As the Department of Communications pushed its cultural 

initiative, the Department of Finance was cutting financial support to the film industry 

with no backup funding in the pipeline. Nevertheless, film production continued 

through the 1980s. However, although production figures remained stable during the 

early 1980s, total budgets dropped dramatically and never returned to the fever pitch 

experienced in the CCA period. As Table 1 demonstrates, the 1979–80 CCA period 
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provided the Canadian industry with the most productions. However, this figure 

declined rapidly after the demise of the CCA, returning to a 1974–75 range in 1986. 

Table 1: Certified Canadian Feature Film Productions, 1974–86 
Year Number Total budget ($US) 

1974 3 1 581 245 
1975 18 6 677 693 
1976 33 19 190 415 
1977 37 35 217 686 
1978 37 48 660 913 
1979 66 171 777 598 
1980 53 147 383 641 
1981 43 64 083 465 
1982 30 34 556 822 
1983 29 19 963 637 
1984 40 36 854 500 
1985 38 56 854 122 
1986 5 17 344 093 

Source: Canadian Film and Video Certification Office, adapted from Pendakur, M. (1990), 
Canadian dreams and American control: the political economy of the Canadian film industry, 
Table 12, p. 172 

Despite task force reports, and the progress committees operating at the time, industry 

lobbyists and government representatives achieved very little legislated protection for 

the Canadian film industry. Film producers used public and private co-production 

agreements and major funding from broadcasters became a significant source of film 

capital (Magder 1993, p. 201). Therefore, television was being explored as an 

alternative exhibition outlet and as a production-funding source. The American majors 

continued to handle most US and Canadian product in Canada and the Canadian 

market remained part of the US domestic market (Lewis in Moran 1994, p. 115). 

During this period it became clear that the Canadian film industry’s major problem 

was not that the US majors dominated production. Although this was a problem, the 

fact that the Canadian industry had no control over its own distribution sector was a 

bigger problem (Lewis in Moran 1994, p. 115). Because there was no foreseeable 
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resolution to this situation, producers continued to direct their film and television 

productions toward the profitable US market. Moreover, ‘partnership with 

international capital would become the mainstay of financing in the 1980s’ (Pendakur 

1990, p. 203).  

In March 1983 the first of a series of cultural policy announcements was presented in 

a document entitled Towards a new national broadcasting policy. To avoid the 

problems associated with distributing Canadian product within Canada, the 

government targeted television as a way of getting cultural product to the people. 

When the CFDC’s name was changed to Telefilm Canada in February 1984, it 

became clear that the focus was on television rather than on feature film. While the 

Broadcast Fund injected finance and interest into Canadian television, it did little for 

the feature film industry. Capital from the US continued to be the major source of 

funding creating a ‘trend to [further] denationalize Canadian cinema by producing 

pseudo-American films [which] continued into the mid 1980s’ (Pendakur 

1990, p. 213). Examples of such pseudo-American films include Meatballs (1979); 

Murder by Decree (1979); The Changeling (1980); and Porky’s (1981). Incidentally, 

Meatballs and Porky’s, and their sequels, provide an interesting comparison to 

Australia’s ocker films of the early 1970s. In Canada, brash and bold sexuality and an 

abundance of toilet humour were also drawcards for success. By 1983, Porky’s had 

gross rentals of $53 500 000 in the US market and Meatballs had earned $21 200 000 

(Pendakur 1990, p. 278). 

Australia 
The Australian film industry underwent many changes between 1980 and 1985. These 

changes were, for the most part, due to a radical policy and funding shift by the 
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Australian federal government. During the 1980–81 financial year, the Division 10B 

tax exemption was extended to the Division 10BA tax exemption. Under 

Division 10BA investors could claim a 150 per cent tax deduction on investments in 

the Australian film industry and a 50 per cent deduction on the returns from those 

investments (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 96). The rudimentary intention of this tax 

incentive was to shift the burden of film funding from the state and federal 

governments to the private sector (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 8). Clearly, 

the Australian government was following Canada’s lead in this move toward tax-

based film funding.  

While the use of tax incentives to encourage investment was not new, in 1973 the 

Tariff Board had ruled out the scheme for feature film finance. Moreover, Labor Party 

policy did not endorse tax incentives as a means of encouraging investment and at that 

time Australia had a newly elected Labor government (O’Regan 1985a, p. 291). The 

election of the Fraser government in 1975, and the Liberal Party’s support of private 

enterprise, made it very likely that tax incentives would be used to support the feature 

film production industry. The government’s desire for tax-based finance was 

supported in the Peat, Marwick and Mitchell report, Towards a more effective 

commission: the AFC in the 1980s (October 1979). According to the report, using tax 

incentives—in conjunction with AFC development support—to finance film 

production was the most economically efficient way of supporting and maintaining a 

successful film industry. Peat, Marwick and Mitchell treated film as an economic 

resource and did not consider the industrial or cultural effects of a tax-based film 

financing mechanism. Rather, tax abuse was seen as the main challenge. But the 

report’s authors concluded that it could be dealt with through adequate economic 
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control mechanisms. While the report acknowledged the continuing need for AFC 

assistance, it stated that:  

We believe the basis on which the funds should be applied, however, should 

be subject to closer assessment of commercial criteria, with particular 

emphasis on the capacity of the film to succeed in export markets and the 

recognition that it is in the long term interests of the Australian industry for the 

AFC to progressively reduce the proportion of its investment (Peat, Marwick, 

Mitchell Services 1979, p. 39).  

While the Australian government did not adopt all of the report’s recommendations, 

its economic focus was in line with the government’s future film funding path. The 

Australian federal government observed the problems Canada encountered when it 

attempted to create a stable film industry through tax concessions. Canada’s main 

predicament was that the tax incentives created a production boom with the results 

perceived as being too strongly influenced by America. The Australian government 

evaluated the available options and concluded that the Australian industry’s 

experiences in the development years of the 1970s would enable it to avoid the 

problems encountered by Canada. However, this was precisely the report’s 

recommendation: 

Faced with a finite domestic market, the policy options open to the AFC are: 

accept the ‘small’ industry option of an Australian film industry catering for 

the domestic market, producing low budget pictures—up to 7 or 8 annually; 

[or] accept the ‘global’ industry concept that survival of an Australian 

industry, facing rising costs, increasing domestic competition and expanding 

international opportunities is dependent on its ability to produced software 

[productions] which is also capable of being sold in overseas markets. We 

recommend the AFC should work towards the second view […] (Peat, 

Marwick, Mitchell Services 1979, p. 19). 
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It is appropriate here to examine what Kirsten Schou identifies as the ‘infant industry 

argument’. Schou suggests that, due to the virtual lack of a feature film industry in 

Australia during the 1950s and 1960s, and considering the dominance of American 

film product, the Australian film industry is an infant industry (Schou 1982a, p. 4). 

The Australian government recognised this and, through the AFDC, funded its re-

establishment. However, the question is: when has the infant matured to the point that 

it can stand on its own two feet and survive in the world of private funding? Clearly, 

in 1980 the Australian government felt that it was time for the infant to make the 

transition into adolescence, whether it was ready to or not. This enforced maturity 

began in 1980 with a federal government report that sought, on the basis of its 

analysis, a change in direction for the AFC and the Australian film industry (Rhodie 

in Moran and O’Regan 1985, p. 272). This change was commercially centred and 

driven by an international goal.  

Two things overshadowed the focus on cultural product and aesthetic considerations: 

• the government’s desire to increase international recognition of Australian feature 

films  

• the need for a monetary return from the investments made in the last decade.  

The Division 10BA tax incentive was thought to be the transitional masterpiece that 

would contribute to the development of a strong and independent Australian film 

industry.  

The tax incentives, argues Schou, were necessary at this stage for three reasons. Due 

to the high-risk nature of the feature film industry, private sector investment would 

not be forthcoming without an up-front advantage. Second, the domestic market was 

too small to provide a satisfactory return on investment—even for a successful 
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production. Finally, the difficulty in invading overseas—mainly US—markets, was 

too forbidding to be relied upon (Schou 1982a, p. 1). I explore the details of the infant 

industry argument, and its effect on the financing of the feature film production 

industry, in greater detail in chapter four, ‘Balancing public and private investment’. 

The role of the AFC altered drastically as Division 10BA came into effect. The 

management of film finance moved from the government agency into the hands of 

stockbrokers, merchant bankers, and new film management companies whose 

expertise was not film but finance and ‘whose clients were not producers, but 

investors, interested not in the project, but in the financial package’ (Jacka in 

Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 9).  

The effects of this sudden movement were direct and obvious. Between 1980 and the 

first half of 1983, investors contributed $150 000 000 to Australian film production 

(Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 8). These funds encouraged an increase in 

budgets, a further concentration on international sales, and therefore, formula, 

Hollywood-style films. They also increased the value of pre-sales. It is also important 

to acknowledge here the cultural reasoning behind this sudden turn towards 

commercialism. Tom O’Regan argues that Australian audiences’ relationship with 

cinema is defined through Hollywood and its genres. For the policy makers, success 

lies in taking advantage of audience preferences and using them to build a stable and 

financially viable industry (O’Regan 1989b, p. 129). Furthermore, Richard Franklin, 

an Australian director in the 1970s, argued in 1980 that Australia was close to 

America culturally and that ‘next to the pub there is a Colonel Sanders’ (cited in 

O’Regan 1989b, p. 129). These were some of the opinions circulating following this 

policy transformation. 
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I discuss the fine points of Division 10BA in chapter three ‘Financing through 

taxation’. But it is important here to examine briefly how the taxation system 

functioned and changed during the early 1980s. In 1983 the federal government 

reduced the tax deductibility of monies invested in film and of earnings from those 

investments. The investment deduction was reduced from 150 per cent to 133 per cent 

while the earnings deduction was reduced from 50 per cent to 33 per cent. This 

reduction in tax write-off provisions worried some in the film industry who feared that 

the influx of funds experienced over the previous two-and-a-half years would decline 

radically (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 40). But funding levels did not 

decline and investors continued to make use of these still attractive tax benefits.  

However, the government assumed that investment figures would fall and established 

a Special Production Fund (SPF). The Fund was administered through the AFC and 

was allocated $5 million per year for two years. This money was to be directed toward 

projects that might suffer from the anticipated decline in private investment (Jacka in 

Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 40). Once again, as the AFC performed multiple and 

conflicting roles, its responsibilities changed. In 1983 it: 

• continued to support project and script development of privately funded 

productions  

• acted as a relief mechanism for the consistent interpretation of Division 10BA 

complexities 

• managed production through the Special Production Fund.  

Initially, the Fund’s main role was to provide finance for films that did not fall into 

the attractive commercial model that investors were seeking. The ‘special’ in the 

Special Production Fund referred to those art house movies and culture-specific films 
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that, if made and distributed, had very little chance of achieving much more than a 

cult status or an appreciative mention in elite film circles.  

Films initially funded by the Special Production Fund were Bodyline (1984); The Last 

Bastion (1984); and Wrong World (1985) (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 44). 

The Fund also supported several documentaries because of their unusual content or 

their challenging treatment of their subject matter. These documentaries included The 

White Monkey (1987) and Witch Hunt (1987) (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, 

p. 49). However, Special Production Fund financing soon became immersed in the 

commercial concerns that were headed by the tax finance model and most support 

went to developing financial packages for Division 10BA-bound films. By 1985 the 

federal government had amended the Fund’s guidelines to allow its funding to be used 

as a fine-tuning tool. The Special Production Fund’s funding was originally intended 

to support films that reflected Australian culture and were original. These films 

included The Lighthorsemen (1987); Les Patterson saves the world (1987); and Burke 

and Wills (1985) (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 45). References to culture and 

originality disappeared after the SPF’s guidelines were amended in the mid-1980s.  

The Australian feature film industry’s viability had become contingent on the 

Division 10BA tax incentives. When combined with private investment, 

Division 10BA meant the industry was able to produce more films with higher 

budgets than ever before in Australian film history. The government continued to 

focus on the tangible economic benefits—for example, employment, income, overseas 

earnings, trade, and tourism—and therefore, by 1985 was not considering any major 

changes. Between 1975 and 1980, an average of 18 feature films was produced each 

year. This average increased to 27 features per year between 1980 and 1985. In early 
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1986, more features were being developed and produced in the financially stable 

environment created by Division 10BA (Australian Film Corporation 1996, p. 58). At 

the same time, industry groups, and the government agencies involved in film policy 

development, began to publicly discuss the industry’s future in the context of the 

dilemmas posed by the tax incentive scheme.  

Comparison  
My comparison of film policy changes in Canada and Australia during this period 

reveals that Australia followed Canada’s lead in film policy and financing. Although 

Australia was about five years behind Canada, it seemed to achieve similar results 

with similar policies and financing models. Both the Canadian and Australian 

governments introduced tax incentives in an effort to create an independent feature 

film industry. They did this in the hope that federal governments could reduce federal 

funding of feature film funds but still benefit from the tangible economic benefits 

provided by a film industry. Moreover, the tax incentive schemes allowed each 

federal government to avoid the problems they faced when approaching their regional 

governments. That is, the Canadian and Australian federal governments sidestepped 

negotiating regional and state government cooperation to protect their industries 

through quotas and levies. Fairly predictably, both countries’ feature film industries 

experienced a sudden influx of funds and a film production boom—between 1976 and 

1978 in Canada and between 1983 and 1984 in Australia. At the peak of each 

country’s boom, there was intense concentration on commercialisation and producing 

films for mass audiences. Filmmakers in both countries responded to private funding 

pressure for returns on investment by producing standard formula and genre films. 

These, they hoped, would be attractive in national and international markets. 
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Canada’s unique position as a close neighbour of the US is the differentiating factor 

between each country’s experience with tax incentive programs. Canadian feature 

film production was overrun with Hollywood producers in search of the cheapest deal. 

This resulted in the development of a Hollywood North. With a government that was 

unwilling to protect its own film production industry, Canadian filmmakers, 

technicians, and actors had little choice but to go where the work was offered. As I 

discussed earlier, the tax incentives offered in the late 1970s did little more than alert 

the American majors to the financial benefits of exploring Canada as a haven for 

cheap filmmaking ventures. This pattern continued through the early 1980s.  

I have examined the policy initiatives implemented in the early 1980s by Canada’s 

newly elected Liberal government. It was obvious that, at that time, there was a strong 

desire to return to a culture-based, Canadian-driven film industry. However, the US 

had a strong foothold in the Canadian industry and this nationalistic desire was not 

strong enough to prompt legislative changes to reduce US influence and control. 

Francis Fox, the then Minister of Communications for the Liberal government, noted:  

Canadian producers and other key creators in film feel constrained to mold 

their productions into US facsimiles because they are given to believe that 

unless they do this, the majors will not consider distributing them in Canada or 

anywhere else. This is appalling (Pendakur 1990, p. 213).  

Mr Fox did little to discourage this situation. Many producers did not subscribe to the 

development of a government-funded film production industry. Instead they oriented 

their films to achieving distribution in Canada and a series of other markets, including 

Australia. 
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The Australian feature film industry was also aware of the conflict of culture and 

commerce in the implementation and performance of government film policy. As 

previously discussed, the SPF was ultimately used to support proposals for 

Division 10BA films rather than to fund special productions. However, Australia did 

have the benefit of geographic distance from American dominance. In the next section 

I explore the latter half of the 1980s and the Australian feature film industry’s 

response to the inevitable demise of its own tax incentive program. 

Re-think: 1985–1990  

Canada 
In the late 1980s Canadian film industry commentary was dominated by constant 

pressure for radical change. Debates about free trade agreements with the US, cultural 

nationalism, and the shortcomings of previous film funding policies overshadowed the 

agenda surrounding the national cinema (Lewis in Moran 1994, p. 117). In this period 

film policy analysts concluded that the Canadian government had surrendered to 

American domination. Rather than fight it, the government chose to develop the 

relationship with the US by injecting funds into, and advancing interest in, the 

Canadian film industry.  

As the television industry began to flourish with the assistance of the Broadcast Fund, 

the film industry lobbied relentlessly for effective assistance from the government. In 

the federal budget of February 1986, the Canadian government announced a 

$33 million Feature Film Fund to be administered by Telefilm Canada. The Fund 

provided production assistance but did not offer direct or indirect assistance to local 

producers competing with those south of the border. Thus, it differed little from 

previously adopted direct subsidy schemes and still offered no protection from the US 
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majors. As Pendakur acknowledges: ‘[t]hese policies were historically consistent with 

the Canadian government’s laissez-faire approach to developing a film industry’ 

(Pendakur 1990, p. 214).  

Canadian filmmakers began to enter into co-productions with their southern 

neighbours and the federal government focused on the tangible benefits of this 

interaction. Once again, there was an enormous increase in production activity. In 

1985–86 Telefilm Canada entered into 15 co-ventures with American companies, and 

by 1987 American production had reached an estimated 50 per cent of the total 

volume of film and television production. However, these co-ventures, and embracing 

American finance to get pseudo-Canadian product into the market, came at a heavy 

price. As the Canadian film industry became increasingly reliant on direct government 

subsidy and US investment, Canada’s goal of expressing its culture through film 

became more unlikely. These co-ventures and the US’s constant presence minimised 

the effect of Canadian film as a form of local cultural expression. 

Canada’s lack of control over its own distribution sector was central to the issue of 

American dominance of the Canadian feature film industry. Three events identified 

problems in the Canadian film industry’s distribution sector: 

• the establishment of the CFDC 

• an increase in Canadian films needing to be distributed 

• the Firestone distribution study. 

In 1964 the Firestone distribution study’s report was presented to the 

Interdepartmental Committee on the Possible Development of Feature Film 

Production in Canada. In addition to distribution problems, the report identified the 

need for a legal framework in which to distribute and exhibit Canadian films 
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nationally and internationally (Dorland 1998, pp. 103–9). However, the government 

was slow to acknowledge the problem and was not prepared to enter into negotiations 

with the US administration. As Dorland acknowledges: ‘unlike the Canadians, the 

Americans were not interested in formal rationalization of a “continental approach” to 

the production of feature films’ (1998, p. 107). In March 1975 a special distribution 

sector was established to educate producers about film marketing (Miller 

1980, p. 150). This appeared to be an acknowledgement that the industry’s 

distribution problems could be partially attributable to Canadian producers’ lack of 

distribution experience. However, the move was presumptuous because it overlooked 

the fact that US distribution companies were not taking on Canadian films.  

Distribution problems were often discussed in government policy and industry 

forums. However, it was not until May 1988 that the federal Department of 

Communications responded to problems in the distribution sector with a five-year 

Feature Film Distribution Fund. The funding policy embodied three key objectives: 

• The fund would provide finance for the acquisition of the distribution rights to 

Canadian films.  

• It would provide risk capital to Canadian distributors.  

• It would ensure adequate marketing and promotional finance for Canadian films.  

The government’s preferred outcome was a stronger distribution sector and to this end 

it supported the Fund’s objectives with an initial, five-year funding allocation of 

$85 million. The fund’s establishment was the government’s long-awaited 

commitment in support of its national cinema. It was considered to be the only way to 

satisfy industry demands without restricting US enterprise. This is another example 
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where Canadian policy makers were more concerned with the US administration than 

with their national cinema. 

Peter Morris suggests that during this stage in Canadian cinema, the film industry 

itself was developing two distinctive types of films. One embraced the American 

influence in filmmaking and produced films for a Hollywood-inspired mass market. 

The other produced auteurist films that avoided the flavour preferred by the American 

majors. Interestingly, Morris argues that there was a widespread assumption during 

the late 1980s that the search for a national culture through film was a fruitless one (in 

Moran 1994, p. 80). His explanation is reflected in the accepted presence of US 

interest in the Canadian feature film industry. However, it is excessive to assume that 

cultural nationalism was completely out the window, as Morris suggests (in Moran 

1994, p. 80). Morris accepts America’s presence in Canada’s feature film industry and 

appears convinced that Canadian filmmakers need Hollywood to have any industry at 

all. This accords with the government’s view during this period. However, 

irrespective of policy changes and changed funding mechanisms, the film industry’s 

path is not separate from the fluid social, economic, and industrial environments. The 

rhetoric of the public sphere determines the direction discussions about cultural 

nationalism will take and the subsequent impact upon national cinema. It is 

presumptuous to suggest that the policy path of a national cinema is straight and 

continuous. Rather, it is bending, surprising, and rarely stable. To imply the stability 

of the national cinema is to suggest its continuity. Thus, Canada’s close relationship 

with the US was not a constant. It was a phase—part of the industry’s movement 

while government feature film policy attempted to find a formula for stable growth 

and success. 
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Australia 
The Division 10BA tax incentive program injected a large amount of finance into the 

Australian feature film industry. This resulted in a significant production boom and a 

more diverse range of film products being available. However, by 1985 the 

shortcomings of a tax incentive-dependent film industry were beginning to show and 

other forms of financing were beginning to be explored—both by the government and 

by industry workers.  

There were many negative aspects to Division 10BA and an alternative film funding 

policy was explored. Some of the concerns of the tax incentive-based financing 

system included the dramatic increase in budgets that occurred during the 

Division 10BA period. Due to competing demands made on a limited number of 

technicians and established actors (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 96), budgets rose from 

an average of: 

• $510 000 in 1979–80  

• to $1.23 million in 1980–81  

• to $2.78 million in 1986–87 (Australian Film Commission 1996, p. 58).  

It was becoming alarmingly clear that stockbrokers and investment consultants, who 

had no experience in the film industry, controlled Australia’s feature film industry. 

Although the business community had always had a strong presence in film funding, 

the Division 10BA scheme required little input from film producers. From the 

government’s perspective, Division 10BA’s greater than expected popularity meant it 

was becoming increasingly expensive. The Treasury was foregoing more revenue in 

tax write-offs than would have been allocated through direct subsidies. However, 
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several other factors contributed to the negative publicity that was circulating about 

Division 10BA and combined to force the government’s hand. They were: 

• an increasing number of rumours was circulating about tax evasion and rip-offs in 

the film industry  

• the 1987 crash 

• a reduction in the percentage of income that could be deducted under 

Division 10BA—to 120 per cent for investment and to 20 per cent for returns 

from that investment (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 8). 

As Elizabeth Jacka acknowledges, one of the objectives of a new funding mechanism 

for Australia’s feature film industry was to address the complex industrial, economic, 

aesthetic, and cultural questions that are involved in this issue (in Dermody and Jacka 

1988). The questions surrounding culture and art, representation, and national identity 

were firmly set on the political agenda in the late 1980s as Australia prepared to 

celebrate its bicentennial in 1988.  

At the end of 1986, the AFC released a discussion paper proposing the development 

of a government funded film bank. The paper canvassed different policy initiatives 

from comparable countries—for example, the United Kingdom, New Zealand, and 

Canada—and concluded that direct government subsidy was the best option for the 

Australian film industry. Other options included structural intervention and the 

adoption of quotas and levies. However, with the feature film industry’s scale, type, 

and aims, subsidy was judged to be the most effective method of support.  

Several key concerns and criticisms of the film bank, or film finance corporation 

model, were raised. First, it was suggested that the proposed loan fund was a ‘step 

backwards’ from Division 10BA—a return to direct subsidy after encouraging private 
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sector participation. The AFC responded to this criticism by explaining that the loan 

corporation would be ‘isolated and bureaucratic in its dealings with producers; and 

highly subjective in its lending decisions’ (Australian Film Commission 1987, p. 1). A 

second criticism was that the loan fund would place too much lending power in the 

hands of one board or committee and create the potential for bias or waywardness in 

funds allocation. The AFC responded to this criticism by suggesting that several funds 

be created for different purposes. It argued that the loan fund would function as a 

holding company and that this would reduce the potential for bias. Further, the 

Commission suggested that the proposed fund adopt equity investment to finance 

grants. It argued that this would ensure that the loan fund followed market trends 

rather than the tastes or preferences of a limited few (Australian Film Commission 

1987, pp. 2–3).  

While the government considered the AFC option that would become the Film 

Finance Corporation (FFC), production numbers began to decline significantly—from 

45 feature films in 1985–86 to just 21 in 1988–89 (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 96). 

Once again, the same issues regarding Australia’s national cinema were being raised:  

• Australian content 

• overseas control 

• the need for protective measures in the distribution and exhibition sectors 

• cultural significance  

• commercial viability (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 19). 

However, the benefits of establishing a body such as the FFC outweighed any other 

proposal. Most notably, introducing a government-funded film bank would ensure 

that a diverse range of film product would be supported. And this type of organisation 
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could, through judicious funding allocations, attempt to balance those ever-present 

oppositions of art and commerce, culture and commercialism, and the art house movie 

versus the blockbuster (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 19).  

The government rewrote the AFC’s proposal and announced the establishment of the 

Film Finance Corporation in 1988. Under this new body, the basic funding procedure 

was that a producer needed to raise 30 per cent—by 1998 this had increased to 

40 per cent—of a film’s budget through private investment. Once this money was 

raised, the producer could approach the FFC for the remainder of the required funds. 

The major alterations made by the federal government were to make FFC financing 

criteria deal-driven and remove consideration of aesthetic or personnel issues (Murray 

in Murray 1994, p. 96).  

Since 1988, the Australian film industry has operated under the aegis of two 

instrumentalities—the AFC and the FFC. In her chapter in Moran’s film policy 

reader, Cathy Robinson, the former head of the AFC, compared Australia’s funding 

instruments to other national cinemas such as Canada, New Zealand and South Africa. 

She claimed that the coexistence of the AFC and the FFC is the most sophisticated 

institutionalisation of the art/commerce dichotomy (Robinson in Moran 1994, p. 18).  

The FFC supports commercial ventures whereas the AFC is committed to art and 

cultural development. It consults the national and international marketplace to gauge 

interest from distributors and agents and assess the possibility of recovering the funds 

it invests. Conversely, the AFC evaluates projects and their creative components and 

provides assistance to develop and fund the most innovative and original projects. The 

concern is whether the FFC’s establishment allowed the AFC to continue to support 
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experimental, low budget, and unique film projects as Robinson believed that it 

would. As Robinson suggested: ‘the FFC looks to establish market places. The AFC 

looks to develop those market places’ (Robinson in Moran 1994, p. 18).  

In the next section I examine the Australian film industry’s direction in the 1990s and 

assess the extent to which both organisations achieved their original objectives. The 

years 1988–90, after the FFC’s establishment, were a development stage for the two 

institutions as they attempted to clearly define their roles in the Australian feature film 

production industry. However, as Jacka acknowledged in 1988: ‘already there are 

disturbing signs that…[AFC] funding policies may be similarly orientated to those of 

the FFC, though on a smaller scale’ (in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 49). 

Comparison 
There are many differences in the directions taken by the Canadian and Australian 

film industries during the latter half of the 1980s. In this period the preferred funding 

model changed to direct government funding as opposed to the indirect funding 

preferred in the early years of the decade. In 1976 Canada introduced the CCA while 

Australia introduced Division 10BA in 1981. However, although their approaches 

were similar, there were significant differences in the focus of each government’s film 

policy. Canadian policy focused on the struggle with the presence of the American 

majors. Australian policy attempted to balance the culture/commerce dichotomy. 

By the end of the 1980s it was clear that the Canadian government was keen to 

encourage a film industry that would develop, produce, and release a high volume of 

film products. It reasoned that an independent Canadian feature film industry would 

develop the skills, and increase recognition, of its technicians, creators and actors. The 
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government decided that its policy focus would be to help its feature film industry 

benefit from the availability of American capital in Canada. To this end it established 

numerous film funds and encouraged co-ventures and partnerships with US 

enterprises. There was significant industry endorsement for this type of Canadian 

feature film industry. At this time also, concerns about the development of a film 

industry that ensured Canadians saw Canadians on screen continued to fade into 

obscurity. But this acceptance that a Canadian industry might not reflect Canadian 

culture and values was coupled with murmurs of dejection at the lack of patriotism for 

Canadian culture and visibly Canadian product. These were sacrificed due to the 

concentration of American capacity in the distribution and exhibition 

sectors worldwide. 

In 1988—Australia’s Bicentennial year—cultural product was as much of a concern 

as commercial success. The Australian government attempted to satisfy the demands 

of culture and industry by establishing the FFC and having it coexist with the AFC. 

The FFC concentrated on commercial success while the AFC was culturally oriented. 

In the following discussion I begin to explore the effects of the policies enacted in the 

late 1980s in Canada and Australia and assess whether those policies bore fruit. In 

Canada the Feature Film Distribution Fund offered some very definite assurances of 

Canadian control and devotion to Canadian product. This fund was developed to 

counterbalance the trend of co-ventures with the US and allow the Canadian 

distribution sector to advance in this American-dominated atmosphere. How did it 

influence the Canadian film industry? In Australia did the AFC and FFC develop into 

the government bodies that their original mission statements promised? In the 
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following section I explore these questions and discuss the shifting focuses of 

Canada’s and Australia’s film policy into the 1990s. 

Repetition: 1990–98 

Canada 
In the early 1990s Canada was facing the effects of ever-increasing economic 

rationalism and globalisation. This period was characterised by Canada’s signing of 

free trade agreements and subsequent concerns about national identity and how its 

participation in the trade agreements would affect its cultural industries. The two 

major trade agreements concluded during this period—the North American Free 

Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade 

(GATT)—were finalised in November and December 1993 respectively (McAnany 

and Wilkinson in McAnany and Wilkinson 1996, p. 3). Before either agreement was 

signed there were discussions about protecting participating nations’ cultural 

industries. For the purpose of this thesis, I concentrate on the delicate relationship 

between Canada and the US and how NAFTA affected that relationship. 

When the NAFTA negotiations started, the increased trend towards industrial 

globalisation and economic rationalism forced the Canadian government to carefully 

examine its cultural industries. The Agreement talks included negotiations about 

Canada’s film industry, US dominance, and the future of Canada’s cultural industries. 

The Canadian government succeeded in having its cultural industries exempted from 

the terms of the agreement (McAnany and Wilkinson in McAnany and Wilkinson 

1996, p. 3). 
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One of the major issues raised when discussing the proposed free trade of cultural 

goods is: are the products of the cultural industries merely entertainment 

goods? (Hoskins et al in McAnany and Wilkinson 1996, p. 66). I suggest that this is 

where the US fundamentally differs from the rest of the world. The US occupies a 

position in the world as a key creator of Western world trends. Because it holds this 

position it does not need to concentrate on creating cultural product through its film 

industry. So it uses its film industry as an entertainment medium. If Hollywood film is 

viewed as cultural product, then its long-standing domination has resulted in it 

becoming a global form of entertainment, produced for world market consumption, 

and constantly circulating internationally. The global community has become so 

familiar with US culture, their national cinema hardly offers an insight into a culture 

that we don’t already know about. This is where the plight of the Canadian film 

industry comes into question. For most national cinemas, film is a part of a country’s 

cultural expression. Through film, people can see their culture on the screen, hear 

their accents, and see local stories. National cinemas are the ‘other cinemas’ to the 

US—that is, they function as secondary to the dominant film form. National cinemas 

provide film product influenced by different cultures and ways of life. In this context 

Canada must choose between continuing to struggle against US control of its film 

industry or becoming an appendage of the Hollywood mass entertainment industry. 

Hollywood’s dominance of Canada’s film industry was one of the major issues 

discussed during the NAFTA negotiations. In the NAFTA negotiations, and in 

previous GATT rounds, Canada pushed for the exemption of cultural industries. This 

suggests that Canada is keen to pursue an independent cultural industry, of which film 

is a prime area of contention.  
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During this period of intense self-examination, the Canadian federal government tried 

to rectify the film industry’s market failures by attempting to understand them. The 

government continued to pour funds into Telefilm Canada. In the 1992–93 financial 

year, the Corporation invested $102 million into television programming and feature 

films. However, through its Feature Film Fund, Telefilm invested just $19 million in 

23 features during 1992–93. On average this was equivalent to 36 per cent of the total 

production budgets of those films. Quite obviously, private investment was a major 

part of these films and Hollywood producers played a significant role.  

It is appropriate here to return to the infant industry argument. Hoskins, Finn and 

McFadyen refer to the infant industry argument when discussing the government’s 

justification of direct subsidy. These authors assert that the Canadian film industry is 

no longer an infant industry and does not require government intervention in the form 

of subsidies or protection mechanisms (in McAnany and Wilkinson 1996, p. 75). This 

assertion is questionable given that it is very probable that a Canadian feature film 

industry would not exist without government intervention. The Canadian film industry 

has constantly attempted to redefine itself under changing government policy and has 

not been allowed to mature. Within the Canadian federal government the Departments 

of Communication and the Arts and Finance have conflicting agendas about the role 

of a Canadian film industry. Given this internal conflict, how could this industry 

possibly mature? Second, the Canadian government has offered little to its film 

industry aside from direct subsidy through one government agency. The government 

has failed to impose quotas or levies although quotas can be used to support 

distribution and exhibition and levies to redirect film earnings. Further, the allocation 

of funds through one agency, albeit using various funding mechanisms, suggests 
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finance appropriation is partisan. The federal government needs to acknowledge its 

position as a close neighbour of the US and implement the measures required to allow 

its film industry to develop.  

Distribution and exhibition issues continued to be significant in the Canadian film 

industry agenda. Academic and industry discussions began to compare Canada with 

other national cinemas in an attempt to define Canada’s film industry and to fully 

understand the circumstances that have come to shape it. Criticisms of the Canadian 

film industry concluded: ‘it is not distribution and access to theatres that is the 

problem, but rather the nature of the Canadian films themselves’ (Globerman 1991, 

quoted in Hoskins et al in McAnany and Wilkinson 1996, p. 80). This suggestion was 

supported by a comparative study by Hoskins of the performance characteristics of 

Canadian, Australian, and British cinema. Hoskins found that Canadian films received 

the lowest critical acclaim (Hoskins et al in McAnany and Wilkinson 1996, p. 80). 

This poor critical acclaim can be attributed to three factors. 

• In an attempt to please US distributors, Canadian film producers have created an 

unpleasant blend of Canadian artistic control and US formula filmmaking. 

• Quality Canadian productions are simply not being distributed. National and 

international audiences are not seeing those films that present the Canadian 

accent, lifestyle, sense of humour, and other intrinsic elements, attractively.  

• Neither Australia nor Britain has to deal with the US influence in industry, culture, 

politics, finance, and geography that Canada is subject to.  

Australia 
In my examination of the focus of film policy in Australia during this period, it 

becomes clear that the Australian feature film industry followed numerous guiding 

influences both nationally and internationally. I discuss economic trends that affected 
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film policy direction in the early 1990s. The economic rationalism that emerged in the 

late 1980s—and helped create the economic climate necessary for the establishment 

of the financially attractive FFC—continued and gained strength in the early 1990s. 

Elizabeth Jacka identifies this economic ideology that saw the demise of the social 

democratic state as the ‘laissez-faire minimalist state’ (Jacka 1997, p. 242). This trend 

encouraged market mechanisms, rather than state support and regulation, to deliver 

products to consumers. This global economic trend—global as seen through the free 

trade agreements that were emerging at the time—posed a definite threat to Australian 

film policy. Although it required some private investment from investors and the film 

industry, the FFC’s establishment meant a return to a fully government-reliant film 

industry. Microeconomic reform encouraged industry to compete on a level playing 

field. But it threatened the Australian film industry with the withdrawal of 

government funding. Moreover, cultural protection mechanisms—such as Australian 

creative control measures in FFC productions and Australian content regulations—

were also threatened.  

These threats did not materialise during the early 1990s despite free trade agreements 

and the economic reforms that saw deregulation and significant change affect many 

Australian industries. However, the Australian government accepted that: ‘no country 

in the Western world, other than the US, has sustained a film and television industry 

without some sort of recognition or other measures’ (Jacka 1997, p. 89). On 

20 December 1990, the government announced an inquiry into the Australian film 

industry in response to queries from the industry, critics, investors and politicians 

about: 

• national and international distribution and exhibition of Australian product 
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• audience and critic response to Australian film 

• Australian creative control (Clancy 1991, p. 30).  

Most notably, this inquiry allowed the major industry funding mechanisms, the AFC 

and the FFC, to clarify their roles in the film industry and fine-tune their guidelines, 

keeping in mind their coexistence. These guidelines clarified the institutionalisation of 

the culture/commerce dichotomy between the AFC’s Film Development Section and 

the FFC’s requirement that funding applicants contribute private investment and not 

rely solely on government funding. Moreover, the Australian film industry had just 

emerged from the profit-driven Division 10BA era that produced many unsuccessful 

films.  

In the early 1990s Australian federal government policy makers had clear memories 

of the abuses that could occur when private investors had access to public funds with 

little public sector regulation. However, in the 1980s, investor abuse of 

Division 10BA provoked a media backlash against the Treasury. Division 10BA was 

effectively a government subsidy for the film industry. And filmmakers thought it was 

the way for the industry to achieve stability and independence. But this didn’t happen. 

This was due, in part, to the negative publicity and rumours about tax evasion and rip-

offs that ultimately forced the government to repeal the Division’s provisions. So the 

question became: how would government support contribute to the Australian feature 

film production industry during the 1990s? Because the FFC provided the most 

attractive financial benefits for producers, it could have been argued that the industry 

would continue with a profit-dominated focus. However, the announcement of an 

Australian cultural policy, Creative Nation, in 1994, defined the Australian feature 

film industry’s role in the context of its existence as a cultural product. Within this 
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policy context, the Australian government perceived the role of the film industry as 

more culture-driven than ever before in Australian history. 

The development of Creative nation was largely a reaction to the global cultural trend 

that gained strength in the early 1990s. In 1992, the federal government 

commissioned a panel of eminent Australians to write an Australian cultural policy. 

Creative nation was the result. This cultural initiative was designed to protect 

Australia’s culture industries and define their place within Australian society. The 

introduction to Creative nation states:  

The revolution in information technology and the wave of global mass culture 

potentially threatens that which is distinctly our own. In doing so it threatens 

our identity and opportunities this and future generations will have for 

intellectual and artistic growth and self-expression (Australian Department of 

Communications and the Arts 1994, p. 98). 

Quite clearly, this policy’s objective was to avoid the supposed mediocrity of global 

mass culture while enjoying the benefits, both economic and cultural, of a distinctly 

Australian culture industry. 

Commenting on the feature film industry, Creative nation addressed, and attempted to 

balance, numerous issues that were on the agenda during the early 1990s. These 

included: 

• support for the local industry 

• local content and participation 

• policy makers’ role 

• the possible effects of the global economy and international trade agreements 

• private investment 

• creative collaborations with selected countries. 
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The policy argued that supporting the local feature film industry, and local film 

product, increased awareness of Australian achievement and reflected the Australian 

experience. It also recommended the adoption of a complex set of Australian 

participation and content rules. The authors argued that a set of rules like those 

recommended would mean that if a future Division 10BA encouraged international 

investment, it would not relinquish control over Australian participation and content. 

Creative nation seemed to support federal government subsidisation of the film 

industry while also declaring that policy makers could not define Australian culture. 

The authors seemed to be saying that the ideal mix would be government subsidies 

that allowed culture to emerge and endure.  

Creative nation also acknowledged the potential effect of the global economy and the 

recently concluded international trade agreements—the General Agreement on Tariffs 

and Trade and the North American Free Trade Agreement—both of which were 

signed in late 1993. The policy also identified private sector investment in the 

industry as essential to its continuing development.  

Finally, Creative nation recommended co-production agreements with some 

countries—for example, the United Kingdom, Canada, and Italy—which could be 

administered by the FFC, to encourage creative collaborations. Co-productions with 

well-respected national cinemas were considered to be a valuable means of 

developing the reputation of Australian cinema. Further, the practicalities of spreading 

the cost of financing and having access to multiple domestic audiences were certainly 

among the tangible benefits. The authors argued that these co-production agreements 

would be beneficial to the development of Australia’s feature film industry, the 

cultural initiative, and international recognition.  
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As much as Creative nation is embedded with rhetoric about national pride and 

support for Australian artists, the policy is not without its economic concerns. This 

policy recognised the monetary benefits of an established culture industry—especially 

a film industry that encourages international tourism and trade. In 1992–93 the total 

expenditure on Australian film and video production was more than $1.2 billion. The 

government has always been aware of both the tangible and intangible benefits of a 

strong film industry. It is for that reason that it continues to finance its film industry 

into the 1990s. For example, in 1994–95 it allocated $89 million to the film industry. 

This comprised: 

• $18.7 million to the AFC 

• $54 million to the FFC 

• $10.7 million to the Australian Film, Television and Radio School 

• $6.4 million to Film Australia.  

In 1998 total funding decreased when recommendations from the Gonski Review 

resulted in downsizing in the AFC and FFC. In 2001–02 the government allocated 

$91.4 million to the film industry. This comprised: 

• $16.9 million to the AFC 

• $50 million to the FFC 

• $17.6 to the Australian Film, Television and Radio School 

• $6.9 million to Film Australia.  

My examination of film policy throughout this period makes it clear that film policy 

in Australia was a significant part of wider economic policy and was, therefore, 

influenced by economic liberalisation. The globalisation of western society forced 

Australia to decide if it would participate in the development of cultural hybridity or 
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support a national cultural perspective. The Creative nation policy of 1994 suggests 

the latter.  

Comparison 
My examination of film policy during this period made it quite clear that international 

economic trends became important factors affecting film policy in both Canada and 

Australia. Moreover, each national cinema became part of larger national policies that 

were centred on cultural growth. In both countries economic rationalism resulted in 

modifications within the structures that funded each industry. In Canada, NAFTA 

brought film policy and the direction of Canadian film development into the forefront 

of the political arena and forced Canada to re-examine the focus of its national 

cinema. At the same time, Telefilm Canada continued to encourage private investment 

to lessen the financial burden of a government-subsidised film industry. In Australia, 

the Creative Nation cultural initiative attempted to set the agenda for the filmic 

medium. And the AFC and the FFC felt the impact of economic rationalism with the 

downsizing of their staff through restructuring. There were also talks about privatising 

Film Australia. 

The Canadian government developed an understanding of its position within the 

global environment through the NAFTA negotiations and entered the latter half of the 

1990s with a clearer vision for its national cinema. Creative nation articulated the 

Australian film industry’s role within the cultural framework of the country. It was a 

particularly timely document. The effect of new media technologies combined with 

the realities of the global community required countries like Australia to protect their 

cultural industries so that they could maximise their opportunities in the global 
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economy. A national policy for the film industry—and other cultural industries—was 

a logical and necessary development.  

It was in this political environment that the Canadian feature film policy, The road to 

success (1998), and Australia’s Gonski Review (1997) emerged. In chapter five, ‘Re-

reading The road to success and the Gonski Review’, I examine these documents in 

detail. I analyse the policy, political, and economic environment in which these 

documents were presented. And how the issues that have been considered, and 

reconsidered, over the past three decades are currently being approached.  

Conclusion 
In this chapter I outlined some of the major political occurrences that have shaped the 

Canadian and Australian film industries since 1968. By way of macro inspection, the 

comparison describes how the funding bodies of a national cinema can affect the final 

product. Private investment encourages an output of commercial film modelled on the 

financially successful Hollywood formula that constantly shuffles to its own 

advantage and the disadvantage of its competitors. Conversely, a thoroughly 

government subsidised industry shows the influence of the government’s desire for 

cultural sector output. This was seen clearly in Canada between 1978 and 1980 when 

the federal government introduced a generous tax scheme—the CCA—to encourage 

private investment. The result was a large number of Hollywood-style, mass market-

directed film products. At the same time, the Australian government directly funded 

its feature film industry. It encouraged filmmakers to seek out Australian, culture-

oriented product aimed towards a national market first and an international market 

second. In each industry, the extremes of the subsidy/private investment situation 

were temporary and both industries sought alternatives in the 1980s. 
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Second, the comparison shows that both the Canadian and Australian federal 

governments have attempted to balance the culture/commerce dichotomy. Both 

governments encourage private investment, though not entirely at the expense of 

quality or at the expense of their industries becoming extensions of Hollywood. 

However, differences in opinion on this subject have prevented both countries—

Canada more so than Australia—from fully exploring this issue. In the late 1990s, 

film policy has taken a different turn. Through the exploration of the nineties, 

globalisation was affecting film policy in these national cinemas.  

The purpose of this chapter was to provide a general overview of some of the key 

policy occurrences in Canada and Australia and to examine the major issues that have 

characterised their development. These major issues are Hollywood considerations, 

public and private sector finance, and the financing of films through taxation.  

In the following chapters of this study I explore these issues independently to 

illustrate their effect on the development of each of these national cinemas. The 

comparison between Canada and Australia highlights how these issues affected each 

country’s film industry development. The developmental differences in each industry 

will be seen in the alternative ways that Hollywood, taxation, and public and private 

finance were managed in each country’s policies. Further, I demonstrate that society, 

culture, geography, and the body politic, affected the direction taken by feature film 

policy in each country.  

Hollywood has featured consistently in policy and academic discussions about the 

film industry in Canada and Australia over the past three decades. These discussions 
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have considered its financing, form, and audience. Debates about the feasibility of tax 

concessions, and public and private funding, have also featured prominently.  
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Chapter Three 
Financing through taxation 
In 1974 and 1981 respectively, the Canadian and Australian federal governments 

introduced tax incentive-based policies to encourage increased private sector 

participation in their feature film industries. In both countries, the short-term goal was 

to increase private sector participation in the feature film production industry. The 

long-term goal was to create a financially independent feature film production 

industry—that is, independent of direct government subsidy. These taxation incentive-

based policies had a profound effect on the industries and a significant effect on 

production levels and on the types of films that would dominate their respective boom 

periods. In both Canada and Australia, the feature film industries experienced varying 

levels of success under a taxation-based financing system.  

In this chapter I explore the complexities of the Capital Cost Allowance (CCA) in 

Canada and Division 10BA in Australia. I discuss the similarities and differences 

between the two measures and their principal outcomes. A key aspect of this debate is 

my examination of the different outcomes produced by a taxation-based financing 

system. Canada’s and Australia’s experiences with CCA and Division 10BA 

respectively were very similar. Nevertheless I argue that there were several key 

differences that demonstrate how certain cultural, political, and geographic variables 

can determine the ultimate success or failure of a policy initiative. Thus, my 

investigation questions the viability of applying similar policy initiatives to seemingly 

similar nations. 

To approach taxation-based feature film financing effectively, and to explore it fully, I 

divide this discussion into four key areas:  



 111 

 

• general issues 

• particulars and positives 

• dual concerns and negatives  

• the post-CCA and Division 10BA environments.  

and explain the environment in which these incentives emerged. To understand the 

two federal governments’ goals for their respective feature film production industries 

it is important to outline initially how these tax-based finance models emerged. This 

section describes the CCA and Division 10BA and the complexities that determined 

how they functioned within the Canadian and Australian feature film industries.  

Second, I provide a detailed description of how the tax systems operated. This section 

examines how they altered when they were the major source of feature film funding 

and discusses the positive contribution they made to their feature film production 

industry’s growth. The tax-inspired boom periods in Canada and Australia have 

commonly been discussed as failures given the amount of criticism they attracted and 

their limited life span. However, I argue that these boom periods proved to be a 

positive lesson—for both the federal governments and the industries. 

Third, I examine the negative features of the initiatives—the issues that led to the 

CCA’s and Division 10BA’s eventual demise as the primary forms of feature film 

finance. In this section the fundamental differences between the Canadian and 

Australian experiences become obvious. Fourth, I discuss how the funding methods 

that replaced the taxation schemes were applied and investigate how they reflect the 

lessons learned—or perhaps not learned—from the taxation experience. This 
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investigation reveals several fundamental differences between Canadian and 

Australian feature film financing policy. 

In this chapter I aim to use the tax incentive experience as one of the major funding 

initiatives to define the public/private sector relationship. In my exploration of this 

particular funding initiative, additional issues that complicate the feature film policy 

process for Canada and Australia become obvious. This supports the notion that each 

industry has specific characteristics that must be considered in the feature film policy 

process. 

The tax instrument: general issues 
In this section I discuss the complexities and formalities involved in formulating and 

using tax incentives to finance the Canadian and Australian feature film industries 

during their respective boom periods. There are several debates about government 

intervention in policy making. Acknowledging and understanding these debates helps 

to place in context the political, economic, and cultural climate in which the tax 

incentives emerged. Several economic and cultural issues emerge when tax-based 

legislation is used to finance an industry that can be used as a cultural tool. 

Acknowledging that these issues can be either economic or cultural reflects the 

constant commerce or culture dichotomy that is ever-present in film policy debate and 

formulation in Canada and Australia. There are two arguments about the feature film 

industry’s role in the culture or commerce dichotomy. The commerce side of the 

dichotomy—that the industry is an entertainment industry—is associated with 

economic justifications for government intervention. Discussions about commerce 

and the industry often include terms like infant industry and market failure. The 

cultural dichotomy is that a national cinema should be used as a form of cultural 
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expression. This dichotomy is often reflected in cultural discussions that support 

government intervention in the industry in the context of the industry’s contribution to 

enhancing national sovereignty and reflecting national identity.  

Government intervention changes between the economic and cultural justifications. 

The type, and level, of intervention depends on the current film policy debate, the 

existing policy, and the government’s feature film industry goals. In Canada and 

Australia, during their tax-incentive periods, the immediate policy goal was economic. 

Their feature film industries were entertainment businesses and government 

intervention was structured to allow the commercial side of each industry to develop 

and eventually dominate. The economic and cultural debates surrounding government 

intervention often overlap and are used simultaneously. However, as Globerman 

argues, sociological arguments often exist in the realm of the communication theorist 

and are ‘extremely difficult for the economist to deal with’ (Globerman 1987, p. 13). 

Cultural and sociological debates are often not given the attention they deserve in 

policy formation. They are managed in the realm of policy rhetoric that, while it 

acknowledges their existence, does not handle the tangible debates adequately. It is 

important to realise that the film production industry, by its nature, differs 

significantly from others such as the manufacturing and service industries. 

Government intervention must acknowledge and act on the sociological and cultural 

considerations: ‘the classic public-goods argument cannot be usefully applied to the 

cultural sector’ (Globerman 1987, p. 15). My examination of the CCA and 

Division 10BA reveals that ignoring the sociological and cultural considerations 

contributed to the eventual demise of these systems as dominant financing 

mechanisms.  
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For the moment it is important to understand the environment in which the tax 

incentive schemes emerged. The following discussion applies to both the Canadian 

and Australian contexts. Therefore, it is not necessary to continuously specify which 

feature film industry is being discussed. Unless otherwise stated, I am always 

referring to the Canadian and Australian industries simultaneously. I am not seeking 

to explain the tangible and intangible benefits of having a strong national cinema 

because I deal with these issues later in this chapter. Rather, I am endeavouring to 

establish the basis for justifying government intervention. The CCA and 

Division 10BA tax incentive schemes were developed in an economic framework. 

The Canadian and Australian federal governments wanted their private sectors to 

assume responsibility for their respective national cinemas and transform them into 

thriving entertainment businesses. And they were looking for a financing mechanism 

that would facilitate that responsibility shift. 

The first question to consider is why government intervention is necessary. In the 

economic argument, Kirsten Schou acknowledges the infant industry argument 

(Schou 1982a, p. 4) and Steven Globerman discusses market failure (Globerman 

1987, p. 13). The infant industry argument justifies government involvement in 

industry growth. It can be linked to the Canadian and Australian federal governments’ 

short- and long-term goals for their feature film production industries. The essence of 

the infant industry argument is that assistance is justified when foreign competition 

prevents a new industry from emerging independently (Schou 1987, p. 4). During the 

1950s and 1960s, there was minimal growth in both the Canadian and Australian 

feature film industries. So the infant industry argument was applicable and justified 

the direct government subsidy—at least for the 1970s. Support justified by the infant 
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industry argument is always temporary and is available only until the infant reaches 

maturity. Difficulty can be encountered when establishing if the industry is stable 

enough to prosper without a high level of government support. This argument relates 

strongly to the tax incentive financing situation for Canada and Australia. Their 

respective federal governments viewed their feature film production industries as 

developing businesses that were suffering because of Hollywood’s dominance in their 

own market.  

Tax incentives encouraged the industries to commercialise and expand so that they 

would be competitive nationally and internationally. The governments’ perception, 

and preferred outcome, was that incentives would lead to box office success and 

eventual independence. The infant industry argument implied that support would only 

be necessary for a limited period while the industry developed and matured. At the 

end of that period, according to the theory, the industry would, in effect, repay the 

support it received during its formative period. In The Competitive Advantage of 

Nations, Porter explains this formula for success (Porter 1990, pp. 665–7). The 

formula’s origins are in the laws of economics and are linked to mathematical 

equations that promise high returns on investment. There is minimal attention to 

cultural concerns or possible sociological variables that might challenge the economic 

outcome. Canada’s and Australia’s feature film industries were never infant industries 

as, for example, defined by Porter. As Schou admits, the infant industry argument is 

used most commonly in the context of tariff protection for manufacturing industries 

(Schou 1982a, p. 4). However, Porter’s discussion of the infant industry argument 

does reflect the Canadian and Australian federal governments’ rationale when 

applying the tax incentive schemes. As Porter states: 
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the infant industry justification for protection is legitimate only in developing 

nations where foreign competitors are already well established and the 

approach allows a number of domestic rivals [to] become established and 

trigger the self-reinforcing process (Porter 1990, p. 665).  

I discuss Porter’s explanation of the infant industry argument in more detail in 

chapter five. 

The concept of market failure is loosely linked to the infant industry argument. 

Globerman discussed market failure in Culture, governments and markets: public 

policy and the culture industries (1987). At its basic level, Globerman describes 

market failure as: ‘a condition where, for one reason or another, the market is 

“incapable” of producing the “socially efficient” output rate for a particular product’ 

(Globerman 1987 p. 13). Problems occur when the market failure rationale is used to 

explain the cultural industries and when defining the reason for market failure. When 

assessing if market failure justifies government intervention, several questions arise. 

They include:  

• what is the industry’s function?  

• who does it benefit? 

• who pays for the industry’s services?  

• what are the long-term benefits associated with short-term government 

intervention?  

In the cultural— especially feature film—policy context, these questions are more 

often answered within the antithesis of economic justification—that is, with 

sociological explanation. I discuss sociological explanation later in this chapter. In 

Culture, governments and markets, Globerman applied the market failure concept to 

the climate in which the CCA and Division 10BA emerged—that of an economic 
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rationale. He concluded that culture is ‘big business’ and makes an important 

contribution to the entire community (Globerman 1987, p. 21). Globerman is saying 

here that government intervention and investment in cultural industries is justified by 

the business that it generates in other national industries.  

The argument for government intervention had a strong economic basis when applied 

to the tax incentive schemes. As I demonstrate throughout this chapter, the 

implementation of the CCA and Division 10BA in Canada and Australia respectively, 

also had incidental effects on the film industry. They resulted in the emergence of film 

financing specialists, expanded the field of motion picture law, and contributed to 

numerous other related industries that benefited from the feature film industry boom 

periods.  

My goal in this section was to emphasise the overwhelming economic bias that 

surrounded the Canadian and Australian feature film industries in the mid-1970s and 

early 1980s respectively. This economic bias resulted in the adoption of tax incentive 

schemes as the dominant form of finance. The Canadian and Australian feature film 

industries exist in a continual culture or commerce cycle. The attempt to move film 

financing from the public to the private sector occurred in an environment where the 

government’s economic policy favoured economic rationalism over cultural capital 

creation. The tax incentive schemes were the result of an initiative encouraging 

industries to become fully-fledged commercial businesses. 

The next question to be considered when discussing the tax incentive schemes is why 

tax incentives were chosen over the numerous other available options. The answer to 

that question is multi-layered as the tax incentive schemes aimed to achieve several 
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goals and avoid various problems associated with other support mechanisms. 

Furthermore, although there are many options for government support devices, some 

of them were considered to be unworkable in the Canadian and Australian contexts. In 

the following section I explain why the tax incentive systems financing the Canadian 

and Australian feature film industries were perceived as the most appropriate methods 

for encouraging stable growth. Generally, the rationale behind the selection of tax-

based financing for the feature film industries was the same for both countries. 

However, in this discussion it becomes clear that certain issues presented bigger 

problems than others for the respective government policy makers.  

The most obvious attraction of tax-based financing was its dual nature—its ability to 

embody both the short- and long-term goals that complied with the respective federal 

governments’ visions for their national cinemas. Until the tax-inspired boom 

periods—between 1978 and 1980 in Canada and between 1982 and 1985 in 

Australia—private sector participation in each industry was minimal and unreliable. 

Therefore, the public sector, primarily in the form of direct government subsidies, 

supported the industries. In the lead-up to the introduction of the tax incentive 

schemes, the Canadian and Australian federal governments were aiming to reverse 

this situation. The CCA and Division 10BA promised to be the guiding government 

light that would eventually enable the public sectors to shift responsibility for their 

feature film industries over to their respective private sectors (Pendakur 1990, p. 171; 

Dermody and Jacka 1987, pp. 102–3). Step one in this process, the short-term goal, 

was to provide incentives for the private sector to invest in these high-risk feature film 

production industries. Hence the introduction of attractive tax breaks. The assumption 

was that the sudden increase in private sector participation would have a domino 
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effect. Budgets would increase and more commercial movies and box office successes 

would be produced leading to an economically thriving film industry. In the long-term 

this would eventually lead to a private industry that would be so lucrative and stable 

that tax incentives would no longer be necessary. The industry would be free of 

government support, or rather, the federal government would no longer have to 

finance its national cinema. That was the long-term goal (Magder 1993, p. 182; 

Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 102).  

In Canada, the events leading up to the adoption of the tax incentives were different 

to, and more complicated than, the Australian industry’s experiences. From the 1968 

revival, the Canadian federal government was keen to establish a stable, self-

generating feature film industry as soon as possible. The Canadian Film Development 

Corporation’s (CFDC’s) one-off $10 million appropriation in 1968 was given with the 

clear intention of creating a commercially stable industry (Magder 1993, p. 137). In 

the early 1970s however, everything changed. By 1971 the fund was exhausted and all 

attempts at achieving box office success through commercial film formula had failed. 

This was when the CFDC and the Canadian federal government began to consider 

film’s role as a cultural industry. At this time policy makers started to conceive of a 

dual role for film—that of film as art and film as business. Both the federal 

government and the industry itself were divided over the intended direction of 

Canada’s feature film production industry (Magder 1993, p. 147). The economic and 

cultural arguments surrounding feature film policy development resulted in a clear 

division between those supporting the commercial considerations and those endorsing 

the cultural arguments.  
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The 100 per cent CCA was introduced in 1974. However, the production boom did 

not begin until late 1978. Confusion about the guidelines, and about what a tax write-

off was, existed between investors, Revenue Canada, and the feature film industry 

(Magder 1993, p. 183). Essentially, the confusion was about what portion of the 

filmmaking process was considered at risk and, therefore, qualified for the tax 

deduction. These complexities were rectified in 1978 and in 1979 an explanatory 

bulletin from Revenue Canada helped further resolve the problem (Magder 1993, 

p. 183). In the lead-up to the introduction of the tax incentives in Canada, and even for 

three years afterwards, the film industry was characterised by division, disorder, and 

conflicting opinions. These contributed to the continuing instability in the industry.  

The federal government thought introducing a tax-based financing system in Canada 

was the best possible option to achieve stability. This option was also the least 

complicated of all the support mechanisms to implement. As my discussion of tax-

based film financing in Canada progresses in this chapter, it becomes obvious that the 

federal government had pressing political concerns to contemplate when considering 

film policy formation. 

In Australia, the four years preceding the introduction of the tax incentives were 

characterised by the Australian Film Commission’s (AFC’s) domination of the feature 

film industry and its culturally focused policy. From 1975 until 1979, the Australian 

federal government—through the AFC—and the various State film funding agencies 

subsidised a series of films that contributed to the country’s national identity. 

Although critically praised, the funding they received had a cut-off point. The 

Australian federal government viewed direct subsidies as economically unsound 

because, combined with equity investment, they did not encourage industry 
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independence. There was little incentive to participate in the commercial market and 

even less incentive to seek out private sector investment. The decision to introduce tax 

incentives as an alternative rectified this situation. It was economically and financially 

motivated (Dermody and Jacka 1987, pp. 102–3). 

Economic rationalism emerged globally in the late 1970s and dominated the 1980s in 

all forms of industry in both countries. During this period the Canadian and Australian 

federal governments were more concerned with creating entertainment industries that 

would compete successfully in the national and international markets than with their 

industries’ potential cultural role. 

The CCA and Division 10BA: the particulars and the 
positives 
There have been many discussions by academics, industry participants, and policy 

analysts scrutinising the effects of the CCA and Division 10BA on the Canadian and 

Australian feature film industries respectively. They commonly conclude that this 

financing model did not achieve any of its intended long-term goals. In the following 

section I:  

• outline the structure of these schemes 

• examine the changes that took place in each industry after their implementation 

• discuss each scheme’s positive effect on its respective feature film industry. 

My approach to this examination is to discuss each industry separately and then 

compare the conditions within which each tax incentive scheme functioned. The 

comparative discussion reveals some of the fundamental similarities and differences 

between the Canadian and Australian feature film industries. In this section I discuss 
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the incentive schemes’ successes and how each industry could have capitalised on its 

success in its individual environment. Central issues in this discussion are the: 

• dramatic increase in production and production budgets 

• skills development in various sections of the feature film value chain 

• level of international exposure that each industry experienced. 

Canada 
The Canadian feature film industry’s experience with its tax incentive scheme, the 

CCA, superficially mirrors the Australian industry’s experience with Division 10BA. 

The CCA failed to achieve its objectives and has generally been discussed in film 

policy literature as a funding scheme that did more harm than good to its national 

cinema. This observation may be intrinsically correct. But, as I develop the discussion 

in this chapter, it becomes obvious that the CCA, like Division 10BA, delivered 

tangible and intangible benefits to the feature film industry.  

In 1974 local production levels slipped to an alarmingly low figure. Only three feature 

films were released that year and no short films or television productions made it onto 

the market (Pendakur 1990, p. 172). The industry was officially in a crisis situation. In 

the midst of that crisis, the federal government announced a 100 per cent tax write-off 

for funds invested in certified Canadian feature films. And in November 1974 the 

government defined the term ‘Canadian’ for the purpose of the CCA (Pendakur 1990, 

p. 170). Production activity increased immediately after the CCA’s introduction. 

Eighteen films were released in 1975, 33 in 1976, and 37 in 1977 (Pendakur 1990, 

p. 172). However, the Canadian industry did not enter its official boom period until 

1978—three years after the CCA was introduced (Magder 1993, p. 168).  
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The details of the CCA were confusing to begin with and required revisions and 

clarifications. Furthermore, additional changes were needed to encourage investment 

in Canadian films and prevent the outflow of funds to Hollywood production. For 

example, in May 1976, amendments to the CCA policy required an increase in the 

employment of Canadians in key creative positions. Although this tax scheme 

experienced an uncertain beginning, the boom period for Canadian productions 

peaked in 1979 with 66 certified productions being released with budgets totalling 

$171.7 million (Pendakur 1990, p. 172). Five years earlier, three feature films were 

released with budgets totalling $1.5 million. Thus, the CCA’s introduction as the 

major financing tool for feature films fulfilled a key goal—stimulating private 

investment and production.  

One of the major benefits of the tax scheme and Canadian content requirements was 

increased employment for local film personnel generated by the increase in available 

capital. Pendakur discusses a federal government report on the CCA for certified 

feature films. In March 1978, the government analysed the employment figures of 

59 feature films. The analysis showed that the following percentages of feature film 

staff were Canadian: 

• 92 per cent of directors 

• 84 per cent of screenwriters 

• 86 per cent of music composers 

• 100 per cent of art directors  

• 97 per cent of directors of photography (Pendakur 1990, p. 173). 

The tax incentive scheme obviously succeeded in providing positions for its creative 

personnel. As part of this discussion I need to acknowledge the benefits that resulted 
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from the increase in opportunities. For Canada to expect to develop a strong, 

competitive feature film production industry, it must have skilled and experienced 

personnel. This boom period gave the key creative staff an opportunity to expand their 

knowledge and refine their skills. They were then able to use their improved skills to 

contribute to a high quality national cinema. The tax shelter boom also contributed to 

a dramatic increase in average budgets. This, in turn, meant that skilled Canadian 

personnel, who previously had been severely underpaid, received an appropriate 

wage rise. 

Magder identifies three factors that contributed to the Canadian feature film industry 

boom between 1978 and 1980. The first, and most influential, is the CCA public offer 

under which individuals with high incomes could write off some of their income as a 

tax deduction. Second, producers were able to take advantage of co-production 

treaties with the United Kingdom, France, Italy, the Federal Republic of Germany, 

and Israel. Films made under these treaties were eligible to be certified as Canadian 

productions under the CCA, provided employment and content requirements were 

met. Third, the CFDC came under the leadership of Michael McCabe and Michel 

Vennat. McCabe and Vennat determined the direction of the Canadian feature film 

industry through the late 1970s and early 1980s and advocated the development of a 

Hollywood North (Magder 1993, p. 169). They believed adopting the long-term 

industrial and economic goals specified in the CCA, would ensure the long-term 

stability and success of the Canadian feature film industry. McCabe and Vennat 

argued that following the CCA’s prescription would enable the industry to penetrate 

national and international markets by developing generic films based on a proven 

formula of making movies for the western market. Intrinsically, McCabe and Vennat 
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sought to capitalise on, and compete with, the normal market created by Hollywood. 

Fundamentally, the government’s, and industry’s, aim during this period was 

international exposure and the creation of a financially stable industry with the 

knowledge, resources, and global insight to successfully contest the global 

marketplace. Undoubtedly, the Hollywood feature film industry dominates the 

marketplace. In the late 1970s and early 1980s the CFDC and the Canadian feature 

film industry were focusing on using Hollywood’s dominance to financially benefit 

the Canadian industry. McCabe and Vennat thought the Canadian industry was 

perfectly placed—culturally, industrially, and geographically—to pursue that goal. 

Meatballs (1979) embodied the very essence of McCabe and Vennat’s Hollywood 

North. This movie was brash, populist, appealed to young viewers, and was virtually 

culturally generic to the North American market. Other popular, relatively successful 

projects that were funded under the CCA included Agency (1979); City on 

Fire (1978); and Murder by Decree (1978). However, the well-known American 

actors who starred in these films were responsible for a significant percentage of these 

films’ success. The strength of the Hollywood star system secured funds, distribution, 

and audiences. Actors such as Shelly Winters, Ava Gardner, Henry Fonda, 

Christopher Plummer and Donald Sutherland were employed within the commercial 

strategy as well-known star commodities. As with Meatballs, the films in which these 

actors starred were culturally generic—made for the mass audience in the 

international market. There was nothing within the mise en scene to suggest that these 

were Canadian films. So how could they contribute to highlighting Canada and her 

national cinema? In truth, they didn’t. While the CCA achieved the desired industrial 
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and economic goals for the Canadian feature film industry, cultural considerations, 

and concerns for the national audience, were ignored. 

Later in this chapter, I discuss how the CCA’s long-term goals—industrialisation, 

economic stability, and cultural reflection and enhancement—were, in fact, goals in 

conflict. However, at this point it is necessary to acknowledge that the CCA 

successfully enabled the Canadian feature film industry to compete in the 

international market. 

McCabe and Vennat’s vision of Hollywood North met the stylistic demands of 

American distributors who had previously rejected Canadian material because, they 

claimed, it would not appeal to a broad enough audience. There were many criticisms 

of the CCA when it was the major funding mechanism for Canada’s national cinema. 

But, as I demonstrate in the section on the liabilities of tax incentives, the CCA was 

not, and never could be, a viable solution to the Canadian feature film industry’s 

problems. Canada’s cultural, political, economic, and geographic links ensured this. 

However, for a short time, domestic and foreign funds poured into the industry from 

the private sector producing activity levels not previously experienced. Budgets and 

wages increased, Canadian distributors expanded, film financing and law became new 

accounting and legal specialties, and Canada contributed to the international market. 

Although the CCA was far from adequate, it was a starting point for an industry with 

potential.  

Australia 
The Division 10BA tax incentive for eligible Australian films was introduced during 

the 1980–81 financial year. The concession allowed 150 per cent of capital 



 127 

expenditure to be written off in the first year of expenditure. In addition, investors did 

not have to pay tax on the first 50 per cent of the net earnings from the investment. 

During its first year of operation Division 10BA was surrounded by uncertainty due to 

its complicated application—particularly the rules about Australian employment and 

creative content regulations. However, despite this uncertainty, the private sector 

invested heavily in the feature film industry. Consequently, production activity 

increased immediately in response to the increase in available funding. Between 1980 

and 1981, total film production expenditure—in the public and private sectors and 

adjusted to 1982 figures—increased from $4.7 million to $22.4 million. In 1982 it 

doubled to $48.5 million (Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 175). Furthermore, direct 

government involvement decreased from 50 per cent of the production budget before 

the introduction of the tax incentives to between 10 and 15 per cent by the end 

of 1982 (O’Regan in Moran and O’Regan 1989, p. 119). These figures were the result 

of the tax incentive scheme and contributed directly to the reduction in public 

investment. The dramatic increase in available funds also contributed to an increase in 

average budgets. In 1980 the average film budget—in adjusted 1982 figures—was 

$599 000. In 1981 it was $1.8 million, and in 1982 it had increased to $2 million 

(Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 175). 

In this section I analyse Division 10BA’s effect on the Australian film industry. It is 

tempting to conclude that increased budgets produced better quality films that were 

more competitive in the international market. But this was not entirely true. The 

figures quoted above are averaged figures, and certainly not all films produced in 

1981 had $1.8 million budgets. At this time the Australian feature film industry was 

experimenting with the blockbuster format and several generously budgeted features 
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pushed the average higher. The implementation of Division 10BA to finance the 

feature film production industry also created a demand for associated professional 

staff. Infrastructure costs also increased. For example, specialist tax consultants and 

lawyers were needed, and producers’ fees increased, as did the wages of technical 

personnel. Therefore, the additional funds were not always allocated to high quality 

film stock, updating equipment, adventurous locations, or higher paid, recognisable 

actors. The tax incentive system encouraged a dramatic increase in the average 

budgets of Australian feature films between 1980 and 1981. But, as a tax-based 

funding mechanism, substantial funds were also needed to administer Division 10BA. 

By 1982 it had achieved two key goals: 

• It had increased private sector investment and reduced the need for direct 

government subsidies. 

• The increase in production budgets reflected the industry infrastructure that 

emerged as a direct result of the scheme.  

Film investment specialists, and copyright and tax consultants, would lead the feature 

film industry down the road of commercial success. The increase in average budgets, 

and the experimentation with Hollywood-style blockbuster films, demonstrated the 

Australian feature film industry’s desire to compete in the international market. These 

issues were high on the agenda in the development of Division 10BA. 

A skilled and experienced pool of professional filmmakers, writers and technical staff 

is essential for a successful film industry. The industry must also have the scope to 

provide opportunities for newcomers. Division 10BA contributed to the creation of a 

film industry infrastructure in Australia. The increase in production activity provided 

opportunities for directors, sound engineers, cinematographers, set designers, 
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scriptwriters, and many other production specialists to expand and enhance their 

skills. Furthermore, the increased production activity provided opportunities new 

filmmakers, emerging scriptwriters, and technical personnel to gain the skills and 

experience required for working within the medium of feature filmmaking. Those 

opportunities would have been harder to acquire in a less active environment.  

The Australian industry’s experimentation with the blockbuster was certainly 

unsuccessful. Very few films that received significant funding from the private sector 

made any kind of a return on investment. For the most part, imitations of the 

Hollywood film formula were embarrassing flops. However, several films were 

moderately successful at the box office. These films provided a balance between 

Australian uniqueness and mass appeal that ensured their prosperity in both the 

national and international markets. They included Mad Max 2 (1981); The Man from 

Snowy River (1982); Phar Lap (1983); and Crocodile Dundee (1986). Mad Max 2 was 

in the unique position of being able to capitalise on the original’s success, Mad 

Max (1979)—a surprise hit that enjoyed cult status and catapulted Mel Gibson to 

international fame. The Man from Snowy River and Phar Lap go hand-in-hand as 

romanticised period dramas about ‘true’ Australian heroes. The difference between 

these period dramas and those of the late 1970s is that the European, art house style, 

character-driven storyline was replaced by audience-pleasing action, romantic 

moments, and dramatic, cliff-hanging incidents that moved the story along at an easily 

digestible rate—essential ingredients for a mass appeal movie. Crocodile Dundee 

broke a success drought from 1983 onwards. Although The Man from Snowy River 

and Phar Lap managed to do well at the box office, audiences tired quickly of this 

continual stream of historical drama. The successful World War One drama, Gallipoli 
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(1981), was released before The Man from Snowy River and, although not funded 

under Division 10BA, it was an Australian film. However, after three consecutive 

historical dramas at the cinema, and the television miniseries following the historical 

theme, such as For the Term of His Natural Life (1982); All the Rivers Run (1983); 

Eureka Stockade (1983); and Anzacs (1985), the Australian feature film industry 

needed a new success story. Paul Hogan was that success story in 1986 with the 

Division 10BA-funded Crocodile Dundee.  

These four films, and others, put the Australian feature film industry into the global 

market. Although the number is minimal considering the hundreds of films that 

received Division 10BA financing, these films are defining icons of the industry’s 

ability to compete with Hollywood. These films, along with several others made 

during the Division 10BA period, gave the Australian industry vital international 

exposure. This, in turn, gave the industry the reputation and confidence it needed to 

produce the internationally competitive Australian movies released in the late 1980s.  

In this brief examination, I have discussed how the Division 10BA period produced 

several very positive outcomes for the Australian feature film industry. When it was 

introduced the feature film industry’s future was uncertain. Creative restraints were 

imposed by the need for Australian content and producers were pressured to produce 

commercial successes that would attract and please passive investors. However, I do 

not suggest that it was an unqualified success and I would not support a return to this 

form of financing. The nature of tax-based financing does not allow the associated 

problems to be addressed. Tax-based financing as the major form of feature film 

financing cannot negotiate the special development and support needs of national 

cinemas like Canada’s and Australia’s. 
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Comparison 
My discussion of the CCA and Division 10BA reveals that the feature film industries 

experienced very similar benefits from the tax incentive-inspired boom periods. The 

increase in available funds for each industry delivered numerous industrial and 

economic advantages. Privatisation in each industry increased and the tax write-offs—

100 per cent in Canada and 150 per cent in Australia—resulted in a massive increase 

in passive investors. Although passive investment had some negative effects, it 

contributed to the schemes helping each industry to achieve a key goal—increasing 

production activity by making more funds available through private investment. This 

was a positive result. The increase in available funds for each industry also delivered 

numerous industrial and economic advantages. This increase in production activity 

resulted in much-needed changes for each industry’s creative and technical personnel. 

Primarily, feature film staff and trainees were able to gain skills and experience 

through the increase in production activity. Before the tax incentive booms, 

opportunities to enter the feature film industry were minimal. Moreover, employment 

was sporadic and unreliable. For those feature film production personnel working in 

the industry, commercials, television series, and documentaries often filled the 

employment gaps. The boom periods in both countries enhanced the expertise of 

feature film production workers, effectively contributing to quality filmmaking.  

The tax incentive schemes contributed to increased average motion picture budgets in 

Canada and Australia. This increase enabled three key developments. First, wages for 

creative and technical personnel—which were far below global standards—increased. 

Budgetary restraints had often prevented location shooting and access to high quality 

equipment. The increase in available funds partially rectified this situation. Finally, 
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the introduction of the tax incentive schemes led to the employment of film finance 

specialists and film lawyers to facilitate the tax write-off process—expenses that were 

considered within the overall budget. This situation expanded the private sectors’ 

participation in each industry and contributed to the commercialisation of these 

industries—a key goal of Canada’s and Australia’s tax incentive schemes. 

There were two major differences in Canada’s and Australia’s experience with tax 

schemes as the major financing tool for the industries: international exposure and the 

types of films that were produced. Each industry adopted Hollywood’s script 

techniques and filmmaking formula to tap into the mass market—both domestically 

and internationally. However, the Australian industry successfully combined 

Australia’s cultural uniqueness with Hollywood’s formula to create distinctly 

Australian motion pictures that were received well locally and abroad. Canada, on the 

other hand, developed films that mirrored the Hollywood formula so well that it was 

almost impossible to tell a Canadian film from an American one. Moreover, to secure 

distribution guarantees, finance, and audience reception, the Canadian industry 

enlisted the contribution of American star quality. And although the Australian 

industry used this commercial method to cast Kirk Douglas in The Man from Snowy 

River, it was not common practice and his presence did not detract from the 

Australian-ness of the film.  

The fundamental difference here is that Hollywood film form was used to enhance the 

Australian feature films of the boom period, whereas Canadian filmmakers attempted 

to mask the film’s Canadian origins. There are numerous economic, political, 

geographic, industrial, and cultural issues that contribute to this situation. My 

discussion of Canada’s and Australia’s experience with tax incentives as a feature 
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film financing model highlights one of the key differences between the Canadian and 

Australian feature film industries—their relationship with Hollywood. This difference 

was discovered as a result of similarities between the tax incentive schemes and the 

different results of each funding mechanism. Essentially, Australia experienced 

greater international exposure of its national cinema, while Canada’s industry became 

more of an extension of Hollywood.  

To examine the benefits of the tax incentive schemes CCA and Division 10BA is to 

acknowledge the boom periods of each industry as growth phases for each national 

cinema. The tax schemes did not achieve their long-term goals of complete 

privatisation or stability in either Canada or Australia. But the increase in production 

delivered industrial and economic benefits. In the following section I address the 

debated negatives of these funding mechanisms and trace their decline through 

the 1980s. 

The CCA and Division 10BA: duality and demise 
The sudden availability of capital in the Canadian and Australian feature film 

industries delivered immediate benefits. But despite these, the negatives of the tax 

incentive schemes were evident from the beginning and continued to accumulate 

through the boom periods. Each country’s scheme produced contrary effects across 

the feature film value chain—economically, industrially, and culturally. The academic 

commentary on these tax incentive boom periods is extensive and primarily concerned 

with the systems’ downfall. Michael Dorland (1996); Ted Magder (1993); and to a 

lesser extent, Manjanath Pendakur (1990), comment on the Canadian experience. 

Susan Dermody and Elizabeth Jacka (1987, 1988); Albert Moran and Tom O’Regan 

(1989); and Brian McFarlane (1987, 1992), dominate the Australian debate. The 
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art/commerce dichotomy represents a clear majority of the negatives of each debate. 

The juxtapositions of nationalisation/internationalisation, culture/entertainment, high 

culture/low culture, narrow audience/mass audience, low budget/blockbuster, national 

identity/international exposure, and many others, reveal themselves continuously. 

In the following section, I discuss those juxtapositions and the issues that influenced 

their existence. My discussion of tax incentives in this section reveals that these 

schemes were incapable of meeting the dual demands of each feature film production 

industry and that their failure was inevitable. The differences in the Canadian and 

Australian experiences are accounted for by the respective federal governments’ 

management of the schemes’ difficulties. Whether the governments dealt effectively, 

or ineffectively, with the schemes, their problem-solving approaches and support 

mechanisms ultimately determined the path of each industry.  

To approach this issue clearly and systematically, I will first discuss the Canadian 

situation, referring to academic interpretation and government documents to draw 

conclusions. I then repeat this process for the Australian industry, outlining the 

problems associated with Division 10BA. Finally, I compare each industry’s 

experience. In this section I clarify how and why the complete commercial push for 

the Canadian and Australian industries is unworkable. This comparison identifies the 

major similarities, and negatives, in the problems of tax incentives as major forms of 

financing. I draw parallels between the two industries that reveal the particular 

conditions and concerns of each industry. This section also reinforces the complexity 

of the environments in which each industry operates. 
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Canada 
Canada’s experience with the CCA for certified Canadian productions has been 

debated at length in government, industrial, and academic circles—particularly its 

failures and negative effects. When I examined the material that critiques the CCA as 

the major source of feature film financial support, I found that the discussions could 

often be classified in one or more of three categories:  

• economic 

• industrial 

• cultural.  

I use these categories to discuss the negative effects and failures of the CCA. First, I 

evaluate the economic downfalls of the CCA. In this section I also examine the 

Canadian federal government’s relationship to the private sector and its expectations 

for the feature film production industry. I then examine the industrial implications of 

this tax scheme. The CCA’s implementation led to the emergence of new feature film 

industry players—for example, finance specialists and film tax consultants. Their 

emergence had several effects for the Canadian feature film industry. Finally, I 

examine the CCA’s dramatic effects on the cultural role of the national cinema. It is in 

this section that the Canadian industry’s battle to remain Canadian will be realised. 

The relationship between three key players is a central element in this discussion of 

the economic issues involved in the CCA’s negative effects. The key players are the: 

• federal government 

• private sector 

• feature film industry.  
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In this context, the federal government was the most powerful player because it could 

determine the rules of the game and how it was played. It wanted, through the CCA, 

to off-load the expense of the feature film industry to the private sector. The 

government planned to do this by encouraging a commercial orientation and assuming 

the cultural elements necessary to the establishment of a national cinema would 

follow automatically from the increase in activity (Canadian Film Development 

Corporation 1978–79, p. 4). The Tompkins Report, released in March 1976, clarified 

the rules for the Canadian feature film industry. The Secretary of State’s study of the 

film industry was prepared by the Bureau of Management Consulting and 

encapsulated what was becoming the prevailing rationale among government 

officials. As Magder states: 

[t]he Report tapped a sentiment that had always existed in Canada, namely that 

the film industry should be first and fore most a business and that feature film 

production in particular had to be structure as a business for export (Magder 

1993, p. 160).  

The report defines a ‘good’ feature film as one that ‘has mass audience appeal beyond 

the boundaries of any one country, and subsequently returns a gross revenue well 

above the production costs’ (Magder 1993, p. 161). This understanding of a good film 

clearly reflects the commercial considerations that dominated the Tompkins Report. 

Neither quality filmmaking nor cultural considerations were mentioned in the report. 

The focus was on monetary returns. 

The Tompkins Report confirms that the implementation of the 100 per cent CCA was 

part of an overall government-led desire for the feature film industry to be competitive 

in the mass marketplace. The development of a Hollywood North was focused on 

elevating the Canadian feature film industry to a level where it could compete with 
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Hollywood on Hollywood’s terms. Therefore, the CCA was part of a mirroring or 

mimicking process in terms of the films and industry structure that it encouraged. In 

hindsight, the Tompkins Report was widely criticised in film and academic circles, 

and in some areas of government. It ignored the role of national cinemas and 

Canada’s unique position as a neighbour to the US and this led to numerous problems.  

As previously discussed, the CCA achieved its initial desired outcome—the private 

sector began to invest heavily in the feature film industry. The availability of private 

capital lifted most of the financial pressure from the CFDC. However, the scheme cost 

Revenue Canada far more than anticipated because much more money was invested 

than was estimated when the scheme was established. Between 1978 and 1981 close 

to $200 million private capital was invested into 62 certified Canadian English-

language feature films (Magder 1993, p. 184). Therefore, while the CFDC was saving 

money on direct subsidy, the federal government was foregoing significantly more. 

However, production figures during the CCA period paint an unrealistic picture. In 

1980, at the height of production activity in Canada, the problems with the CCA 

began to weigh heavily. Although industry production statistics presented a view of a 

booming industry, the reality was very disturbing. The industry’s distribution and 

exhibition sectors actively discriminated against Canadian films and the federal 

government failed to address this when it planned the industry’s future. Many films 

were box office flops or failed to reach exhibition outlets. Inferior marketing skills, 

lack of distribution experience, and poor allocation of funds from large budgets, 

contributed to the overall failure of this boom period. When the CCA was reduced to 

60 per cent in 1982, the private sector moved on to the next tax break. It abandoned 

feature film production and proved that the industry had not established itself as the 
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moneymaking magnet that many thought it would be. As Globerman states of the 

CCA: ‘[it] stands as monument to irresponsible policy making and comes as close to 

being a pure taxpayer “rip-off” as one is ever likely to find’ (Globerman 1983, p. 77). 

The implementation of a tax-based financing mechanism as the dominant form of 

feature film finance has numerous industrial implications. That is, the 100 per cent 

CCA was so different to previous forms of financing that it actually altered the 

structure of the industry. One of the most obvious examples was the emergence of 

film finance specialists who facilitated the process of financing from investor to 

producer. The brokerage companies, lawyers, accountants, and managers of film 

packages, benefited more than any other link in the feature film value chain from the 

introduction of the 100 per cent CCA. In 1968, financing and overheads for the 

average English-language Canadian feature film were estimated at 4.8 per cent. In 

1978, the average cost rose to 20.04 per cent, and by 1979 it had increased to 

25 per cent (Globerman 1983, p. 76). These statistics reveal the expansion in these 

financing services and their importance during the CCA period. The increase in 

average feature film budgets during this period is also partially explained by the rapid 

escalation in financing and overhead costs. As discussed previously, the increase in 

average feature film budgets resulted in a much-needed wage increase for feature film 

personnel, especially technical specialists. However, a large amount of the additional 

available funds went to two key areas. The first of these was the previously discussed 

film finance specialists. The second major expense was paying big fees for well-

known American stars, or Canadian expatriates who had established a career in 

Hollywood, to star in Canadian feature films.  
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The use of the Hollywood star system was an important and vital element for the 

direction and success of the Canadian feature film industry and the development of 

Hollywood North. However, by reserving major roles for American stars who 

promised box office success, the Canadian industry effectively deprived its own 

actors of starring roles and failed to develop its own star system. Canadian actors 

during this time were not given the opportunity to extend their careers beyond minor 

supporting roles. Instead, they became familiar faces to the Canadian audience who 

very likely did not realise they were watching a Canadian film. By relying so heavily 

on Hollywood stars, the Canadian feature film industry effectively stunted its own 

growth and future independence. Furthermore, Hollywood’s involvement did not 

begin and end with the use of actors. Hollywood producers, sales agents, and 

American networks were also heavily involved in the CCA-financed films. This 

contributed to the Canadian feature film industry becoming an extension of the 

American market rather than an industry in its own right. Once again this 

demonstrates how the structure of the 100 per cent CCA, and its implementation 

goals, contributed to the creation of an industry that was little more than an outlet for 

B-grade, Hollywood wannabes.  

Canadian content requirements have inevitably been raised in discussions about the 

feared American takeover. In the years immediately after the CCA’s implementation, 

several revisions were made to give the Canadian industry a fighting chance. 

However, conservative governments, such as the one that implemented the CCA, are 

traditionally against protectionist measures. Moreover, the federal government fears 

economic retaliation if US involvement in the Canadian film industry is limited. 

When the CCA was introduced, it was under significant pressure, and still is, to not 
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offend the US administration. And, as 1977 Chairman of the Canadian Radio–

Television and Telecommunications Commission Harry Boyle stated: ‘there is not a 

regulation that has been passed that someone cannot get around if they want to’ (in 

Hoskins et al. 1997, p. 101).  

When the CCA was introduced as the dominant financing mechanism for feature film, 

the Canadian national cinema’s cultural role was sacrificed and the film as 

entertainment business approach was confirmed within the industry. Concerns for the 

projection of identity and national sovereignty were casually left to low-budget, 

independent films with minimal exhibition possibilities. Initially, the government 

directed the CFDC to finance films that were not focused on the mass market, thereby 

allowing CCA films to relinquish responsibility for depicting Canadian culture and 

lifestyle. However, this did not happen. It was more profitable for the Corporation to 

enjoy the benefits of providing interim financing and interest free loans to CCA-

financed films for the mass market. What is obvious here is that the gap between art 

and entertainment was so wide that it was inconceivable that a film embracing 

Canadian national identity could possibly make a profit. 

This broad gap between culture and commerce is partly due to two key factors. First, 

the American majors dominated Canada’s distribution sector. Traditionally, 

distribution companies have refused to take on films that do not contain some form of 

Hollywood gloss. Overtly, or even mildly, Canadian product is perceived to be not as 

appealing to the wider audience. A Canadian film that admits to being Canadian is a 

poor box office investment. Hence, surer success is found in mimicking American 

films.  
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The second factor is the presumption of audience preference. The treatment of the 

Canadian audience as an extension of the American market has a long history and 

local productions have always had to battle for audiences within Canada. Magder 

clarifies audience perception by stating: ‘[w]eaned on a diet of Hollywood films and 

television from day one, most Canadians viewed domestic productions with a mixture 

of prejudice and suspicion’ (Magder 1993, p. 92). In the context of distribution sector 

issues, reliance on American companies, and of audience perception, feature film’s 

contribution to the national economy was almost irrelevant. It was far more important 

that the tax dollars provided by the 100 per cent CCA be seen to deliver an instantly 

successful and rapidly expanding independent industry. The only viable federal 

government response to the audience preference element of the culture or commerce 

debate was for it to consider imposing quotas or levies on US productions. But this 

was a risky strategy. Washington could retaliate by making it impossible for Canadian 

films to attract distribution deals. And that could be reflected in the government’s 

performance in opinion polls or in the next federal election. So instead, the federal 

government took the path of least resistance, introduced the CCA, and sacrificed the 

possible cultural contribution of its national cinema (Magder 1993, p. 164). In an 

empirical study, Hoskins, McFadyen and Finn found that Canadians’ identification 

with Canadian films was less common during the years when tax incentives were the 

dominant policy strategy (Hoskins et al 1997, p. 98).  

In the long-term, the path of least resistance was the most damaging. The CCA period 

produced mostly nondescript films that failed at the box office, failed to explore 

Canadian culture and, for the most part, did not find any kind of audience—niche or 

mass. 
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Australia 
When I examined the negative effect of Division 10BA on the Australian feature film 

industry, it became clear that this financing mechanism affected every aspect of the 

industry to varying degrees. As with the Canadian investigation, I discuss the negative 

effects of Division 10BA in three categories: 

• economic 

• industrial 

• cultural. 

First, I evaluate the economic downfalls of Division 10BA. In this section I examine 

the federal government’s position and its relationship with the private sector. I then 

examine the industrial implications of Division 10BA, focusing on employment, 

Australian content regulations, and industry structure. Finally, I examine its effect on 

the cultural climate of the Australian national cinema. Undoubtedly, Division 10BA 

encouraged a commercial cinema. Given that, I then examine how the commercial 

focus affected the cultural role of feature film when film’s cultural role was 

previously a central consideration. My examination of Division 10BA reveals that the 

industry, film academics, and some areas of government, were highly concerned for 

Australia’s cultural integrity. 

As discussed previously, Division 10BA was structured as a bridge between the 

federal government and the private sector. The federal government assumed that, as 

the feature film industry matured, the private sector would gladly assume 

responsibility for financing the industry without the need for attractive tax breaks. 

Therefore, the generous 150 per cent write-off for investment in certified Australian 

productions was always going to be temporary. However, the government’s and 
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policy makers’ concerns about the scheme’s revenue implications, and the effect on 

the national budget—because of foregone revenue—were overlooked. Although 

estimates were presented to the federal government, no one could predict the extent to 

which the new scheme would encourage private sector investment in the industry. 

Between 1980–81 and 1987–88—when the Division 10BA write-off provisions were 

reduced from 150 to 100 per cent—the cost to government in foregone revenue is 

estimated at $581 million (Australian Film Commission 1996, p. 72). This figure 

includes revenue that was raised for feature films, telemovies, mini-series, and 

documentaries. Except for a short time in 1984–85, when miniseries dominated 

production figures, most of the funding raised by the private sector went into 

producing feature films. These figures reveal that Division 10BA cost the government 

substantially more than would have been the case if it had chosen to support the 

industry through direct subsidy or an equity investment scheme. Furthermore, there 

was no evidence to suggest that the private sector would continue to invest without 

the attractive tax breaks. In fact, all evidence and assumption suggested the opposite.  

While the industry grew in terms of production numbers, very few films made a profit 

at the box office. Of the 236 films produced during the Division 10BA period, only 15 

of them managed to earn over $1 million at the box office, and of those, only three—

Crocodile Dundee, The Man from Snowy River and Mad Max 2—earned more than 

$10 million. During the period when Division 10BA financing dominated feature film 

funding, production budgets averaged $2.05 million (Australian Film Commission 

1996, p. 58). This lack of return on investment reflects the unstable nature of the 

industry. Box office success was sporadic and difficult to predetermine. Private 

investment in the feature film industry at this time had very little to do with quality or 
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commercial appeal, or even with making money. It was focused on saving money 

through the attractive tax break. Provided the film was certified as Australian, there 

was little concern for the final product and its success or lack thereof. Although the 

federal treasury supported this approach for eight years, the promise of a self-

sufficient, privately funded industry remained as elusive as it had ever been. 

The dramatic increase in the private sector’s participation, coupled with the basic 

structure of the Division 10BA write-off, had implications for the structure and 

functioning of the industry itself. For example, because passive investors were drawn 

to the industry by the tax benefits, investment usually occurred toward the end of the 

Australian financial year—that is, at the end of June. This resulted in the bunching of 

productions, a shortage of film crews during peak periods, and out-of-work personnel 

during times of reduced production activity. This side effect of the Division 10BA 

scheme further contributed to the industry’s instability. The Australian feature film 

market is dominated by foreign product. At the same time as it was trying to 

strengthen its position in the domestic market, the industry had to fight for local 

product recognition. Moreover, in addition to competing with foreign films for 

exhibition space, distributors were also competing with local product. The fact that 

the industry could not achieve a position in the domestic market made it more difficult 

for it to be internationally competitive. Although the purpose of the tax scheme was to 

pass responsibility for financing the industry to the private sector, the federal 

government continued to regulate the private sector’s involvement. Initially, 

Division 10BA’s minimal content regulations meant that the immediate goal of 

Australians investing in Australian films was not achieved. In 1981–82—the year 

after the Fraser Government introduced Division 10BA—and after minimal local 



 145 

content regulations were relaxed, over 40 films were produced. This was the largest 

number of films produced in any one year in Australia. But, as Dermody and Jacka 

acknowledge: 

many of these 40 films were ‘non-indigenous’ in the sense given, leading to a 

fear that Australia would become an off-shore branch of Hollywood, 

specialising in cable fodder (Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 147).  

Moreover, with this increase in foreign involvement due to the relaxation of content 

regulations, a greater number of overseas personnel were imported, thereby reducing  

the benefits that were presumed for local film industry workers (Dermody and Jacka 

1987, p. 146). As Hoskins, McFayden and Finn acknowledge, right wing governments 

have come to power in many countries, including Australia, since the late 1970s. 

These governments have commonly rejected invasive regulation and protectionist 

measures and favoured all levels of privatisation (Hoskins et al 1997, pp. 90–1). 

Division 10BA was introduced to encourage the development of Australia’s national 

cinema. But, instead, it seemed to encourage its internationalisation (O’Regan in 

Moran and O’Regan 1989, p. 144). 

In March 1983, a Labor government, led by Bob Hawke, replaced the 

Liberal/National Party Coalition Government. Hawke’s government was a firm 

supporter of the film industry and immediately started fine-tuning Division 10BA to 

deal with obstacles to its successful operation. These included the influx of foreign 

filmmakers whom the scheme had attracted and eliminating abuse of the write-off 

provisions. The government reduced the deduction on investment to 120 per cent and 

reduced the deduction for returns on investment to 20 per cent. To better serve the 

local market, and ensure that Australian industry personnel benefited from the 
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increased production activity, the government also tightened Australian content 

regulations. These changes reduced tax avoidance and the use of Australia as an 

offshore production facility for foreign filmmakers. However, the fundamental 

problems of using a tax-based mechanism to finance a national cinema still existed.  

As discussed previously, the introduction of Division 10BA as the dominant financing 

tool for the Australian feature film industry led to the commercialisation of the 

national cinema. Although the tax breaks attracted passive private sector investment, 

commercialisation was inevitable as the industry became a privately funded 

entertainment business. The private sector investment was easier to negotiate if a 

producer could secure a distribution guarantee that practically ensured a return on 

investment. Commonly, distribution guarantees are awarded to productions with 

commercial appeal—movies for the masses.  

This commercial funding focus embraced the Australian industry almost immediately 

after the introduction of Division 10BA. As Dermody and Jacka state: 

[i]ncreasingly, ‘front office’ thinking dominated the industry. Films were 

thought of entirely as packages, (of stars, formulae and marketing strategies). 

The deal became more important that the story (Dermody and Jacka 

1987, p. 67).  

This commercialisation process was intentional. The ultimate goal was the emergence 

of a financially independent cinema that was successful domestically and 

internationally. To achieve this, the Australian feature film industry would have to 

become the Industry Two of Dermody and Jacka’s recognition of the ‘Two discourses 

of the Australian national cinema’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 197; see also chapter 

four of this dissertation). When the Fraser Government implemented Division 10BA 
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as the major source of funding, the expectation was that the industry would develop as 

an entertainment business concerned with big budget films, international audiences 

and box office dollars. The films would be ‘anti-message, anti-art, anti-snobbery and 

pro-Hollywood’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 198). The industry was also expected 

to adopt this attitude and comply with the free enterprise, anti-regulation mentality 

that resulted. 

Although this strategy is certainly beneficial, it fails to allow for the role of national 

cinema as a cultural discourse. The film as entertainment business focus is the most 

financially successful and audience-pleasing discourse. I do not wish to suggest that 

the Australian national cinema should exist only to meet cultural and artistic demand. 

However, the filmic medium is a powerful conveyer of images and messages. It 

should sometimes be used to help explore and understand Australia’s history and 

contemporary stories and to project that understanding globally.  

This role for Australia’s national cinema was largely overshadowed, and then ignored, 

by the introduction of Division 10BA. From 1975, the AFC was the major 

government support agency for feature film. As I discussed earlier, funding choices 

had generally favoured films that investigated Australia’s history and cultural 

formations. The latter half of the 1970s was the antithesis to Division 10BA’s 

entertainment business focus. The concerns that guided the AFC’s funding choices in 

the late 1970s, such as cultural specificity, local stories, and Australian content, were 

not evident during the Division 10BA period. When they were, they were quickly 

dismissed as market failure. The use of the tax scheme, and the AFC’s adoption of the 

film as business policy in the early 1980s, meant that the feature film production 

industry’s possible cultural contributions were unable to be realised. This situation 
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had serious implications for the industry. Although Australian content regulations 

helped ensure that Australians benefited from Division 10BA, they did not facilitate 

the cultural role of Australian cinema.  

During the tax incentive period, Hollywood was present and dominant in the form of 

film formula, mass-market appeal concerns, and the driving force of the box office 

dollar. Small budget, character-driven, and artistically centred films were not 

recognised as valuable. This one-dimensional focus did little for the industry’s 

stability or integrity. This economic, industrial and cultural examination reveals how 

Division 10BA affected the feature film value chain. In the previous section I noted 

some strong positives that resulted from the application of this scheme. However, it is 

obvious that the negatives overwhelm the positives. The positives discussed 

previously were the result of increased private sector investment. But those positives 

could have been achieved from several financing mechanisms including equity 

investment and direct subsidy.  

Comparison 
My examination of the negatives of Canada’s CCA and Australia’s Division 10BA 

demonstrates how these tax incentive schemes affected the functioning of each 

industry. Canada’s and Australia’s national cinemas are strongly influenced by the 

economic, political, industrial, and cultural climate. The success of these cinemas, 

both domestically and internationally, is dependent on the delicate balancing of these 

issues. Moreover, the environments in which these industries operate are continually 

changing, and the government policy that determines their existence must be 

adaptable to these changes. The structure and funding of the Canadian and Australian 

feature film industries will always be partially dependent on regional and federal 
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government policy. These national cinemas have a larger role to play within their 

societies—one that goes beyond an entertainment business. Hollywood’s global 

domination does not allow these closely linked industries to gain an audience large 

enough to sustain a privately funded existence. Issues of Hollywood domination play 

a definitive role in determining the functioning and success of the Canadian and 

Australian industries.  

The similarities in Canada’s and Australia’s negative experiences with tax-based 

financing are striking, while the differences reveal several unique circumstances that 

each industry is dealing with. In both the Canadian and Australian discussions, I 

began by looking at the economic downfalls that plagued each industry. In both 

countries, the political analysis at the time assumed that the incentives would 

eventually lead the industries to financial independence. Thus, there was always an 

assumption that government funding—direct and indirect—would eventually be 

unnecessary. The path to success was thought to be big-budget, Hollywood-style 

features that would attract private sector capital, with or without the incentives. In 

both industries, the result was exactly the same. Although more private sector capital 

than anticipated flowed into production, the level of private sector involvement was 

determined by the tax incentives. But the absence of box office returns meant investor 

interest in the industry was limited to the lucrative write-offs. The differences in each 

industry’s experience can be found in the reasons for the lack of box office success. In 

Canada, the CCA’s failure is linked to distribution issues, Canadian content, US 

involvement, the cost to Revenue Canada, and audience reception. In Australia, the 

justification for Division 10BA’s limited success is found in the realms of audience 

preference and the cost to the federal treasury. The Australian situation is unique 
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because occasional box office successes suggested that both domestic and 

international audiences were accepting of Australian product. However, the political 

atmosphere of the time, the change from a right wing to a left wing government, and 

the cost to the federal Treasury, help explain the demise of Division 10BA.  

I then examined the industrial implications of the CCA and Division 10BA. In each 

discussion, I focused on determining how the implementation of these financing 

mechanisms affected each industry’s structure and functioning. The most immediate 

effect in both industries was the dramatic increase in average budgets, much of which 

went to finding the financial minds that facilitated the write-off process. Financing 

specialists, brokerage companies, accountants, and entertainment lawyers emerged 

and benefited substantially from this form of financing.  

In Canada, local distribution companies were also established. However, the presence 

of the Hollywood majors meant that the Canadian distributors and the production 

industry benefited equally from the CCA. Again, Canada’s problems with its 

distribution sector, its lack of power, and its heavy reliance on Hollywood revealed 

the negative aspects of the CCA scheme.  

Finally, I discussed the cultural concerns of feature film production in Canada and 

Australia. It is in this section—where I discuss the culture/commerce dichotomy and 

its relationship to the audience—that the most obvious parallels between the Canadian 

and Australian experiences can be found. In both countries, the decision to implement 

tax-based financing was based on the understanding that the industries should become 

entertainment businesses and compete actively in the domestic and international 

markets. When the tax incentive schemes were implemented, the niche world of art 
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cinema—and the traditionally non-profit domain of emerging filmmakers—became 

the responsibility of film schools, state and provincial film agencies, and the federal 

government film agencies. These responsibilities were assumed by the CFDC and the 

AFC in Canada and Australia respectively. However, the lines of responsibility 

became blurred and both the CFDC and the AFC became involved in disbursing funds 

using the tax schemes’ assessment criteria. Unofficially, they provided interim 

financing and loans to producers involved in non-commercial projects. These 

producers then enjoyed the tax incentive write-offs that were technically available 

only to commercially viable ventures. Thus, access to funds was severely limited for 

those productions denied financing through the CCA and Division 10BA. This meant 

that experimental films, art house productions, and minority films were often unable 

to enter the market.  

In the context of cultural considerations, Canada’s industry experienced more 

problems than Australia’s for two main reasons. First, as discussed previously, 

Canada’s participation in the American market is dependent upon the Hollywood 

majors. Canadian filmmakers would disguise Canadian films so that they looked 

American, and employ Hollywood stars, to gain wide distribution. Overtly Canadian 

films would have trouble gaining distribution and exhibition and were traditionally, 

and unfavourably, regarded as high-risk ventures. Therefore, these films did not aim 

to reflect or interpret Canadian national identity. Australia did not have such major 

problems with its distribution sector. And while Australian filmmakers adopted the 

Hollywood film formula, and occasionally hired American actors, Australian films 

were obviously Australian. Offshore or runaway productions were not commonplace 

in Australia at the time. The second issue that highlights Canada’s lack of cultural 
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visibility in its feature films of the period is that of accents. Put simply, the broader 

audience can rarely distinguish between the Canadian and American accent. This 

makes it relatively easy to disguise Canadian movies. However, it also requires the 

use of strong visual and dialogue-based elements to reflect cultural autonomy from 

the US.  

Conversely, the Australian industry has several advantages not enjoyed by its 

Canadian cousin. Australians have a unique accent and disguise is virtually 

impossible. Australia has a definitive landscape and historical references which are 

markedly different to Canada’s and North America’s. And finally, Australia’s culture 

and lifestyle—in both historical and contemporary settings—can be comfortably, and 

sometimes successfully, blended with Hollywood film form and Australian content. 

When Australian films are made to this formula, the film’s roots and location are 

obvious. Thus, Division 10BA films can sometimes embody cultural considerations 

despite the requirement for mass market domestic and international appeal. Canada’s 

position as a close neighbour of the US, and the commonality of North American 

culture, does not allow this benefit. 

This discussion of the flaws of tax incentive-based feature film production financing 

has raised numerous issues involved in government policy formulation. What has 

become clear is that the feature film industry cannot be treated as a transitional public 

good industry. The Canadian and Australian cinemas operate in a highly competitive 

environment. They are influenced by government policy and have a dual role to play 

as an entertainment medium and reflector of national image to national and 

international audiences. Moreover, my investigation of tax incentive-based film 

financing models has revealed that these industries cannot perform these roles when 
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financed only by the private sector. The often-contradictory goals of box office 

success, and cultural concerns, make private sector participation without government 

intervention unworkable. Furthermore, Hollywood’s global domination results in 

market failure for these industries, thereby making their existence impossible without 

government support. The CCA and Division 10BA have been widely discussed as 

failures and I agree with this conclusion. However, valuable lessons were learnt 

during Canada’s and Australia’s tax incentive-funded boom periods. The Canadian 

and Australian federal governments gained an understanding of the nature of their 

respective feature film production industries and have used this understanding to 

develop, and implement, alternative policies and funding choices.  

Post-CCA and Division 10BA  
In 1984 in Canada, and in 1986 in Australia, documents were released that announced 

the replacement of their respective tax-based feature film funding mechanisms. In 

Canada, Francis Fox, Minister for Communications, released The national film and 

video policy. This policy outlined a new direction for the Canadian feature film 

industry, a new role for the CFDC, and announced the CFDC’s name change to 

Telefilm Canada.  

In Australia, the AFC released Film assistance, future options: a discussion paper by 

the Australian Film Commission, which outlined the proposal for the establishment of 

the Film Finance Corporation (FFC). The following discussion is a brief summary of 

my examination and analysis of these documents and how they responded to the 

problems associated with their respective tax incentive schemes.  
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Canada 
In 1984, Francis Fox, the Minister for Communications, released The national film 

and video policy. This document was the result of an investigation into the film 

industry following concerns for its future under the CCA. This document addresses 

the negatives of the tax-based system by proposing a new policy initiative. However, 

this policy does not directly acknowledge the problems associated with the CCA. 

Rather, this initiative approaches the discussion by dividing the issue into a Public 

sector thrust and a Private sector thrust.  

At the core of the public sector thrust is The National Film Board. This policy 

announced that the Board would be the centre for training and skills development. 

The National Film Board would, therefore, have no production responsibilities and 

could contract out all government productions to the private sector.  

Telefilm Canada—formerly the CFDC—is the core element of the private sector 

thrust. Under Fox’s proposal it would now be responsible for funding and facilitating 

all forms of production. Unlike the Australian situation, where the AFC and the FFC 

coexisted—and were responsible for cultural and commercial productions 

respectively—Telefilm Canada would be expected to service both sides of this 

dichotomy simultaneously. As the policy document stated: ‘the economic 

development of Canada’s private film and video industry will also serve a larger 

cultural concern’ (Fox 1984, p. 19).  

When the CCA was Canada’s dominant feature film funding mechanism, the private 

sector failed to allow for the cultural abilities of its feature film production industry. 

However, despite this, the Canadian government’s new policy insists that the 



 155 

culture/commerce dichotomy can exist under one policy initiative. Furthermore, this 

document fails to fully acknowledge the problems experienced with the CCA. In this 

policy Fox acknowledges that the cultural and commercial capabilities of the feature 

film industry have not been acknowledged or fulfilled. But he goes on to contend that, 

through the CCA, ‘the Government of Canada has laid the foundations for a 

significantly stronger Canadian film and video industry’ (Fox 1984, p. 23). During my 

examination of the material that evaluates the CCA period, it became obvious that the 

Canadian feature film industry was fortunate to survive this period, rather than benefit 

from any stable foundations as Fox contended. Although this policy proposal is 

overtly optimistic and confident, it acknowledges the dual nature of the industry. It 

also makes clear that the government’s intention is to use the feature film production 

industry as a cultural and commercial medium. Moreover, issues of script 

development, training, interim financing, marketing, and development of Canadian 

screen culture, are discussed as vital elements to the growth of the feature film 

industry.  

Unfortunately, this policy neglects to adequately discuss the obstacles the industry 

encounters in its distribution sector. However, this proposal was an important step for 

Canada’s industry. It enabled the Canadian national cinema to realise its worth in the 

North American market and prevented it becoming an appendage of Hollywood—its 

former role under the CCA. 

Australia 
The Film assistance, future options document begins by acknowledging the failures of 

Division 10BA. Those failures and problems—which I discussed earlier in this 

chapter—prompted the AFC to explore other available options for financing the 
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Australian feature film production industry. This policy proposal investigates the dual 

nature of the industry—that of film as art and film as entertainment business. The 

proposal describes scenarios that would allow the two roles to coexist while being 

managed under separate policy criteria.  

The AFC confirms that its role must return to a developmental focus. It also admits to 

its adoption, and support, of the Division 10BA-inspired commercial focus in the first 

half of the 1980s. The support for cultural concerns, the evolution of new filmmakers 

and technicians, script development, experimental cinema, and support for minority 

cinema, is discussed as being an important element of Australian film culture. 

Similarly, the proposal acknowledges that the commercial aspect of feature film is 

perceived as being equally crucial to the industry’s success. The AFC recognises the 

financial benefits, and the advantages, of high-end national and international audience 

appeal. In this proposal the AFC acknowledges that striving for a competitive edge in 

the mass market is vital to the Australian feature film industry’s future. However, the 

AFC also concedes that it is not equipped to deal adequately with this aspect of the 

industry and that a replacement financing scheme for Division 10BA is necessary. 

Film assistance, future options examines several support mechanisms that would 

allow the commercial entertainment business side of the industry to flourish. 

Structural intervention, market intervention, and subsidies, are given heavy 

consideration.  

However, after outlining the debate, the AFC proposed the establishment of a Film 

Finance Corporation. In the most basic terms, the FFC would lend film and television 

producers up to 100 per cent of the production costs, secured against the rights of that 

film or program. The option to finance marketing and distribution costs would also be 
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available. Moreover, the FFC would have ‘softer’ lending policies than a commercial 

bank, and thus, would have the ability to convert its loans into equity. 

The federal government accepted the AFC’s proposal and established the FFC in 

1988. The FFC is an independent statutory authority operating under its own enabling 

legislation. This is the institutionalisation of the culture/commerce dichotomy. 

Division 10BA, as experienced in the early 1980s, was abandoned as the main form of 

government support to the film industry. However, tax concessions do exist for 

‘active’ investors—that is, those directly involved in the film and television industry. 

Production studios and distribution companies enjoy dollar-for-dollar tax write-offs to 

accommodate the uneven and unpredictable nature of film income. Tax incentives are 

no longer used to forge a relationship with the passive private sector investor. The 

FFC retained the Australian content regulations and loan criteria defined under 

Division 10BA. My examination and analysis of the use of tax incentives to fund the 

Australian feature film industry makes it clear that while the Australian feature film 

production industry and federal government support competing in the international 

market place, they were aware of their responsibility to showcase Australia through 

the national cinema and that this aim shouldn’t be sacrificed to commercial reality. 

Australia’s experience with Division 10BA was part of that learning process. 

Conclusion 
My investigation of the use of tax-based financing systems in Canada and Australia is 

valuable because it emphasises the dual nature of these national cinemas. It also 

demonstrates how that dualism affects government policy formulation and the success 

of those policies. The tax incentive periods provide an excellent case study to 

illustrate how numerous political, economic, industrial, and cultural factors must be 
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considered when drafting policy for the Canadian and Australian feature film 

production industries. In this chapter I discussed topics including distribution issues, 

cultural autonomy, definitions of success, entertainment value, audience appeal, 

Hollywood influence, and industrial variables. These elements exert a strong 

influence on the feature film industry’s success in both countries. This influence 

highlights, once again, the culture/commerce dichotomy, and how the ongoing debate 

between both sides of the dichotomy, affects financing in Canada’s and Australia’s 

feature film industries. 

The volatile relationship between the public and private sectors is reflected throughout 

my discussion of tax-based financing models. The issue that is central to this 

discussion is that non-profit product is of no interest to the private sector. When the 

private sector enters an industry, its motivation for investment is concerned only with 

return on investment. Sociological or cultural benefits do not apply in this 

environment. Although this might seem logical, it was not adequately considered 

when the CCA and Division 10BA were implemented. Under the tax incentive 

schemes, the classic public good argument was applied to Canada’s and Australia’s 

feature film production industries. Cultural concerns were not considered. This 

contributed to the restructuring of film financing in both countries after their 

respective boom periods.  

To approach this argument adequately, I divided this chapter into four key sections. In 

the first section, I outlined the rationale for government assistance. My discussion in 

this section clarifies how each government rationalised intervention. I also discussed 

why tax incentives were an attractive option for the Canadian and Australian federal 

governments and the motives behind the desire for increased, and then total, private 
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sector participation. This component of the chapter is particularly crucial for 

understanding the emergence of the tax incentives. Moreover, my individual treatment 

of the Canadian and Australian circumstances reveals the unique issues that each 

government must consider when formulating policy. For example, my discussion in 

this section highlights the Canadian government’s concern for its relationship with the 

US. Although the industry lobbied for protective quotas and levies against the US for 

several years to level the playing field, the Canadian federal government was 

unwilling to risk its relationship with its neighbour. The decision to structure the CCA 

to fund the industry was made with such political considerations in mind. 

In the second part of this chapter I focused on the positive outcomes of the CCA and 

Division 10BA. Although these funding mechanisms have been highly criticised in 

academic, industrial, and political circles, they did fund their respective industries for 

some years and there were several immediate benefits that warranted discussion. In 

both Canada and Australia, the most obvious benefits resulted from the dramatic 

increase in production. Feature film industry personnel enjoyed a high demand for 

their services during these boom periods. Moreover, this increase in activity gave 

greater opportunities to first-time filmmakers, technicians, scriptwriters and 

associated filmmaking professionals. This section acknowledged that although the tax 

incentives in each country were fundamentally failures, there were positive outcomes 

that revealed each industry’s potential. 

In the third part of this chapter, my examination focused on the much-discussed 

negatives and failures of these mechanisms. This examination of the negatives of the 

CCA and Division 10BA revealed several unique circumstances that influence the 

environment in which the Canadian and Australian feature film industries exist. It 



 160 

illustrates the true nature of these feature film production industries—that is, their 

dual nature. Some analysts might suggest that the investigation of tax incentives is not 

necessary because the heyday of concessions has passed and the failures have been 

adequately recorded and analysed. However, the Australian federal government 

decided to revisit the tax incentive issue, following the recommendations of the 

Gonski Review (1997). This suggests that its failures as a major form of film 

financing are not enough to dissuade the federal government from reconsidering the 

issue. I examine the Gonski Review’s recommendations and the proposed Film 

Licensed Investment Companies in chapter five.  

Finally, I concluded this chapter by providing a brief insight into life after the CCA 

and Division 10BA. Both the Canadian and Australian federal governments responded 

to the overt criticisms of these schemes by investigating other options. Canada’s The 

national film and video policy (1984), and Australia’s Film assistance, future options 

(1986), are different policies with similar overtones. Both documents acknowledge, 

and strive for, an industry that is both culturally and economically strong. However, 

the major difference is the AFC’s proposal to institutionalise this dichotomy with the 

establishment of the FFC. Conversely, the Canadian document contends that the 

dichotomy can be adequately approached under the same policy and agency—that of 

Telefilm Canada. I consider these documents in more depth in chapter five. 

In this chapter I have endeavoured to trace the development of the tax schemes as 

major funding mechanisms and to analyse what effect they had on each country’s 

industry. This discussion provided an insight into two national cinemas that are bound 

to their federal government and their financing options. Primarily, however, the key 
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goal of this chapter was to illustrate how these industries functioned within the 

culture/commerce and public/private dichotomies. 

In this chapter it became clear that the swing between public and private sector 

finance is a key issue for both Canadian and Australian feature film production policy. 

However, the experiences with the taxation schemes did not discourage the federal 

governments of either country from trying to encourage private sector participation. 

Indeed, the goal of increasing private sector financing was as present as it was before 

the tax incentives were implemented. In chapter four, ‘Balancing public and private 

investment’, I investigate how this dualism featured in the policies that replaced the 

tax incentives, and how it influenced the development of each feature film production 

industry into the 1980s. 
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Chapter Four 
Balancing public and private investment 
Susan Dermody and Elizabeth Jacka examine the dual nature of national cinemas in 

their book The screening of Australia: anatomy of a film industry, volume one (1987). 

They apply the terminology of Industry One and Industry Two to describe the 

opposing vehicles of film as art and film as an entertainment business respectively. 

Industry One is the art centred, socially concerned, identity reflecting, and culturally 

aware cinema, which is generally linked to government regulation, finance and 

support mechanisms. Industry Two is all that is opposite and is concerned with the 

mass audience, box office revenue, and international recognition. This industry is a 

mirror of its Hollywood counterpart (Dermody and Jacka 1987, pp. 197–8). Although 

this description does not allow for any middle ground, or significant deviation from 

the codes, these polar opposites clearly illustrate the tensions that exist within the 

Canadian and Australian feature film industries.  

Two key issues at the heart of this matter are finance and government intervention. 

Although these two issues are often blended, they can also be considered 

independently. Thus, this chapter is concerned with the influence of public and private 

sector finance and the government policy that determines it. My identification, and 

subsequent discussion, of public and private sector participation is a reflection of 

Dermody and Jacka’s recognition of Industries One and Two. Traditionally, the 

Canadian and Australian public sectors—that is, government support  

mechanisms—have been concerned with cultural aspects of their feature film 

industries. National identity, artistic expression, and the development of young 

filmmakers, have been part of the government agenda and characterise Industry One. 

On the other hand, the private sector is focused on the commercial elements—profit 
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margins, mass audience appeal, and formula filmmaking—and these characterise 

Industry Two. Considering that the Canadian and Australian feature film industries 

are neither developed nor stable, private sector participation does not function as a 

self-generating force. For this reason, both nations’ governments regulate private 

sector involvement to encourage and foster growth. In Canada and Australia, this 

regulation, and the legislation that accompanies it, has been continually altered since 

1968 as the government’s agenda has altered. Each federal administration has 

researched, reviewed and discussed its respective industry in an effort to: 

• determine the formula to create and sustain a stable financing environment  

• enable their national cinemas to be cultural and commercial successes.  

In this chapter I investigate the public and private sector finance dichotomy and 

analyse how its existence, and the measures involved in regulating it, affect the 

production-financing environment. The Canadian and Australian film industries have 

unique features that necessitate the coexistence of public and private sector 

participation.  

In the first part of the chapter I examine these features and discuss how changing 

government agendas have affected the financing of films culturally and commercially. 

Two key government documents directly addressed the public/private issue in Canada 

and Australia and I focus on these in the second part of this chapter. I analyse 

Canada’s National film and video policy (1984), and Australia’s Film assistance, 

future options (1986). Then I discuss how each government considered this 

dichotomy, and how the policies have helped develop, or inadvertently hinder, the 

industries’ growth. The comparison helps highlight the strengths and weaknesses of 

each policy initiative. Furthermore, although Canada’s and Australia’s cultural, social, 
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political, and industrial development share some striking similarities, there are some 

noteworthy differences that alter the composition of their film industries.  

The coexistence of public and private sector participation 

In 1977, André Lamy, the Canadian National Film Board Commissioner, wrote:  

The problem of the feature film industry in Canada is precisely that it is not an 

industry in any classical sense of the word. And any policy based on the 

presumption that such an industry exists can only produce catastrophic results, 

economically or culturally (Quoted in Dorland in Moran 1996, p. 115).  

Lamy was not alone in his acknowledgement of the dual character of the Canadian 

feature film industry. In 1974, Kirwan Cox stated, in Cinema Canada:  

The problems of film as art and film as commerce are separate and distinct and 

require separate policies…Government must make two clearly defined 

sections of this unruly jumble—public and private—and stop this 

schizophrenic requirement that both fit into the same mould (Cinema Canada 

no. 13 (April/May 1974), p. 78).  

In their examination of the Australian feature film industry, Dermody and Jacka 

explain this dichotomy in terms of an Industry One—art focused—and Industry 

Two—commercially driven. They discuss how each industry has coexisted and 

fluctuated in terms of being the dominant film form, and the federal government’s 

policy thrust, since the Australian feature film industry revival in the early 1970s 

(Dermody and Jacka 1987, pp. 197–204). These observations, and the many that 

followed them, about the coexistence of public and private sector finance, identify one 

of the most pressing issues in these feature film industries. In this section I examine 

some of the federal government policy initiatives and discussions that have attempted 

to address the either/or situation of public/private sector finance. I demonstrate that, to 

achieve their cultural and commercial goals, these national cinemas’ cultural and 
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economic operating environments necessitate a delicate coexistence of both sectors. 

As Lamy observed, the Canadian and Australian national cinemas are certainly not 

‘industries’ in the classical sense. Indeed, my investigation reveals that social, 

cultural, geographic, economic, and political variables not only affect the feature film 

industries—they must be considered when formulating feature film production policy. 

Canada 
The Canadian national cinema has had unstable dealings with the public and private 

sector dichotomy since the 1970s. Canada and Australia appear to share similar 

development patterns from the 1970s up until the end of the Canadian tax shelter 

system in 1981. However, government policy rhetoric, foreign product and production 

infiltration, and film industry divisions, have complicated the Canadian feature film 

industry’s development much more than have similar issues in Australia. Canada’s 

close relationship with the US, and the existence of the General Agreement on Tariffs 

and Trade (GATT) and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), have 

further complicated the development of Canada’s feature film industry. The Canadian 

Film Development Corporation (CFDC)—later to be renamed Telefilm Canada—was 

established in 1968 with a one-off federal government funding allocation of 

$10 million dollars (Magder 1993, p. 130). The immediate goal was to establish an 

autonomous, self-generating feature film industry. Primarily developed as a film bank, 

the CFDC’s initial concern was to invest in films that promised a return on investment 

and to encourage the flow of private risk capital into the industry. Although there was 

government discussion about cultural sector output and the projection of Canadian 

national identity, monetary returns and the eventual economic viability of the feature 

film industry were the key focus. Quite obviously, in hindsight, a ‘miserable ten 
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million dollars over one year was not enough to create a privately funded, 

autonomous feature film industry’ (Magder 1993, p. 129). The Canadian federal 

government investigated the dichotomy of film as art or film as business early on. In 

April 1972, after extensive discussions between officials of the National Film 

Board (NFB), the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation (CBC), and the CFDC, a 

General statement on CFDC policies was released. This paper acknowledged that the 

CFDC had three options to cement its position over the next five years. The first was 

to support films that were produced exclusively for the commercial mass market. The 

second was to fund nationally orientated film that would attract only small audiences 

and, subsequently, small rates of return. The third option was to strike a balance 

between the two. Considering that, in the past, feature films supported for their 

anticipated commercial success often did not achieve commercial success, a 

combination of the first two options seemed to be the best option.  

Through the CFDC, two classifications of support were developed. The first category 

was for low-budget, art house-style feature films with a budget of less than $100 000 

produced for a small local audience. The Corporation would invest $600 000 per year 

on these types of films. The second category was feature films produced for major 

release. These films required distribution guarantees, the potential for television 

release, and exclusively Canadian personnel. However, when foreign stars were used 

to increase commercial viability, the Corporation would reconsider personnel 

requirements. The CFDC would invest three million dollars per year on these films 

(Magder 1993, pp. 142–3). This policy review seemed to provide the foundation for a 

feature film industry that would enjoy the benefits of a commercial, financially 

independent industry while funding low-budget, art house films. But this was not to 
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be the case. This policy failed in two respects. It did not address distribution and 

exhibition issues, or provide competitive access to the market that was dominated by 

the US majors. And secondly, it did not provide any formal mechanisms for 

consultation with the private sector. Hence, the availability of private sector risk 

capital was as minimal as it was before the policy release. Essentially, the policy 

review was ‘an internal bureaucratic exercise’ (Magder 1993, p. 143). The Canadian 

federal government spent the next two years debating the introduction of protectionist 

measures in the form of quotas and levies to encourage the growth of a Canadian 

industry without making any significant headway. The introduction of a tax incentive 

scheme as the major source of financing for the feature film production industry was 

the next major legislated action to affect the relationship between the public and 

private sectors. In 1974 the Capital Cost Allowance (CCA) on monies invested in 

Canadian feature films was increased from 60 per cent to 100 per cent. The CCA was 

implemented to increase the availability of private risk capital to Canadian producers 

for Canadian productions. The motivation was to encourage an indigenous feature 

film industry that would eventually be independent of state support. By November 

1974, the federal government had defined the Canadian content requirements for the 

CCA. However, the CCA was amended in 1976 to require more Canadian creative 

control and Canadian content (Pendakur 1990, p. 170).  

The results of this tax shelter period were similar to those experienced by the 

Australian feature film industry. There was a dramatic increase in production and an 

even greater increase in production budgets (Miller 1980, p. 211). However, the 

Canadian feature film industry experienced a tax shelter backlash that the Australian 

industry did not. The 1976 CCA policy amendments coincided with the abolition of 
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the US film tax shelters. As a result, American investors infiltrated the Canadian 

market. The lower value of the Canadian dollar also made the north a more attractive 

area for investment. Although the Australian feature film industry experienced an 

abundance of Hollywood-style film form during its tax shelter period of the early 

1980s, it did not experience the level of infiltration experienced by the Canadian 

industry. The CCA’s implementation involved acknowledging the cultural role of the 

national cinema. However, the presence of US finance in the late 1970s effectively 

voided any assumptions of national unity or national identity being expressed through 

Canadian feature films. The foreign influence on Canadian feature filmmaking began 

to escalate. I explore the full effects of foreign involvement later in this chapter. 

However, it is important to note here that the US presence in Canada’s national 

cinema created further complications in the context of the public/private sector debate 

from the mid-1970s onwards. The CCA was a clear success on paper with production 

of feature films increasing from three in 1974 to 66 in 1979 (Pendakur 1990, p. 172). 

However, very few of these films were major releases and even fewer saw any return 

on investment. In 1980 the Department of Communications was determining how to 

tighten the CCA Canadian content regulations. At the same time, the Department of 

Finance, was threatening to reduce the tax provisions from 100 per cent to 50 per cent. 

The Department of Finance actually announced the reduction in the November 1981 

budget. After many meetings with representatives from every major film organisation 

in the country, the NFB, the CFDC, and Department of Communications officials, the 

CCA was extended. However, private investor confidence had been lost and the boom 

years of the tax shelter period were over (Magder 1993, pp. 199–200).  
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Unfortunately, the goals of industrialisation, economical viability, and cultural sector 

output, were completely at odds with each other under the CCA. The Canadian 

government did not enact supportive legislation to ensure that Canadian content 

requirements would be fully met. Further, the government neglected to ensure that 

foreign investors would not invade the market as decision makers. Creating a stable 

pool of private risk capital was another CCA goal. But the CCA failed to achieve this 

because the commercial success of a secondary cinema is unpredictable, particularly 

when the basic distribution and exhibition infrastructure do not support the local 

feature film industry. As Magder acknowledges,  

federal officials had hoped to develop the framework for a healthy Canadian 

feature film industry, without instituting measures that would anger the major 

interests in exhibition and distribution (Magder 1993, p. 153). 

However, the tax incentive scheme’s failure can be attributed to several factors that I 

analysed and discussed in chapter three. It is essential to consider why private sector 

participation is important and necessary. The existence of stable, private production 

companies and private risk capital allows for long-term economic and cultural self-

sufficiency. The government’s agenda is a persistently altering force that 

inadvertently serves to unbalance an already unstable national cinema. Government 

funding is very rarely adequate and is almost never long-term. Although public sector 

participation is crucial, stable private sector involvement is as important. The 

Canadian feature film industry’s experience with the CCA proves this. The 

100 per cent CCA—and therefore, direct government support for the film industry—

ended abruptly because there were not enough stable, private sector production 

companies to make up the funding shortfall. This also led to an abrupt end to private 

sector participation in the industry.  
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Francis Fox’s The national film and video policy, released in May 1984, articulated 

the complementary roles for the public and private sectors in developing and 

stabilising the feature film production industry. Following a tax-sheltered period of 

economically focused, private sector-led film production, the focus was altered to 

consider the film industry as part of the cultural sector. In Fox’s words:  

The policy represents the first comprehensive response by the Government of 

Canada to the challenges and opportunities faced by this crucial film and video 

sector. Its basic objective is cultural—to bring to Canadians the productions of 

their artists in the film and video era (Fox 1984, p. 7).  

Although the focus was cultural, the Canadian federal government wasn’t prepared to 

fully financially support the industry. Private sector participation, leading to economic 

stability in the industry, was a key focus in this policy paper. The dual nature of this 

policy is deliberate and aims to serve both masters of the culture/commerce 

dichotomy. Fox states: ‘each thrust is also comprehensive in its domain, and together 

they address in carefully co-ordinated fashion both private and public sectors’ (1984, 

p. 8). Fox’s solution appeared to offer the perfect link between the public and private 

sectors. He recognises the benefits that both forms of finance offer the Canadian 

feature film industry and addresses distribution and marketing issues—two areas that 

have been traditional trouble zones for the local industry. Fox’s insights theoretically 

point to the reasons behind the instability in Canada’s feature film production 

industry. However, the federal government neglected to enact appropriate supporting 

legislation and the policy’s implementation did not create and encourage an 

environment in which the industry could flourish. Outside influences—such as the 

Washington administration, and the Hollywood majors—are often identified as the 

reasons for the Canadian government’s passivity. I discuss this later in this chapter. 
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Australia 
The Australian feature film industry has been dealing with the rhetoric of the 

public/private debate since its revival in 1970. However, over the past three decades, 

the focus has shifted and diversified with government agenda. Numerous industry 

reports, federal government reviews, and policy papers, have endeavoured to evaluate 

Australia’s feature film industry as an entertainment business and as part of the 

cultural sector. Unlike the classic Hollywood feature film industry—which is treated 

purely as an entertainment business—the feature film industries of Australia, Canada, 

New Zealand, South Africa, and other western, post-colonial nations, are part of the 

cultural sector. However, the government was not always concerned with fulfilling 

both the commercial and cultural role of the feature film production industry.  

In 1970 the Australian federal government established the Australian Film 

Development Corporation (AFDC). This was a publicly funded institution with the 

short-term goal of encouraging and financing a feature film industry, and a long-term 

goal of encouraging a privately funded, fully independent feature film industry to 

emerge. The economic rationale behind the AFDC’s establishment was the infant 

industry argument. According to this argument, federal government protection and 

finance are justified in newly emerging industries and ‘can be effective in nations 

lacking well-established competitors in an industry in which strong foreign rivals are 

present’ (Porter 1990, p. 665). However, the public sector protection and finance must 

be temporary. The immediate goal was to involve the private sector—by focusing on 

increasing profit margins—and to develop the Australian feature film industry into an 

autonomous enterprise. Commercial interests dominated the early years of the 
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Australian feature film industry revival. The encouragement of private sector 

involvement, and its eventual command of the industry, was a legislated priority. 

However, the problems of creating a national cinema with a completely commercial 

focus began to emerge in the five years following the AFDC’s establishment. These 

problems escalated to the point that the federal government—the newly elected Labor 

Party of 1972—intervened through public policy changes that drastically shifted the 

feature film industry’s focus from 1975 onwards. The type of product produced under 

AFDC finance inadvertently became one of the major hindrances of the commercially 

driven industry. Classified as the ocker comedies, these films were commercially 

successful, found a national and international audience, and attracted private sector 

finance. This enabled the AFDC to justify its activities to the federal government.  

From an economic perspective, the Australian feature film industry was on the path to 

eventual independence of the public sector. This was exactly what the infant industry 

theory suggested should happen and exactly what the federal government of 1970 

wanted. In reality, however, the ocker comedies were brash, sexually perverse, and 

culturally humiliating, inaccurate representations of Australians and their lifestyles 

(Rhodie 1982, p. 39, Murray 1994, pp. 76–7). Economies of scale aside, by attracting 

a substantial international audience, these representations of Australian lifestyle and 

contemporary culture embarrassed the new federal government. Essentially, the 

AFDC ocker films were a poor investment in Australian cultural expression. The 

acknowledgement of the federal government’s dissatisfaction with this projection of 

the Australian image illustrates the dual nature of national cinemas as entertainment 

business and cultural industry. Further, it demonstrates that the government of the 
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time was not, as it had probably once thought, prepared to have a financially 

independent feature film production industry at any cost.  

In 1975 the federal government passed the Australian Film Commission Act 1975. As 

the new federal government agency for feature film production, the Australian Film 

Commission (AFC) replaced the AFDC and introduced a new agenda for the 

Australian feature film industry. Broadly, the AFC’s mandate focused on culture, 

quality, accuracy, and pleasing depictions of Australians and Australian lifestyles, for 

the domestic audience first and the international audience second. The AFC was 

structured to be the antithesis of the AFDC and its ocker comedies. The concern did 

not lie with private sector involvement, eventual autonomy, or international 

distribution. The films that were produced in the latter half of the 1970s had an 

opposite function from those of the early years of the decade.  

The ‘period drama’ or the ‘AFC genre’ (Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 92) films were 

historically based, aesthetically beautiful period dramas, styled on European art 

cinema. Although these films were not the only type to be made through the latter half 

of the 1970s, they characterised the era. The period dramas received most of their 

funding through the public sector. That is, the AFC and the state funding agencies, 

such as the South Australian Film Corporation.  

The private sector thrust that dominated between 1970 and 1975 took a back seat to a 

film form and funding practice that the government organisations assumed would 

contribute to the nation’s cultural sector output. The period drama trend created 

several films that have contributed to Australia’s cultural sector output. These 

included Picnic At Hanging Rock (1975); Sunday Too Far Away (1975); The Mango 
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Tree (1977); and My Brilliant Career (1979). However, the days of this genre, and 

specifically, the conditions in which it was produced, were numbered. Although 

critical successes, these films attracted only limited audiences. The Australian public 

grew tired of turn-of-the-century, slow-paced depictions of Australia and continued to 

look to Hollywood for a fast-paced, lighter style of filmmaking where entertainment 

and happy endings were assured. 

Furthermore, and more central to this discussion, the Australian government did not 

continue to fully finance the feature film industry. Although cultural value was a key 

concern, the government wanted to relieve its financial burden and began to explore 

other means for funding the industry. Following a federal government investigation 

into the financial condition of the feature film industry in 1980, the tax incentive 

scheme Division 10BA was introduced (Rhodie in Moran and O’Regan 1985, p. 272). 

I discussed the rationale behind its implementation at length in chapter three, and so 

will not repeat it unnecessarily here. In terms of public/private sector finance shifts, 

there was, once again, a drastic swing between public and private sector involvement. 

This resulted in another change in the direction of the Australian feature film industry.  

In the first half of the 1980s, the government, once again, tried to encourage the 

private sector to take control of the feature film production industry. Private sector 

involvement, escalating budgets, and blockbuster Hollywood-style filmmaking 

dominated the industry during this period. Once again, as is often the case in this 

either/or argument, the tax incentive scheme’s results were substantially different to 

what had been expected. Although the tax period produced some box office successes 

and popular television miniseries, the industry did not develop as the federal 

government had hoped. The Division  10BA tax scheme cost the federal treasury 
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substantially more than anticipated. Between 1980–81 and 1987–88, Division 10BA 

cost $581 million in foregone revenue (Australian Film Corporation 1996, p. 72). 

Further, too many projects funded under the Division’s provisions were not 

completed, or never achieved theatrical, video or television release—either 

domestically or internationally. Thirty films were completed with Division 10BA 

finance in 1986–87. Only 19 achieved theatrical release in Australia—eight in the UK 

and 11 in the US (Australian Film Corporation 1996, p. 93).  

The rise and fall of these various finance systems from the early 1970s to the mid-

1980s is complex. The different schemes contained many variables that influenced 

their initial success and subsequent decline. However, my focus in this chapter is the 

swing between the public and private sectors and why the nature of national cinemas 

requires a delicate balance between the two sectors. After 15 years of attempting to 

sustain a feature film production industry that was either a cultural institution or an 

entertainment business, the Australian government found that it was necessary to 

strike a balance between these competing forms of finance.  

The federal government accepted the AFC’s recommendation in the Film assistance: 

future options report released in 1986 and established the FFC. It was established as a 

publicly funded film bank in 1988 to coexist with the AFC. I discussed Dermody and 

Jacka’s Industry One and Industry Two discussions earlier in this chapter. Under this 

new structure the AFC continued to function as it had since 1975 and concentrated on 

culture, quality, innovation, art, and experimental cinema—that is, as Industry One. 

The newly formed FFC was the government-funded body that encouraged and 

supported private investment in commercially oriented feature films for a mass 

audience—that is, it functioned as Industry Two. The coexistence of the AFC and the 
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FFC was the Australian federal government’s response to the problematic feature film 

production industry debate of public and private sector influence on film product. The 

Australian government therefore acknowledged, after 15 years, that it is not feasible 

for the feature film production industry to function as both cultural industry and 

entertainment business simultaneously under the same set of policy regulations.  

A culture-oriented cinema is important for artistic expression, encouragement of 

diversity and innovation, and its contribution to cultural sector output. An 

entertainment-oriented industry is just as important for industry economic growth, 

development of technical skills, and competition in the international market. The 

Australian feature film industry capitalises on the benefits of this dichotomy through 

the coexistence of the AFC and the FFC. The industry benefits from the involvement 

of the public and private sectors, the advantages of commercial orientation, and the 

artistic value of cultural sector concerns. My brief examination of public and private 

funding issues in the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries 

reveals how this debate reflects the culture/commerce dichotomy.  

Comparatively, similarities demonstrate that government funding influences, and 

unintentionally causes problems for, private sector involvement. Public and private 

sector finance involves expectations. Public sector expectations involve cultural sector 

contribution and national industry growth. Private sector expectations require 

commercial success. The blending of these expectations does not encourage growth 

and stability in the industry. In fact, these dual expectations inhibit growth and 

stability. However, I have only touched on these issues in this discussion. In the 

following discussion of The national film and video policy and Film assistance, future 

options, I consider public and private funding in more detail. I then compare the 
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policies to determine the complexities that affect these industries’ funding 

environments. 

The National film and video policy and 
Film assistance, future options 
In the framing discussion of public and private sector participation in each country’s 

feature film industry, I demonstrated that two factors influence the culture/commerce 

dichotomy: 

• the federal government’s agenda 

• the direction of feature film.  

This is not surprising considering that neither Canada nor Australia possess the 

necessary private sector thrust to influence the direction of their respective industries 

to any significant degree. However, gaining a clear picture of how the Canadian and 

Australian governments effectively manage their feature film industries, requires a 

more detailed examination of the policies that have shaped, and continue to shape, 

these industries. It is not enough to assume government agenda, preference, and 

control.  

In this section I look at some of the policies, discussion papers, and reports that have 

emerged in the past three decades and examine two policy documents in detail— 

Canada’s National film and video policy (1984) and Australia’s Film assistance, 

future options (1986). This discussion will examine policy and describe its influence 

on the development of the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries. 

It illustrates how the discussion about the roles of the public and private sectors has 

altered and, therefore, shaped the rhetoric surrounding film as art and film as business. 
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Canada—Conceptualising the National film and video policy  
In May 1984 the Minister for Communications, Francis Fox, released Canada’s 

National film and video policy. This document was the result of consultation with the 

NFB, views expressed to the Federal Cultural Policy Review Committee, consultation 

with the committee, and the recommendations of the House of Commons Standing 

Committee on Communications and Culture. It was a package of policy changes 

implemented by the federal government to stimulate the growth and success of the 

Canadian feature film production industry in what Fox termed as ‘The new 

environment’ that developed in the early 1980s. By focusing on the public and private 

sectors this policy addresses the key issues of contention for the Canadian feature film 

industry during the early 1980s. This policy congratulates the Canadian feature film 

industry for its past successes—both critical and financial. But Fox eventually 

concedes that the Canadian feature film industry’s full potential had yet to be 

achieved. However, as Fox stated of this policy: ‘Its basic objective is cultural—to 

bring to Canadians the productions of their artists in the film and video area’ 

(1984, p. 7).  

This policy targets the public and private sectors and enacts changes to almost every 

facet of the industry—from training and skills development to the archiving process. 

Despite the numerous issues evaluated in this policy—for example, cultural 

development, foreign domination, marketing and promotion, new technologies, and 

distribution—the most effective way to discuss this policy is in terms of its public and 

private sector thrusts. Fox’s division of public and private sector participation in the 

Canadian feature film industry demonstrates the government’s desire for both sectors 

to contribute to the industry’s development. He argues that the coexistence of the 
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public and private sectors within the industry should be complementary, thus 

permitting the dual nature of the industry to develop side by side. However, although 

dualism is a feature of the industry, Fox’s policy is primarily concerned with 

developing, and sustaining, the cultural role of Canadian feature films—in both the 

public and private sectors. Economic and commercial considerations are 

acknowledged in this document, though only in the context of attracting further 

private sector investment. I discuss Fox’s treatment of the private sector later in this 

section. 

The public sector thrust 

The public sector thrust of The National film and video policy has two objectives. The 

first outlines the necessity for public sector involvement in, and a strong public sector 

commitment to, the film and video industry. The second reinterprets and clarifies the 

NFB’s role. The policy suggested that the NFB’s activities needed to be redefined to 

take advantage of advances in technology and private sector involvement and so as to 

not hinder development. Fox contends that the coexistence of the public and private 

sectors requires an approach that makes full use of market realities.  

Before this policy was released in 1984, industry representatives had accused the NFB 

of being an unfair competitor in the Canadian film industry. Fox’s recommendations 

aimed to change this. He recommended that the NFB’s role continue but under a set 

of solid, culturally concerned guidelines. Fox contended that the public sector support 

should fund, through the NFB, distinctly Canadian film and video productions that 

reflected Canada’s bilingual, multicultural, and regional reality. Public sector 

productions would be required to meet Canadian minority and specialised audiences’ 

distinctive cultural and social needs. Clearly, Fox’s policy identifies the Canadian film 
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industry, and public sector support of it, as vital to Canadian cultural identity. The 

strength of economic rationalism has repercussions for feature film production policy. 

Foreign production infiltration was becoming an increasing concern for the Canadian 

government as the economic stronghold of the US majors continued to gain vigour. 

Considering this issue, and the growth in the development of new media, Fox finds 

that Canada’s cultural integrity is threatened by foreign cultural infiltration. This 

policy is focused on providing adequate public sector support to allow Canada’s 

cultural and social activities to be expressed through films. Fox argues that the filmic 

medium is an essential cultural element in contemporary Canadian society. But he 

acknowledges that the private sector’s commercial considerations often result in 

film’s cultural role being disregarded in order to reach a mass audience. Therefore, the 

public sector is responsible for publicising Canada’s identity and lifestyle through its 

national cinema. 

To encourage the feature film production industry’s cultural role, this policy outlines 

several changes and revisions that must happen—both institutionally and in the 

environment in which filmmakers are working. In this policy document Fox also 

considers what role Canada’s government film agencies should play in the 

restructured industry. He argues that the NFB’s role is central to the creation of an 

environment from which culturally significant productions can emerge. Fox adopted a 

‘positive-negative-positive’ approach to the discussion of the NFB and began this 

section by outlining the ‘significant contribution to cultural life’ (1984, p. 10) that the 

NFB had made over the past 45 years. The recognition of the NFB’s contributions to 

the Canadian film industry is significant in the context of the criticism that the agency 

received when the policy was released. As Fox acknowledges, some industry 
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representatives believed that the NFB’s role—especially in the production sector—

should be diminished.  

The government strongly rejects this suggestion although it acknowledges that the 

NFB’s role needs to be redefined and refocused. Fox argues that clarifying and 

refining the NFB’s role will ensure that it contributes to the industry’s overall health 

and does not, inadvertently, hinder industry growth. The acknowledgment that the 

environment for Canadian film has changed drastically in the past 25 years is central 

to the re-evaluation of the NFB’s role. The NFB’s mandate was previously revised in 

1951 in an environment radically dissimilar to that of 1984. Fox proposes a new 

mandate for the NFB that changes its role and has two key goals. He suggests that the 

NFB: 

• become a world class centre of excellence in film and video production 

• be a national training centre for advanced research, development, and training in 

the art and technology of film and video.  

Fox clarifies the NFB’s production role by stating that the organisation needed 

to become:  

an instrument for the high quality, in-depth, occasionally philosophic 

exploration of fundamental issues, trends and concerns of importance to 

Canada and the world. In this way, the NFB can fulfil a production role which 

clearly complements that of the private sector (1984, p. 13).  

The training, research, and developmental focus of the second goal were a necessary 

complement to the NFB pursuing its professional and high quality concerns. Fox 

argues that the public sector needs to take responsibility for these because they are 

rarely provided for in the private sector. Fox suggested that for the NFB to achieve the 
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first goal—production excellence—four key changes would be needed in NFB 

operations. He recommends that the NFB contract to external agencies: 

• most filmmaking work while retaining full creative and financial control as the 

producer 

• all production sponsored by federal departments and agencies with the ultimate 

intention of transferring this function permanently 

• commercial and industrial technical services 

• its responsibilities for still photos and archives. 

This process of contracting out productions sponsored by the government and 

technical services of a commercial or industrial nature is based on two key concerns. 

First, Fox states that it is vital to the success of this policy that the NFB cease roles 

and activities that do not contribute to achieving its cultural and social goals. Second, 

the decisions removed the private sector as a competitor with the NFB. Much of the 

criticism that surrounded the NFB before this policy was released claimed the NFB 

was an unfair competitor. By contracting out services, and surrendering federal 

government productions to the private sector, this rivalry between sectors was 

significantly reduced. 

These mandated changes, and the recommendations made in them, are formalised in 

this policy through the announcement of a new National Film Act. Fox outlines the 

primary functions of the Act and states that it will: 

• bestow crown corporation status on the NFB 

• define new statutory objectives for the NFB 

• redefine ‘film’ to include video 

• end the NFB’s role as the government’s producer 
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• replace the Government Film Commissioner with a board chairman and president  

• provide for a more representative board of trustees (1984, p. 17). 

Fox argued that the new Act would help the Board to fully implement the redefined 

role. The new mandate and Act are designed to allow the film industry to flourish 

within the ‘new environment’. This new environment that Fox is referring to is the 

one in which new exhibition opportunities are created by the development of new 

technologies. These new opportunities could have either a negative or positive effect 

on the Canadian feature film production industry and on Canadian culture in general.  

The new technologies Fox is talking about are the introduction of video, cable 

television, private television stations and networks, and new electronic delivery 

vehicles. The negative effect that Fox was concerned about was the possibility that 

these new technologies would allow further infiltration of foreign, primarily US, 

entertainment into Canada. He argued that increased foreign product infiltration 

would undermine the efforts of cultural industries and put at risk the integrity of 

Canadian culture. However, Fox suggests that the above-mentioned exhibition 

outlets—combined with provincial-owned educational networks, the CBC, and new 

specialty programming services—provide an excellent opportunity for the Canadian 

film industry. Fox argues that the increase in exhibition outlets would create increased 

product. Fox’s policy focuses on capitalising on this situation through both the public 

and private sectors. 

The private sector thrust 

The private sector thrust of this policy contains high expectations for the Canadian 

film industry. Where the public sector thrust is singular in nature as it is concerned 

with the feature film industry’s cultural and social roles, the private sector thrust is 



 184 

dual in nature. That is, the private sector thrust aims to reap both economic and 

cultural benefits from private sector involvement. Fox argues: ‘the economic 

development of Canada’s private film and video industry will also serve a larger 

cultural concern’ (1984, p. 19). The private sector contribution to the Canadian film 

industry is embedded within several federal government initiatives. When this policy 

was released, the major government support mechanisms in place to encourage the 

growth of private sector participation were: 

• the CFDC 

• the Canadian Broadcast Development Fund 

• co-production treaties  

• the CCA for certified Canadian productions.  

Fox’s policy focus on the private sector is examined through five key objectives: 

• The new policy seeks to improve the quality and commercial viability of Canadian 

film and video production.  

• The private sector thrust encourages measures to enhance the scope and 

effectiveness of federal support for the promotion and marketing of Canadian 

productions in domestic and international markets. 

• Fox recommends the reaffirmation of a lead role for the CFDC in federal support 

to the private sector.  

• Fox contends there is a need to enact measures to strengthen the long-term 

competitive capabilities of the Canadian industry.  

• Fox assesses the need for a strategy to improve the access of Canadian film and 

video productions to domestic and foreign markets (1984, p. 19).  

Fox asserts that these initiatives in the private sector thrust address every aspect of the 

industry. However, the policy acknowledges that cooperation and consultation, 

between the public and private sectors, are central to the success of these initiatives. 
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As previously discussed, a focus of this policy is the emergence of new media 

technologies and the subsequent increase in the number of film exhibition outlets. At 

the centre of this discussion is the rapid emergence of home video since 1978 

(1984, p. 23). The development of home entertainment and the growth in exhibition 

outlets present both positive and negative implications for the Canadian film industry. 

The positive effect is that the increase in exhibition opportunities offers the Canadian 

feature film industry powerful alternatives to traditional cinema to reach domestic and 

international audiences. The negative implication, as described by Fox, is that 

technology had the power to open up new channels for foreign, particularly US, film 

and video products to infiltrate the Canadian market. As Fox states: ‘Canada faces a 

real possibility of being culturally overwhelmed’ (1984, p. 23). At the time of this 

policy’s publication, foreign distributors controlled most of the domestic distribution 

of video movies and very few Canadian films were available in video format. Fox’s 

policy is forward thinking. He acknowledges the benefits and disadvantages, both 

cultural and economic, of the new environment. At the same time he also 

acknowledges the need for increased support for this still developing industry.  

In this new technological environment, this policy identifies the cultural and 

economic opportunities it provides to the private sector. Fox contends that new 

distribution modes and exhibition formats represent important means of reaching 

domestic audiences with local productions. Further, he argues that the ‘cultural bonds 

of our nationhood are becoming…increasingly electronic and increasingly effective’ 

(1984, p. 24). In terms of economic opportunity, the additional exhibition outlets—

combined with the expanding array of broadcasters, narrow-casters, and specialty 

service providers—create increased demand for film and video products in Canada 
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and around the world. This policy places film and video in the sub-category of 

cultural products. Fox argues that their strength, in addition to being important to 

Canada’s national heritage and uniqueness, is a component of national economic and 

industrial strategies. Hence, this policy seeks to place the industry in a position where 

it can:  

• take full advantage of the new environment 

• continue its role as part of the cultural sector 

• further develop economically through the increased participation of the private 

sector.  

Essentially, the ultimate goal is for the feature film industry to become financially 

stable and culturally relevant. In order to address the goals outlined at the beginning 

of the ‘private sector thrust’ section, this policy approaches each goal individually. It 

describes the policy changes implemented and how they will collectively provide the 

basis for the cultural and economic success of the Canadian feature film industry.  

Quality and commercial viability in Canadian productions 

This policy’s first goal is to strengthen Canadian production. Fox begins this section 

by noting that the Canadian Program Development Fund and the CCA for certified 

Canadian productions have provided a stable foundation for the industry. It is 

arguable as to whether the CCA has contributed positively to the Canadian film 

industry. Tax deduction schemes as incentives for private sector investment have been 

widely criticised by academics and industry representatives. This policy 

acknowledges that the Program Development Fund and the CCA do not address two 

fundamental areas in the production sector: 

• script and project development 

• bridge financing to permit production before financing is finalised.  
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The federal government allocated $1.2 million—an increase of almost 90 per cent—to 

the CFDC for script and project development. This increase in resources was 

primarily targeted towards the private film and video industry and can be attributed to 

the criticism received about the CCA before 1984. This funding appropriation 

addresses the quality assurance criticisms of the CCA. Fox seeks to rectify this 

situation through increased support and guidance from the CFDC. He addresses the 

problems with bridge financing by allocating additional funds to the CFDC’s Interim 

Financing Program. This program enables production to begin while producers secure 

and finalise finance from the private sector and was due to cease in March 1984. 

Fox’s policy aims to renew this fund and increase its annual funding from $4 million 

to $4.6 million. 

Promoting and marketing Canadian productions 

The second goal of the private sector thrust of The national film and video policy is to 

increase support for promoting and marketing Canadian productions. A central 

element of this initiative is increasing the visibility of Canadian productions in the 

domestic and international markets. Fox’s policy, through the CFDC, increases the 

funds available to promotion and marketing from $1.3 million in 1983 to $5.6 million 

in 1984. This provision addresses two major disadvantages encountered by the 

Canadian film and video industry:  

• US competition  

• high US marketing budgets.  

Fox’s recommendations address five key areas aimed at overcoming these 

disadvantages in the promotion and marketing sector.  
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First, this policy recommends a new CFDC program to help the private sector market 

test Canadian productions. Fox acknowledges that this strategy has provided the US 

industry with an invaluable tool for measuring, and catering for, public taste. He 

suggests that the lack of similar provisions has put the Canadian industry at a 

significant disadvantage.  

Second, Fox announces a new CFDC program to help promote Canadian productions 

in Canada. Canadian feature films suffer from lack of exposure and the sporadic 

success and high failure rate of local productions can often be attributed to a lack of 

promotional funds. This is most obvious when Canada’s marketing and promotion 

strategies are compared with the US where, for example, up to 40 per cent of the 

budget is allocated for marketing. Fox’s second recommendation addresses this 

situation. 

This policy’s third recommendation proposes enhanced support for Canadian film 

festivals. Just as adequate marketing and promotional support are acknowledged as 

increasing a film’s critical and commercial success, festivals are also acknowledged 

as important screen cultural activities. They increase domestic and international 

exposure and contribute to developing ties with the wider national and international 

film community.  

Adequate return on investment is a key concern for private investors. Thus, 

international market exposure is a key element in securing confidence in the industry. 

The national film and video policy suggests that more focused support and 

promotional assistance is needed in foreign markets. Again through the CFDC, an 

additional $1.9 million per year is proposed for international promotion. This fund is 
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particularly important in terms of securing strong ties with the private sector. The 

final marketing and promotion recommendation is the announcement of new support, 

through the Program for Export Market Development, to help reduce the financial 

risks of developing foreign markets. Consistent with Fox’s recognition of the new 

environment, this program is dedicated to assisting the Canadian-owned and 

controlled industry to penetrate foreign markets. It provides funds for travelling to 

potential markets to identify export opportunities, participating in festivals outside 

Canada, and undertaking feasibility studies of foreign markets. 

The CFDC’s role 

The private sector thrust’s third policy goal is to reaffirm a lead role for the CFDC. 

The policy acknowledges the important role that the CFDC plays in developing the 

private film and video industry, in cooperation with private sector participation, and 

proposes two major policy changes for this agency. 

First, it recommends that the CFDC’s name be changed to Telefilm Canada. This 

name change acknowledges the agency’s responsibilities to both film and video in this 

new environment. Furthermore, ‘Telefilm’ Canada also recognises the institution’s 

responsibility for administering the Canadian Broadcast Development Program Fund. 

According to Magder, the name change also signifies a preoccupation and concern for 

television movies and video, at the expense of theatrically released feature film. This 

resulted in the declining value of the Canadian feature film industry (Magder 

1996, p. 199).  

The second alteration to Telefilm Canada’s activities was a $7.75 million budget 

increase to fund programs that supported increased private sector participation and 

development. As discussed previously, these funds will be allocated to script and 
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project development, interim financing, and marketing and promotion programs. This 

budget increase reflects Fox’s contention that the growth and stability of the private 

film and video industry depends on cooperation between the public and private 

sectors. This policy justifies public sector support by arguing that the private sector is 

not financially able to support these elements of the film value chain. 

Strengthening the industry’s long-term capabilities 

The ‘private sector thrust’ section’s fourth goal is to improve the long-term 

capabilities of the film and video industry. Primarily, this policy identifies business 

management, financial planning, and technical and marketing skills as key areas that 

influence private sector participation in the stable growth of the industry. Fox 

identifies three areas that require consideration if industry stabilisation is to be 

achieved. First, this policy seeks to advance and stabilise the industry by taking 

advantage of expert advice offered through the Interfirm Comparison Program 

administered by the Department of Regional Industrial Expansion. The program 

provides free advice to companies in target industries on their profitability, 

performance measurement, and overall competitiveness in the marketplace. Fox 

suggests that Canada’s developing film and video companies would benefit 

significantly from this expert analysis.  

The policy’s second recommendation makes it clear that skills upgrading is necessary 

to assure the Canadian industry’s long-term stability. Providing support for skills 

development under the National Training Program is a complementary measure to 

address weaknesses identified under the Interfirm Comparison Program. Skills 

upgrading support would involve developing senior management and capabilities, 

coping with the new environment in the business sector, upgrading promotional and 
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marketing skills, and maintaining high technical skills in a climate of rapidly 

expanding technologies.  

The final recommendation for improving the industry’s long-term capabilities is to 

provide additional resources for national service organisations serving the industry. 

These organisations include, for example, the Academy of Canadian Cinema. 

Primarily, this organisation recognises industry excellence and engages in 

promotional activities.  

Improving access to domestic and foreign markets 

The fifth and final goal of the private sector thrust is to improve Canadian production 

access to Canadian and foreign screens. As Fox states: ‘the gateway to audiences is 

largely controlled by US-owned distributors’ (1984, p. 37). US distribution companies 

limit the access of Canadian productions to screens in Canada and abroad. But they 

also represent an imposing competitive presence to Canadian-owned and controlled 

distribution companies.  

Fox argues that the measures outlined in the ‘private sector thrust’ section—for 

example, marketing and promotional programs in local and foreign markets, and the 

Interfirm Comparison Program—will help these Canadian private businesses despite 

this competition. However, access to screens is a key problem. This policy 

acknowledges that in 1981 more than 80 per cent of theatrical distribution revenues 

went to foreign, mainly US, distributors. Further, less than one per cent of their 

earnings came from the distribution of Canadian-made features. Fox realises the 

importance of a stronger distribution sector to improve access to screens. Negotiation 

with the competition is the preferred strategy for improving this situation. However, 

negotiations had not yet begun when this policy was released. 
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Conclusion 

Collectively implemented, this policy promotes a financially viable, and economically 

confident, private film and video industry that will contribute actively to the cultural 

health of Canadian society. It reflects the Canadian government’s desire to achieve 

balanced and complementary cooperation between the public and private sectors. 

Government involvement in industry is justified when the industry is developing 

and/or is subject to intense, possibly unfair, foreign competition. The government 

believes that the Canadian film and video industry is a source of cultural sector output 

and a strong contributor to the creation, and reflection, of national identity and unity. 

This policy reaffirms that belief. 

The dual role of the feature film production industry creates a contradictory situation. 

To create film product that is both culturally sensitive and commercially viable is 

attempting to serve two masters with inherently different expectations. The blending 

of cultural and commercial considerations would be difficult for a healthy and stable 

industry to attain, let alone an infant industry that is still laying stable foundations. 

This problem is compounded by US domination and control of the industry.  

Despite acknowledging their existence, this policy fails to offer significant, or lasting, 

solutions to the Canadian film and video industry’s problems with the US’s 

competitive authority. Fox attempts to address this dilemma with bandaid solutions 

and passive negotiations. But he effectively avoids initiating real structural alterations 

that would give the Canadian industry a competitive advantage. The Canadian and US 

film and video industries are not playing on a level field and this policy does little to 

rectify the situation. Indeed, it contributes to the problem through its overt concern 
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with placing obscure cultural considerations within the traditionally commercially 

driven private sector. 

Australia–understanding Film assistance, future options 
Film assistance, future options: a discussion paper by the Australian Film 

Commission was released in 1986. The AFC produced this document in response to 

criticisms of Division 10BA contained in the Draft White Paper on tax reform that 

was released in June 1985. The White Paper examined in detail the Division 10BA 

tax incentive scheme as the major form of feature film finance and was the first 

formal report to criticise it. The AFC’s Film assistance, future options, a reaction to 

those criticisms, concluded that reform of Australia’s film industry was long overdue. 

It proposed several options to encourage growth in the industry with assistance from 

both the public and private sectors (Australian Film Commission 1986, pp. 1-3).  

Although I examined Division 10BA’s complexities in detail in chapter three, it is 

important to note here that one of the scheme’s primary objectives was to create a 

stable relationship with the private sector (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 8). 

The tax incentive-funded boom in Australian feature film production began in 

October 1980. Over the next nine months, producers raised $45 million from the 

private sector and invested in 38 films. By contrast, in the previous year producers 

were able to secure less than $3 million for Australian films from the private sector 

(Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 1). The expectations of the temporary tax 

incentive scheme were high. However, this healthy and enthusiastic beginning was a 

good sign that the private sector was willing to foster financial relationships with the 

local film industry (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 1). The government 

assumed that Division 10BA would create an orderly capital market for the feature 
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film industry (Jacka in Dermody and Jacka 1988, p. 19). It was also assumed that the 

increased involvement by private investors would encourage a commercial orientation 

in Australian feature films. This, it was hoped, would help the industry to mature into 

a strong competitor in the national and international markets (Murray in Murray 1994, 

p. 96).  

The long-term goals were that the private sector would increase its stake, the industry 

would become economically viable, and the need for government intervention or 

subsidy—direct or indirect—would drastically decline (Robinson in Moran 1994,      

p. 18). Division 10BA was highly effective as a device for recruiting private sector 

capital. However, as I demonstrated in chapter three, there are numerous 

disadvantages for a feature film production industry that relies on a tax incentive 

scheme for most of its funding. However, essentially, the scheme failed to produce an 

economically viable and commercially mature Australian film industry—that is, an 

entertainment business.  

Film assistance, future options examines the question of film support in Australia by 

undertaking two key tasks. First, the document analyses the current—that is, 1986—

market context to gain a strong understanding of the issues affecting the film industry. 

The issues it examines include: 

• Hollywood involvement 

• exhibition and distribution 

• the effects of pay television and video  

• the implications of government policy for Australian producers. 

Second, to gain an international perspective, the document discusses the film support 

arrangements of eight Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
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(OECD) countries. This combined examination of national and international positions 

gave the AFC a strong basis for developing its proposals and assistance 

recommendations for ‘life after 10BA’ (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. viii).  

The AFC first recognised that the government’s dealings with film producers might 

involve an exhaustive combination of measures. Options included regulations, 

subsidies, facilities, exemptions, quotas, levies, and loan guarantees or credits. The list 

is extensive and I do not propose to describe all of them. However, it is important to 

note here that how governments—state and federal—and their agencies develop 

policy determines the environment in which producers operate. As the 

document states:  

their [government’s] powers touch on so much of the activity associated with 

filmmaking, from taxation and trade practices to censorship and broadcast 

regulation. Governments are inextricably bound up in the motion picture 

business (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 26).  

The AFC recognises that, in theory, there is no shortage of options for financing 

Australia’s feature film production industry. However, in practice, the choices are 

limited because some are simply unworkable in the Australian context (Australian 

Film Commission 1986, p. 1). Broadly, policy development that aims to encourage 

the emergence of a stable film industry must also consider wider government policy.  

The decreasing use of protectionist measures is one aspect of wider government 

policy. In 1986, discriminatory legislation—that is, policy measures that seek to 

actively decrease the participation or power of foreign competitors—was increasingly 

being frowned upon (Hoskins et al 1997, pp. 90-1). The Australian government was 

more inclined to adopt a laissez faire model and allow the industry to dispense its own 
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justice (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 96). In The competitive advantage of nations, 

Porter states:  

protection, even when it can be justified, is a risky policy that does not often 

succeed…All protected industries eventually suffer from the lack of full 

competition. Protection becomes an addictive drug (Porter 1990, pp. 665–6).  

Both the AFC and the Australian government accept this rationale and recognise the 

importance of a commercial feature film industry with active and ongoing private 

sector participation (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 3). When the federal 

government implemented Division 10BA it identified several preferred outcomes 

from the scheme. It hoped the scheme would contribute to the development of a film 

industry that did not rely on public sector support, was commercially focused, stable, 

and contributed to the country’s economic growth (Australian Film Commission 

1986, p. 4). These outcomes were not abandoned because the scheme failed to 

achieve them.  

The perceived benefits of a commercially successful feature film industry, both 

nationally and internationally, reflect the economic rationalism that emerged in the 

1980s. One of the government’s key reasons for replacing, or refining, Division 10BA 

was that it simply cost the treasury too much money. In addition to the revenue loss, it 

failed to produce any significant tangible or intangible results that would justify the 

expenditure (Murray in Murray 1994, p. 96). Creative principles, Australian content 

regulation, and cultural sector output, were underlying concerns expressed in 

Division 10BA-associated legislation (O’Regan in Moran and O’Regan 1989, p. 115). 

But the primary focus was the feature film production industry’s long-term economic 

stability and commercial success. The active participation of the private sector is a 

primary element of this economic rationale. The distinction between ‘active’ and 
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‘passive’ private investment is one of the key reasons that the Division was an 

exceedingly abused tax loophole. This distinction resulted in the production of many 

low-quality feature films (Dermody and Jacka 1997, p. 200, Murray in Murray 1994, 

p. 98). Film assistance, future options proposed the cessation of Division 10BA. But 

the AFC suggested a dollar-for-dollar tax write-off of production expenses for active 

private sector investors—that is, investors whose primary occupation is the film and 

television industry. A passive investor is defined as someone who invested in the 

industry during the Division 10BA period purely for the taxation benefits and who has 

no other connection to film and television production. The AFC argues that this type 

of private sector participation is not beneficial to the industry’s long-term growth 

(Australian Film Commission 1986, pp. 17-18). Further, as Divisions 10BA’s 

outcomes demonstrated, passive investment devalues the feature film industry as a 

whole. The AFC considered these issues when it proposed the establishment of the 

FFC as a film-funding model. In the most basic terms, this document describes the 

FFC as a replacement of Division 10BA concessions for film investment (pp. 39-40). 

It suggests that the proposed Corporation be structured so that:  

the corporation would make loans to film and television producers. It would 

operate like a bank, but its lending policies would be ‘softer’ than those of a 

commercial bank and it would have the ability to convert its loans to equity 

(Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 39).  

The report addresses nine defining areas of concern:  

• loan criteria 

• equity option 

• Australian content, structure, and legal status 

• share capital and fund raising 



 198 

• recurrent costs 

• selective assistance 

• tax treatment of production expenses 

• international co-productions  

• statistical collections (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 2).  

For the purpose of this discussion, I concentrate on those areas directly relevant to 

private sector participation and the relative art/commerce dichotomy concern. Briefly, 

however, it is worth noting the government’s approval of the FFC model. The 

acceptance of the AFC proposal recommending the establishment of the FFC points to 

the government’s intention to avoid losing control of how much it invested in feature 

film production. As discussed in chapter three, the Division 10BA tax incentive 

scheme had cost the government, in foregone tax revenue, far more than was expected 

(Dermody and Jacka 1987, p. 145). The FFC model ensured that government 

investment could be fixed. In addition, the government accepted the AFC’s suggestion 

that tax incentives be maintained for active investors.  

Loan criteria 

This first criterion illustrates the proposed FFC’s deliberate and forward thinking 

commercial focus. When considering funding proposals, the FFC looks at the 

project’s estimated budget and at evidence, if it is provided, of its commercial 

potential. The FFC then decides if the project’s budget is realistic. The second key 

consideration, that of commercial potential, is appraised through a broad spectrum of 

considerations and assumptions. Essentially, evidence of commercial promise is 

assessed through the producer in terms of a presale or distribution agreement. 

Distribution considerations—through minimum marketing expenditure in the overall 
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budget, or a minimum guarantee against ancillary markets—further contribute to the 

FFC’s commercial considerations. The FFC would provide assistance to feature films, 

telemovies, miniseries, documentaries, and children’s drama. Feature films would be 

required to secure distribution guarantees for international, as well as national, 

markets. The AFC, in its Film Finance Corporation establishment proposal, 

acknowledges that a distribution agreement and marketing strategy are essential 

elements in a feature film’s potential commercial success (Australian Film 

Commission 1986, p. 15).  

Australian content, structure and legal status 

In terms of quality assurance, the FFC adopts the creative neutrality of the 

Division 10BA scheme to ensure artistic flexibility. As far as possible, the FFC 

delegates creative responsibility to filmmakers and other parties supporting the 

proposal—whether that is a distributor, television network, or state film commission. 

The AFC suggests in this proposal that this assurance of flexibility will facilitate 

greater product diversity (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 3). The dollar-for-

dollar tax incentive I discussed earlier in this section encouraged active, and 

discouraged passive, private sector investment. The flexibility envisaged by the AFC, 

when combined with this financial reform, enhanced the quality within that more 

diverse product range.  

The AFC’s Film Finance Corporation proposal recommends that significant 

Australian content—as defined under Division 10BA—continue to be a condition of 

eligibility for support (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 18). The importance of 

the Australian content legislation within government support mechanisms ensures the 

corporation’s funds will not be subject to abuse by foreign interests. However, in 
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keeping with the proposed FFC’s capacity for flexibility, the proposed new 

organisation has the discretion to determine which elements of a production should be 

financed and what proportion of the budget. Moreover, for highly commercial 

productions, producers are encouraged to secure finance from other sources to cover 

the costs that are ineligible for FFC financing (Australian Film Commission 1986,     

p. 19).  

The AFC made three suggestions about a structure for the proposed FFC. First, the 

FFC could act as an independent statutory authority operating under its own enabling 

legislation. Second, the FFC could function as a division or branch of an existing 

authority such as the AFC. Third, two or more existing authorities—for example, the 

AFC and state film organisations—could jointly establish the corporation. The AFC 

notes that a further option would be to place parts of the FFC’s activities under the 

management of a commercial bank, possibly by inviting tenders (Australian Film 

Commission 1986, pp. 6-7).  

The AFC’s key concern when considering the FFC’s structure and legal status was to 

allow for adequate flexibility in its commercial operations while ensuring that it was 

properly accountable for its decisions (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 6). The 

AFC outlined the decision to fund process in the section subtitled ‘Selective 

assistance’ (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 7). As is the theme throughout this 

proposal, all qualifying projects would require evidence of commercial interest as a 

condition of eligibility. For example, for a feature film intended for theatrical release, 

this would mean evidence of effective distribution commensurate with its budget cost. 

The AFC recognised that this strong emphasis on commercial factors and distribution 

guarantees meant a significant portion of Australia’s film production industry would 
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be ineligible for assistance from the FFC. The high-risk categories of art house 

filmmaking and first-time filmmakers would generally be unable to secure the 

distribution guarantees required to gain FFC funding. The AFC dealt with this by 

proposing the establishment of a low-budget fund for high-risk TV drama, feature 

film, and documentary productions. The proposed fund would: 

• support projects employing a selective criteria 

• require no evidence of mainstream commercial interest  

• finance up to 100 per cent of production costs (Australian Film Commission 1986, 

p. 7).  

As I have discussed in other sections, the treatment of tax provisions is a strong point 

of contention when encouraging private sector participation in the Australian feature 

film industry. The AFC argues that passive private sector participation is damaging to 

industry growth. Therefore, the AFC recommended that Division 10BA be abolished 

when the FFC was established. However, it supported the retention—because it 

encouraged active private sector investment—of the tax provisions that permitted the 

dollar-for-dollar write-off of production expenses.  

The AFC wanted to encourage quality, diversity, and professional filmmaking in 

commercial and mainstream productions. This enthusiasm is reflected in the 

concentration on active private sector—and the lack of support for passive private 

sector—investment, and the subsequent moves to discourage passive private sector 

involvement. The FFC’s role is to foster this production environment and encourage 

diverse and quality product. The AFC wanted to minimise the tax abuses, capital 

wastage, and the production of low-grade films that occurred in the first half of the 

1980s under Division 10BA (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 1). Finally, as far 
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as the commercial focus of this proposal is concerned, the use of co-production 

agreements is encouraged (Australian Film Commission 1986, p. 4).  

It is difficult to determine the value of co-productions in contributing to the growth of 

feature film production industries. However, the AFC contends that co-production 

should be used selectively to gain wider access to foreign markets and thereby 

increase the exposure of the Australian film industry (Australian Film Commission 

1986, p. 4). The AFC presented this proposal to the federal government to promote 

the long-term stability of the Australian film industry. It recognised that the goal of 

this proposal was to return the industry’s focus to three basic concerns: the film, the 

market, and the cost. Essentially, through this proposal, the AFC was looking to take 

advantage of the economic rationalism that emerged through the mid-1980s to provide 

maximum long-term benefits for the Australian feature film industry. Decisions about 

film financing were rationalised using one of two justifications:  

• national wellbeing through the creation of culturally specific productions  

• theoretical financial efficiency, as experienced through Division 10BA (Australian 

Film Commission 1986, p. 2).  

The Film assistance, future options document focused on creating an environment 

where product for the mass market could be produced effectively and efficiently. The 

government supported the FFC model suggested by the AFC. In 1988, when the 

Division 10BA concessions for passive investors ceased, the FFC was established as 

an independent government agency to finance commercial productions. The AFC 

complemented the FFC by supporting cultural, high-risk, art house productions and 

productions from first-time filmmakers. The coexistence of the AFC and the FFC 
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institutionalises the art/commerce dichotomy and aims to strike a delicate balance 

between public sector support and active private sector participation. 

Comparison 
My comparison of these documents—Canada’s National film and video policy and 

Australia’s Film assistance, future options—reveals that their approach to the same 

issue is inherently different. The Canadian document attempts to create an 

environment in which the film and video industry can develop and prosper under 

public and private sector guidance and cooperation. Conversely, the Australian 

document is solely concerned with developing an institution to encourage private 

sector participation.  

However, each paper’s main objective is to propose a new policy environment that 

encourages private sector participation in the feature film industry. The ultimate goal 

is to create an environment in which the private sector will become an active, stable, 

and long-term contributor to the health of each feature film production industry. One 

of the key differences I identified when I compared these documents is the issue of 

cultural and economic prosperity in each industry. This is referred to as the 

art/commerce dichotomy or, in Dermody’s and Jacka’s terminology, Industry One and 

Industry Two.  

It is important to note here one of the fundamental differences between Canadian and 

Australian film policy rhetoric. The difference is each country’s treatment of the film 

industry’s responsibility for publicising national cultural identity and the production 

of culturally specific material. This difference, which may or may not relate to the  
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overall strength and/or direction of each industry, is clearly revealed in The national 

film and video policy and in Film assistance, future options. It is also apparent in 

chapter five when I compare The road to success and the Gonski Review.  

Canadian policy blends the economic concerns of the private sector with the cultural 

considerations of the public policy thrust. This effectively makes the industry’s 

commercial sector responsible for the country’s cultural health. In Film assistance, 

future options, issues of Australian cultural identity, the production of culturally 

specific material, and concerns about domestic audiences experiencing their lifestyle 

in film, are not discussed in the sections on private sector participation. The cultural 

aspects of films, in Australian policy, are discussed principally in the public policy 

context. Private sector participation is economics. Its commercial, and Australian 

cultural, considerations are only discussed in the context of Australian content 

regulations and the employment of local industry personnel.  

The Fox policy used a different method to deal with the coexistence of the public and 

private sectors in the Canadian feature film production industry. However, this policy 

creates problems for the Canadian industry rather than offering any workable 

solutions. As I discussed previously, the Canadian government blends cultural and 

commercial considerations and has a passive negotiation position in the face of US 

domination. These strategies contributed to its policy of no policy.  

However, the problems that encompass the Canadian industry are embedded in a 

wider understanding of its position and its definition of the function of feature film in 

Canada. Although this policy addresses some of the areas in the Canadian industry 

that required attention in 1984, it does not provide workable solutions to structural 
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issues that are still retarding industry growth. Primarily, the distribution and 

exhibition sectors continue to require significant attention. The national film and 

video policy could have adequately dealt with this issue 15 years ago. As I 

demonstrated in chapter three, these issues are closely linked to the Canadian 

industry’s relationship with the US. 

The AFC developed Film assistance, future options. It is the key player in the creation 

of culturally specific material through film. However, this agency recognises the 

importance of having a strong, commercially led industry in addition to one that is 

culturally sensitive. It also appreciates that its very nature and mandate do not allow 

for the development of such an industry through AFC support. Therefore, the 

Commission developed this proposal with a strong understanding of its role in the 

Australian film industry. Further, the AFC’s proposal reflects the awareness that, 

generally speaking, Industry One and Industry Two are separate and cannot be 

regulated under the same set of policy requirements or the same agency mandate. This 

realisation, and the recommendations for industry change, enabled the FFC to emerge 

as a fully independent agency servicing the commercially oriented private sector. The 

FFC’s independent existence—that is, independent of all cultural or artistic 

concerns—has contributed to the growth and enhancement of the Australian feature 

film production industry with the AFC coexisting in a complementary role. 

Conclusion 
My goal in this chapter was to illustrate how the rhetoric of public and private sector 

participation has affected the development of the Canadian and Australian national 

cinemas. These industries are not film industries in the classic sense of the word and 

government intervention in their financing is a necessity. However, the mismatched 
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jumble of direct and indirect government subsidies, policy measures, quotas, and 

levies that exists in each country does not lead automatically to the creation of a 

successful and stable feature film production industry. The dual nature of both 

industries means policy formation must provide adequately for both public and private 

sector concerns to allow both sides of the art/commerce dichotomy to flourish.  

In the first part of this chapter I demonstrated that the agendas behind government 

policy have a very real effect on the types of films produced. In Canada, the federal 

government decided, in the mid-1970s, that it was time for the feature film industry to 

spread its wings into commercial film. To facilitate this, it developed the CCA to 

allow for a 100 per cent tax deduction on capital costs incurred in film production. 

This decision resulted in a high number of culturally non-specific feature films that 

largely contributed to the B-grade North American market. Similarly, when the 

Australian federal government denounced the ocker comedies as culturally void, the 

Australian Film Development Corporation was disbanded and replaced by the AFC. 

The new agency, with a mandated focus, supported culturally sensitive and 

aesthetically pleasing period dramas. 

There are many issues that need to be considered in policy formulation for the 

Canadian and Australian feature film production industries. In this chapter I have 

concentrated solely on the relationship between the public and private sectors and the 

policies that shaped that relationship in each industry. 

My discussion of The national film and video policy and Film assistance, future 

options illustrates how the public/private debate is managed in government policy. 
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These documents emphasise the two key reasons necessitating public sector 

participation in the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries.  

First, public sector participation is necessary to achieve the cultural goals of each 

country’s cinema. Second, public intervention encourages and maintains private 

sector investment. Because commercial successes in the Canadian and Australian film 

industries are sporadic, private sector participation must be encouraged in ways other 

than guaranteed return on investment. Tax incentives are just a small part of this. 

Distribution guarantees, high marketing budgets, well-known actors and directors, and 

financial support through government agencies, exist to promote stable private sector 

participation.  

In this chapter, I discussed the relationship between the public and private sector at 

length. I concluded that the public and private sectors serve important, yet different, 

roles in the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries. The separate 

funding mechanisms and expectations of each sector contribute to the overall success 

of each industry.  

In Canada, a sheer commercial focus is completely excluded from the list of options. 

Fox’s policy recommends supporting a cultural industry through the public sector and 

a cultural and commercial industry through the private sector. These requirements do 

not encourage private sector participation. This approach illustrates the government’s 

concern for its cultural integrity in the context of the country’s close connection with 

the US and the consequent influx of American culture. Fox states that a key aspect of 

The national film and video policy is concern about becoming culturally 
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overwhelmed. This concern has effectively crippled the development of the Canadian 

industry rather than protected it from cultural imperialism.  

The Australian industry is a step closer than Canada in establishing this delicate 

balance between public and private participation. The institutionalisation of this 

dichotomy through the AFC and the FFC provides a stable base for the growth and 

development of the industry. My analysis of the public/private sector debate 

demonstrates that the Canadian and Australian industries have, since their revivals, 

attempted to devise a formula for the sectors’ coexistence.  

However, this investigation has demonstrated alternative methods for merging public 

and private sector finance. When I examined the national and international success of 

these industries after each policy’s implementation, the Australian approach proved 

more effective. However, Fox’s policy was never fully implemented. Pressures from 

the US administration, and from the Hollywood majors, prevented the strong and 

financed support measures from making it through the Canadian parliament. Although 

Australia followed Canada’s lead by abolishing the tax incentives and creating a ‘life 

after tax incentives’ policy, it has not duplicated Canada’s approach. This is a key 

example of how Australia’s geographic distance from the US gives it more freedom 

when it is formulating and implementing policy. 
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Chapter Five 
Re-reading The road to success  
and the Gonski Review 
There have been numerous inquiries and reports into the Canadian and Australian 

feature film industries. They investigated the respective industries’ policies, 

government agencies, and industrial structure. In Canada, the Tompkins report (1976); 

the Applebaum-Hebert report (1982); Towards a new broadcasting policy (1983); and 

Making our voices heard: Canadian broadcasting and film for the 21st century (1996), 

are examples of the discussions about Canadian feature film policy. In Australia, the 

Tariff Board report (1973); the Peat-Marwick and Mitchell report (1979); and Film 

assistance, future options (1986), are among the most talked about. Canada’s The 

road to success: report of the Feature Film Advisory Committee (1999); and 

Australia’s Review of Commonwealth Assistance to the film industry (1997)—better 

known as the Gonski Review—sought to prepare their industries for the twenty-first 

century by examining the state of funding policies and finance models. These 

inquiries reflect the global trend of medium-sized national cinemas reviewing their 

feature film policy with the overall goal of improving their national and international 

performance in a Hollywood-dominated environment. Great Britain and France have 

recently undertaken similar reviews. 

In this chapter I examine the complex industrial and cultural issues that are raised in 

The road to success and the Gonski Review. My analysis of these reports highlights 

differences between the Canadian and Australian feature film industries despite their 

many similarities. By comparing these two reports, I am able to describe how the 

problems encountered by each country’s industry can be traced back to policy 

positions adopted by the Canadian and Australian federal governments. Both reports 
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define the environment in which their feature film production industries function and 

how their film industries will continue to prosper and grow in challenging domestic 

and international markets.  

There are several similar issues in these reviews that will frame this discussion. First, 

the institutionalisation of the culture/commerce debate is a feature of both these 

reports. The benefits and disadvantages of attempting to balance direct government 

funding and private investment are discussed at length although each country manages 

these differently. 

Second, as an extension of the public/private funding debate, the reports discuss, and 

recommend changes to, the operation of Canada’s and Australia’s tax incentive 

schemes—the Film or Video Production Services Tax Credit (PSTC) and 

Division 10BA respectively. The focus on the tax incentive schemes in The road to 

success and the Gonski Review reflects the academic debate and industrial discussion 

that has questioned the schemes’ viability as major sources of feature film finance.  

Third, both of these reports focus upon the ‘funding envelopes’ of the respective 

industries. That is, they examine how government funds are distributed through film 

finance mechanisms and how this advances or obstructs the flow of product in the 

domestic and international markets. Both reports make strong recommendations for 

change to benefit different areas of their feature film industries.  

Fourth, The road to success and the Gonski Review investigate the areas in their 

industries that are failing to perform or that could improve. Finally, these reports 

consider the domestic audience and its access to local films. The importance of the 
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broadcasting sector as a source of financing and exhibition is examined in both 

documents.  

These reports emphasise the feature film industry’s role as part of the cultural sector. 

Clearly, feature film policy—and the direction of feature film—depend on domestic 

factors such as cultural policy and government agenda, public broadcasting policy, 

and private broadcasting support. In this chapter I outline the issues of contention 

raised in The road to success and the Gonski Review. I then go on to examine and 

analyse how these documents reflect the federal policy issues that, at the end of the 

1990s, were shaping the Canadian and Australian feature film production industries. 

Opening Summaries 
This framing discussion is a brief summary of the Canadian and Australian 

documents. Essentially, in this discussion I provide an insight into the issues that I 

examine and analyse in this chapter. 

Canada 
Canada’s policy initiative, The road to success, places a strong emphasis on providing 

substantial government assistance coupled with mechanisms to encourage private 

investment. The overall goal is to increase and sustain industry production (p. ii). This 

document recommends a considerable increase in government funds allocated to the 

Canadian feature film industry. The road to success acknowledges that the feature 

film industry is experiencing problems in several key areas that can only be solved 

with an increase in federal funds. The report also advises an increase in assistance 

from public broadcasters and other government-funded agencies (p. iii).  
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The road to success states eight key objectives to be met by the year 2004. The 

report’s recommendations are focused on increasing: 

• Canadian films’ share of screen time from two per cent to 10 per cent 

• the number of Canadian films produced each year 

• Canadian films’ share of box office revenue 

• the quality of Canadian films produced 

• the average budget of Canadian films 

• public sector support for Canadian films 

• private sector investment 

• the strength and quality of Canadian distribution and marketing efforts (p. 4). 

These targets have a history in the Canadian feature film industry. The goal of 

increasing Canadian films’ share of domestic box office revenue has been a much-

debated topic since the early 1970s when the plea for box office levies emerged. 

However, the frantic push from industry groups—such as the Council of Canadian 

Filmmakers (CCFM)—to have Canadian film funds redirected back into the industry 

and away from foreign investors has been a fruitless one. Federal government funding 

for Canadian feature films was reduced significantly in the 1990s. This prompted the 

push to increase Canadian film budgets. Between 1990 and 1995 the average budget 

for English-language feature films decreased from $4.2 million to $1.6 million (p. 2). 

The aim of strengthening Canadian marketing efforts emerges in the face of reduced 

production budgets. As production budgets have declined, so too have marketing 

budgets. Canadian English-language films allocate approximately 10 per cent of the 

budget to marketing—around $150 000 (p. 3). The average US feature film budget is 

$76 million, with a promotional budget of $20 million (p. 3). Promotion budgets play 
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a large part in a film’s success. Research has continually demonstrated the correlation 

between a film’s marketing budget and its box office success (Kerrigan and Culkin 

1999; Dale 1997; and Puttnam 1997). The policy’s acknowledgment of low marketing 

budgets in the Canadian industry, and the effect this has on box office results, justifies 

the recommendation to increase Canadian feature films’ funding envelope.  

The road to success seeks to use government assistance to find a productive and stable 

coexistence between public and private film finance. The document states:  

[i]f the Canadian film industry is to increase its market share and meet the 

benchmarks we have set for the next five years, there must be an increase in 

public sector resources (Feature Film Advisory Committee 1999, p. 3).  

In 1999, the Canadian federal government contributed approximately $100 million to 

the feature film industry per year through direct and indirect funding (p. 19). The 

report recommends that a total of $188 million be allocated to the Canadian feature 

film industry and makes several recommendations for raising and distributing these 

funds (p. iii). The federal government’s Feature Film Advisory Committee (the 

Advisory Committee) concludes that $138 million can be raised through existing 

resources (p. iii). The review endorses the consolidation of Telefilm Canada’s 

$38 million and the Canadian Television Fund’s $15 million directed towards the 

feature film industry. Furthermore, an additional $30 million could be sourced from 

Canada’s national cultural institutions—the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation 

(CBC) and the National Film Board (NFB) (p. 5). I discuss the complexities of the 

Canadian tax incentive schemes later in this chapter. The review recommends that the 

PSTC be increased from 11 per cent to 20 per cent, raising approximately $55 million 

(p.7). The remaining $50 million would come from additional federal government 

funding that the Advisory Committee recommends should be directed to the 
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production, distribution, and marketing sectors. Further, the report recommends that 

the distribution and marketing of Canadian films be strengthened through regulatory 

or legislative options (p. 9).  

The Advisory Committee recommends the establishment of a new feature film fund 

that would target those areas that are not performing at desired levels (pp. 9-10). The 

fund would aim to increase the number of films produced each year by increasing the 

financial resources available for Canadian feature film production. Second, the fund 

would aim to put more Canadian films into Canadian theatres. The Feature Film 

Distribution Fund was established in 1988. However, despite its efforts, distribution 

remains a problem for the feature film industry. Third, the Advisory Committee found 

that funds needed to be allocated to increase the competitiveness of Canadian feature 

films. This suggestion reflects the acknowledgement that Canadian feature film 

budgets are not proportionate to those of the United States or other national 

cinemas—for example, France, Great Britain, and Australia. Fourth, the Advisory 

Committee recommended that promotion and marketing funds be increased. As 

previously stated, there is a direct correlation between a film’s promotional budget 

and its box office success. Canadian feature films are currently under-funded in this 

area. Fifth, the review acknowledges that government funding should seek to improve 

training and mentoring programs. Considering that a feature film production 

industry’s future success relies on up-and-coming filmmakers, scriptwriters, 

technicians, producers, and other industry personnel, training and mentoring are 

important areas to avoid talent shortages in the future. Finally, a portion of the new 

feature film fund should be allocated to preserving Canada’s cinematic heritage     

(pp. 9-10). Later in this chapter I discuss The road to success’s focus on the creation 
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and preservation of feature film’s cultural potential and its attention to domestic 

audiences and their access to their national cinema.  

The Advisory Committee recommends the introduction of a levy system to inject 

funds into all sectors of the Canadian feature film industry (p. 9). This approach to 

financing and protecting the industry has consistently been a major issue of contention 

between industry representatives and the Canadian government. The first approach 

came from Secretary of State, John Roberts, in November 1977. Roberts proposed a 

10 per cent tax on the gross rental receipts that distributors collected (Magder 

1993, p. 175). However, like similar proposals to follow, the 10 per cent solution 

never made it through Cabinet. Traditionally, the Canadian federal government has 

avoided protective legislation to support its film industry. However, the inclusion of 

this recommendation in The road to success indicates that industry representatives 

still view this option as not only viable but imperative to the growth of the Canadian 

feature film industry. Considering Canada’s trade obligations, the Advisory 

Committee suggests imposing a levy on the gross receipts of all theatrical and video 

distributors operating in Canada. The Advisory Committee recommends setting the 

levy at 3.5 per cent. This would raise approximately $65 million that could contribute 

to the production of new Canadian films (p. 9).  

In this succinct summary of Canada’s The road to success, I have touched on some of 

the main issues in this document. I investigate these issues in greater detail in the 

body of this chapter and provide comparative discussions to further examine and 

evaluate the policy environments. 
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Australia 
The Gonski Review reinforces that the Australian feature film industry is a 

commercially driven industry with cultural objectives that are achieved through public 

financing mechanisms. The review embraces all forms of private investment in 

Australian feature film production. Private sector and international interest in 

Australia, and Australian filmmaking, have increased significantly in recent years. 

This is also reflected in the current film production environment. 

Since 1992–93, the number of foreign films and television programs produced in 

Australia has more than doubled (p. 5). However, Gonski does acknowledge the perils 

involved in an increase in private investment and foreign infrastructure. For example, 

the increasing trend of trade liberalisation is threatening Australian content 

regulations. Furthermore, trade liberalisation paves the way for the commercially 

driven distribution and exhibition sectors to be controlled by a small number of global 

information and entertainment companies. However, these are the only 

preoccupations that Gonski expresses in terms of unease about foreign control and 

advancement. By identifying that the marketing, distribution, and exhibition sectors 

are being adequately managing by the private domain, Gonski acknowledges that 

federal government support is not required in these areas.  

However, the report does suggest limited support, direct or indirect, for small 

businesses attempting to emerge in the contemporary environment. Clearly, the tax 

incentive programs exist to encourage private investment. The Gonski Review 

recommends replacing the Division 10BA tax incentive scheme with Film Licensed 

Investment Companies (FLICs)—Gonski’s own solution to the problems faced under 

Division 10BA. I discuss the intricacies of the FLICs proposal later in this chapter 
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when I examine the tax incentive schemes in Canada and Australia in more detail. 

However, it is important to note here that Gonski considers that encouraging private 

sector investment though federal government initiatives is an important feature of the 

Australian feature film industry FLICs proposal:  

[l]icenses would be granted to a limited number of companies (for example, 

three) which have expertise in the development, production and distribution of 

film and television program productions. As part of the license requirement, 

companies would be committed to participate in the types of production now 

defined under 10BA (p. 8). 

Gonski has attempted to address the main concerns of having a high level of private 

and foreign investment. The FLICs proposal ensures Australian content regulations—

as defined under Division 10BA—will be met. Furthermore, the federal government 

has control over foreign involvement in issuing the licenses. At the time of writing, 

the FLICs proposal was being trialled with two companies having been granted 

licenses. Gonski emphasises financial efficiency throughout the review. He suggests 

that the private sector should be responsible for all marketing, distribution and 

exhibition activities. It is Gonski’s view that, aside from specialty areas such as 

children’s programming, the industry is well-placed to rely on private participation in 

these sectors. 

Consistent with this emphasis on financial efficiency, Gonski acknowledges that some 

public agency activities could be outsourced to the private sector and he specifies 

areas in federal government agencies that could benefit from outsourcing. For 

example, in 1997 Film Australia Limited was responsible, under the National Interest 

Program, as an executive producer of documentaries. Gonski asserts that it would be 

more efficient if the private sector filled the executive producer role of this contract. 
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Furthermore, to ensure that the National Interest Program’s goals are achieved, the 

review recommends that Film Australia retain a redefined role as a commissioning 

body. Gonski suggests opening up private sector participation beyond the realms of 

commercial feature filmmaking.  

Overall, the Gonski Review concludes that the Australian feature film industry is 

well-placed to benefit from an increase in private and foreign investment. 

Interestingly, the review does not reflect industry paranoia over an expansion in 

foreign, mainly US, infrastructure that could contribute to Australia losing its feature 

film production industry by becoming an appendage of Hollywood. This might have 

been valid in the 1980s. But since then many new media technologies and niche 

markets have developed. According to Gonski, this development—combined with 

continued Commonwealth assistance for future film development—will enable 

Australia to retain its hold on the feature film production industry and continue to 

expand. 

In the rest of this chapter I investigate public and private funding, taxation, funding 

envelopes, and other issues in greater detail. Within these subsections, I compare each 

review’s approach to these issues. I then use my comparison to determine the 

effectiveness of each approach and to establish how country-specific environments 

affect the development of feature film production policy. 

Public/private funding arrangements 
The coexistence of public and private sector finance has been a topical issue for the 

development of Canadian and Australian feature film policy. The two countries’ 

policy reviews reveal that, after three decades of debating the relative merits of public 
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and private film financing, there is little agreement about which film financing model 

works best.  

During the industries’ respective tax incentive periods, the Canadian and Australian 

governments encouraged their feature film industries to develop by encouraging 

relationships with the private sector. That is, they adopted the ‘infant industry’ 

argument. The central premise of this argument is that, for an industry to actively 

prosper in a Hollywood-dominated environment, the feature film industry’s future 

growth depends on encouraging private finance through tax deduction schemes. 

Eventually, according to the theory, the industry would develop sufficiently strong 

partnerships with the private sector to function independently without the need for 

government assistance.  

In the Canadian context, Manjunath Pendakur (1990) discusses the CCA. Pendakur 

contends that the tax deductions were introduced as a short-term solution for the 

feature film industry. The solution was adopted when English-language film 

production fell to just four in 1974 (Gatherole in Feldman and Nelson 1977, p. 366). 

Pendakur discusses the CCA’s role as a film finance mechanism with three immediate 

goals:  

• stimulating private investment 

• creating investor confidence 

• encouraging production in an infant industry. 

According to Pendakur, the long-term goal was that the infant feature film industry 

would mature into an economically viable, independent and, to a certain extent, 

culturally aware national cinema (Pendakur 1990, p. 171).  
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Kristen Schou (1982) discusses the infant industry argument in Policies for the 

Australian film industry: Part A, rationale for assistance and direct government 

subsidy (Schou 1982, p. 4). Schou notes that the objective of the tax incentive scheme 

Division 10BA was the creation of an independent feature film production industry 

that did not need direct government support. I explored the tax incentive support 

schemes in detail in chapter three. However, it is important to note here that the 

introduction of Division 10BA was the first earnest attempt to increase private sector 

participation in the Australian feature film industry.  

In the following section I examine The road to success’s and the Gonski Review’s 

treatment of public and private sector funding issues. I provided a developmental 

perspective of this issue in chapter four. That is, how the public/private sector debate 

has featured in feature film production policy development in Canada and Australia 

since their respective revivals. My investigation of these more recent policy reviews 

reveals that this issue continues to be a problem in each industry’s development. My 

comparison of the public/private finance issue in Canada and Australia reveals a key 

difference in each policy approach and the results of that difference. 

Canada 
The road to success approaches the issue of private finance with similar tones to the 

Gonski Review. The Advisory Committee encourages increased private sector 

involvement in the Canadian feature film industry combined with direct and indirect 

federal government support. However, this document does not discuss private and 

foreign investment in the same context as Gonski. When the CCA was Canada’s main 

film financing model, US producers abused its generous tax concession provisions. 
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And in the mid-1990s, US distribution companies had a monopolistic control over 

film distribution in Canada.  

Given these experiences, it is not surprising that an increase in foreign investment is 

not favoured. In fact, The road to success actually seeks to decrease US power in its 

distribution sector, thereby limiting foreign investment and influence. The Advisory 

Committee devotes an entire section of its report to making recommendations to 

strengthen the Canadian distribution sector. This document makes three 

recommendations aimed at maintaining policies to support Canadian-owned and 

controlled distribution companies. First, any Canadian films receiving public support 

are to be distributed by Canadian-owned and controlled distribution companies. 

Second, the Advisory Committee recommends maintaining support for a Canadian-

owned and controlled distribution sector though the Investment Canada Act. Third, 

the Advisory Committee seeks to strengthen policies that are directed towards the 

distribution sector. 

The road to success identifies Canada’s lack of participation in its own distribution 

sector as a long-standing issue for the feature film production industry. Past 

committees and task forces have often highlighted US dominance in this sector of the 

industry as one of the major obstacles to growth and stability. One of the major 

problems in the distribution sector is its inability to compete for Canadian-only rights 

to non-proprietary films from outside Canada that are also distributed in the US 

(Schwartzberg1993, p. 17). For many years Canada has been treated as an extension 

of the US market. US distributors, as a condition of distributing independent films, 

have insisted upon also securing Canadian distribution rights. The major studios have 

the means to distribute these films in Canada. But smaller studios, without Canadian-
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based operations, sublicense the rights to a Canadian distributor. The Advisory 

Committee suggests that a legislated change to rectify this situation is long overdue. A 

proposal to the Advisory Committee from the Directors’ Guild of Canada and the 

Canadian Association of Film Distributors and Exporters suggests tied sales of US 

and Canadian distribution rights to non-proprietary films be stopped. This would 

require an amendment to the Competition Act or the drafting of a separate statute. The 

road to success fully supports this recommendation. However, Advisory Committee 

member Michael Herman of the Motion Picture Theatre Associations of Canada, felt 

that the legal, financial, business, and political considerations of this issue had not 

been analysed sufficiently. Past recommendations for legislated change to the 

Canadian film industry’s distribution sector failed when subjected to this kind of 

analysis—particularly when political considerations were analysed. The road to 

success seeks to increase private sector participation in the Canadian feature film 

industry through three key areas:  

• private broadcasters 

• Telefilm Canada’s Loan Guarantee Program  

• the creation of a labour-sponsored capital fund.  

The Advisory Committee recommends that private broadcaster participation in the 

feature film industry be a condition of licence renewal. Private broadcasters can best 

serve the feature film industry by financing the production sector and by being used as 

a means of exhibition. Furthermore, as a condition of license renewal, airtime 

allocated to Canadian features should be concentrated on peak viewing times. This 

recommendation complies with the report’s basic premise—that is, that Canadian 

feature films should be available and easily accessible to the domestic audience. I 
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discuss cultural sector output and the role of the national cinema in Canada later in 

this chapter. The report also notes that Pay TV licensees contribute a significant 

amount of capital annually to Canadian feature films and exhibit all Canadian features 

that have been released theatrically. The Advisory Committee recommends that this 

participation be maintained and possibly increased.  

Second, The road to success suggests that Telefilm Canada’s Loan Guarantee 

Program could extend its boundaries of support to include commercially focused 

films. Currently, to be eligible for support under this Program, a film must have 

difficulty securing finance from the private sector and be unlikely to find a large, 

commercial audience. The Advisory Committee suggests that if commercial ventures 

are to be supported under this program, private sector participation should be 

encouraged, resulting in joint public/private sector projects. This recommendation is 

made to increase the stability of the industry and the feasibility of private sector 

investment. The report notes that similar initiatives adopted by Quebec, the United 

Kingdom and Spain have been particularly successful in their objectives. This 

program is similar to the core functions of Australia’s Film Finance Corporation.  

Third, The road to success suggests the creation of a labour-sponsored capital fund. 

The function of this proposal is twofold. 

• The fund should be designed to provide venture capital to small- and medium-

sized Canadian businesses.  

• The fund’s objective would be to attract private investment to the Canadian 

feature film industry through the use of tax incentives.  

Therefore, the Advisory Committee is seeking to create a stable capital pool and to 

encourage venture capital investment in developing Canadian companies. However, 
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the report acknowledges that, before this proposal can be implemented, a feasibility 

study will need to be undertaken by the Canadian government. Depending on the 

outcome of the feasibility study, the government would provide the necessary start-up 

capital. This proposal has considerable potential to provide substantial private 

investment funds to the feature film industry and the start-up costs to the government 

would be relatively small. However, the success of this proposition is particularly 

dependent on the Canadian tax incentive schemes. I explore this in the following 

section of this chapter.  

The Advisory Committee’s investigation of public and private sector relationships, 

and options for private sector involvement, reveals that regulated private sector 

investment is imperative to industry growth, success, and stabilisation. Furthermore, 

the report’s support for the domestic success of the industry is exemplified through 

the recommendation to decrease US influence in the distribution sector. As previously 

stated, this suggestion is consistent with the overall premise of the document. That is, 

the report seeks to protect and support a wide range of aspects of the Canadian feature 

film production industry, associated business growth, and audience accessibility.  

Australia 
The Gonski Review explains the coexistence of public and private feature film 

finance with a set of agendas that are substantially removed from Division 10BA and 

the infant industry argument. The Gonski Review suggests that government funding is 

needed to encourage an inventive feature film industry, not a dependent one. Gonski 

states:  
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Commonwealth assistance must be provided in a way which encourages an 

industry that is successful, dynamic and innovative—rather than inward 

looking, self-satisfied and complacent (p. 34).  

The suggestion that public funds be directed towards those areas of the industry that 

would fail, or be threatened, without government support is one of the strongest points 

to emerge in this review. Gonski argues that the marketing, distribution, and 

exhibition sectors of Australian feature film are adequately managed by the private 

sector. He suggests that the recent increase in foreign investment and infrastructure 

from Warner Brothers and Fox Studios confirms that government support is not 

required in these areas. Gonski notes that those areas that are most reliant on 

Commonwealth assistance, and that are crucial to industry growth, are:  

• training 

• professional development 

• script development 

• production  

• archiving stages.  

The report acknowledges that although private investment, both local and foreign, has 

increased significantly in recent years, it should not be a government objective to 

replace public assistance with private infrastructure. Rather, the two forms of 

financing should exist to complement each other. Gonski concedes that certain key 

areas of the industry, such as marketing and exhibition, are managed adequately by 

the private sector. However, he argues that the production component of filmmaking 

is still heavily reliant on Commonwealth assistance through the Film Finance 

Corporation (FFC), the Australian Film Commission (AFC), and the state funding 

agencies. This point is arguable in terms of the size of private companies that are 
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managing the marketing and exhibition sectors and their nationality. Gonski reviewed, 

and commented on, the role of public and private financing in the Australian feature 

film industry. However, he did not adequately investigate if small- to medium-sized 

companies are being excluded from a market dominated by large foreign 

conglomerates. 

Gonski makes clear that a reduction in government funds in the production sector 

would severely reduce the output of Australian film product. Economic rationalism 

has continued through the 1990s and has resulted in a reduction in the funds allocated 

to the Australian feature film production industry. The Gonski Review stresses the 

importance of retaining the $98 million funding envelope that was allocated in the 

1996–97 federal budget. The report contends that although the Australian film 

industry has had its successes, it remains a volatile, unprofitable, and unstable 

industry. Only one in ten Australian films recover their investment funds (p. 34). He 

argues that current levels of direct and indirect government funding must continue 

although he makes several recommendations that he thinks would improve the 

distribution of government funds.  

In particular, the review focuses on the official mandates of the government funding 

agencies. Gonski names the AFC, the Australian Film, Television and Radio School, 

the FFC, and Film Australia Limited as the primary federal film support mechanisms. 

I discuss these agencies’ roles and mandates later in this chapter. However, it is 

relevant to note here that the Gonski Review observes that these agencies do not 

faithfully observe their original mandates and that this often results in services 

overlapping.  
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Gonski makes two recommendations about how overlapping could be avoided that 

would increase the productivity of government agencies. The report suggests 

introducing an independent assessor to evaluate current funding policies in each 

agency. This person would then suggest how services could be fine-tuned so that they 

complied with the agencies’ legislated mandates. Second, Gonski calls for the 

development of benchmarks to ensure that each agency is achieving the goals and 

objectives outlined in its mandate.  

In addition to examining film financing agencies and their mandates, this review 

suggests a broad range of principles that should characterise government funding 

strategies for Australian feature film production. Short-term and market-driven 

funding are major principles of the review. Gonski suggests that support given to 

particular businesses should not be ongoing. Rather, Commonwealth support for film 

businesses should act as a catalyst for developing private sector investment. This 

principle reflects Gonski’s urging for the Australian feature film industry to 

develop—not to become dependent. The review states that the market, rather than 

government officials, should determine the merit of a particular project. Gonski is 

suggesting that government funding should follow market success rather than film 

financing agencies attempting to predict and/or prescribe what the market needs and 

then funding projects perceived as satisfying those needs. It is difficult for agencies to 

predict and/or prescribe market need because the Australian feature film industry is so 

unstable and volatile that it is often difficult to ascertain the market for Australian 

films. This makes this a difficult principle to adhere to in the dual-natured feature film 

production environment. Clearly, the review is attempting to find a funding 

compromise that would avoid a return to the direct government funding policies of the 
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latter half of the 1970s. Gonski suggests that government funding should follow 

market success and not attempt to determine it. However, recent Australian film 

successes demonstrate that success for the feature film production industry is difficult 

to follow or predict.  

The report notes that compliance requirements should not be unduly excessive or 

burdensome. This principle is particularly relevant for small businesses attempting to 

function in a market dominated by multinational conglomerates. The major film 

companies—such as Fox Studios, Warner Brothers and Village-Roadshow—do not 

require government support, direct or indirect. But smaller businesses do need 

Commonwealth assistance to enter and compete in the market. Gonski’s approach, 

developed from submissions made to the review, reflects the industry’s desire to 

remain varied and competitive and to avoid sector control from a small number of 

large companies. The remainder of Gonski’s principles are concerned with two issues:  

• limiting unnecessary costs 

• providing support for those sectors that would be compromised without it. 

Gonski contends that the cost to government of any support must be known in 

advance. He also states that government support should be transparent and 

accountable. Gonski’s review encourages continuing government support for the 

feature film industry. But he emphasises that government support must be cost-

effective and achieve its expectations in an environment that limits the potential for 

abuse and streamlines administration costs.  

In this section I examined and analysed The road to success’s and The Gonski 

Review’s recommendations on federal government measures to encourage private 

sector finance in the Canadian and Australian feature film industries. My investigation 
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revealed some of the issues facing these feature film production industries. The most 

significant of these is that both public and private sector investment are necessary. 

The general nature of medium-sized national cinemas necessitates the regulation of 

private sector investment, support for those areas that fail in the open market, and 

consideration of foreign investment and infiltration. The Canadian document contends 

that domestic private sector investment must be encouraged, while foreign private 

sector involvement needs to be regulated. Conversely, the Australian document 

encourages domestic and foreign private sector investment, arguing that both forms 

provide benefits to the feature film production industry. Where Australia seeks to 

benefit economically from foreign investment in its existing form, the Canadian 

document proposes the economic benefit through levies. This difference demonstrates 

how these structurally, and historically, similar feature film production industries have 

divergent approaches to the same issue. And it validates each country’s disparate 

relationships with the US in terms of industry relationships, foreign product 

infiltration, economic domination, and concerns about cultural homogeny.  

In the following section I explore the tax incentive schemes of Canada and Australia 

and how they are discussed in The road to success and the Gonski Review. The 

details of these programs reveal the underlying goals of the respective federal 

governments in their encouragement of local and foreign—in the case of Australia—

private investment. Furthermore, my examination of these schemes, in the context of 

The road to success and The Gonski Review, illustrates how Canada and Australia 

define their feature film industries in the commercially driven market.  
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Tax incentives 

Canada 
The road to success makes one key recommendation about the tax incentive programs 

to assist the development of Canadian producers and restrict the US majors’ 

stronghold in the Canadian feature film industry. The Advisory Committee 

acknowledges that the PSTC is inconsistent with the overall goals and objectives of 

the Canadian federal government. It also claims that the PSTC does not contribute to 

the growth of Canada’s national cinema. However, before I begin to discuss this issue, 

I will provide a brief description of the current situation and the two tax-based 

schemes available—the PSTC and the Canadian Film or Video Production Credit 

(CPTC). The CPTC aim is to invigorate Canadian film production while the PSTC 

offers similar benefits to foreign producers. 

In February 1995, the CPTC replaced the long-standing CCA as the major source of 

indirect government funding of certified Canadian productions. This fully refundable 

tax credit for eligible films and videos produced and owned by qualified taxable 

Canadian operations is available at a rate of 25 per cent of eligible salaries expended 

after 1994. To qualify as Canadian content for the tax credit, a point system is used to 

ensure that Canadians occupy key creative positions.  

On 30 July 1997, the Canadian federal government announced an additional tax 

incentive program: the PSTC—the scheme that features in The road to success. This 

mechanism was designed to encourage taxable Canadian corporations—and foreign-

owned corporations with a permanent establishment in Canada—to employ 

Canadians. Under this scheme, Canadian and foreign investors can claim an 

11 per cent tax credit for salary and wages paid to Canadian residents after 
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October 1997. However, the credit is only available for salary and wages paid to local 

employees working on films and videos produced in Canada. This program was 

introduced to make Canada a more attractive place for foreign film and video 

production and to bring benefits to the Canadian economy. However, this tax credit is 

incompatible with the Canadian feature film industry’s goal of becoming independent 

of foreign, and US, influence. The existence of the PSTC as a measure that 

counteracts the supportive role of the CPTC is a major issue in The road to success. 

The Advisory Committee recommends that the federal government amend the PSTC 

to ensure that only Canadian feature films produced for theatrical release by Canadian 

producers are permitted to access the program. Second, this report suggests that the 

tax credit be increased from 11 per cent to at least 20 per cent when the first 

recommendation is implemented. The road to success notes that the PSTC in its 

current form benefits foreign producers and disadvantages Canadian filmmakers. This 

tax scheme gives greater power to foreign producers employing Canadian personnel 

and decreases Canadian producers’ market competitiveness. Generally, this is 

inconsistent with other federal public policies that foster Canada’s cultural industries.  

The document argues that encouraging foreign investors to contribute to the Canadian 

economy is unnecessary for several reasons. First, individual provincial governments 

have their own programs to attract both Canadian and non-Canadian productions. 

Second, the value of the Canadian dollar has decreased by over 10 per cent since 

1997. This devaluation increased the buying power of US producers and US studios 

with Canadian-based operations. The proposed amendments to the PSTC were 

intended to support Canadian productions. These two factors support the suggestion 

that these amendments are unlikely to reduce foreign participation in the Canadian 
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feature film industry to the detriment of the Canadian economy. Furthermore, the 

current revenue allocated through the PSTC is approximately $55 million. The 

Advisory Committee notes that this finance can have a significant effect on the 

growth, stabilisation, and empowerment of the Canadian feature film industry. 

Unfortunately, because of its anti-US overtones, this type of legislated change often 

fails to pass through the parliamentary administration.  

Australia 
The discussion of the tax incentive schemes and their function in the Australian 

feature film industry is also a key aspect of the Gonski Review. It is in this section 

that Gonski makes the proposal for the Film Licensed Investment 

Companies (FLICs). This document outlines the issue of direct versus indirect 

government finance. Gonski finds that, in recent years, the use of indirect finance—

through Division 10BA—has decreased significantly and direct government funding 

has become the dominant support vehicle. Despite the generous tax concessions 

offered through Division 10BA, direct subsidy has proved to be a more stable and 

reliable form of funding.  

Division 10BA was instrumental in injecting private interest into the feature film 

industry between 1981and 1985. However, Gonski notes that this initiative, as the 

major form of finance, caused four key problems. First, the funding of film projects 

was entirely driven by financial factors. Little consideration was given to artistic and 

commercial elements. Second, although several successful feature films were funded 

under the Division’s provisions, the overall quality of films was poor. Considering 

that investors were so concerned with receiving the substantial tax benefits, there was 

little interest in the final product. Third, because producers were so reliant on the tax 
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system, financial decisions were made at the end of the financial year. This resulted in 

the bunching of production activities. Finally, and in part related to the third point, the 

industry suffered from over-production and continued to be unstable, unprofitable, 

and volatile.  

The pitfalls of the Division 10BA tax scheme have been much debated in industrial, 

academic, and government circles since its introduction in 1981. Submissions to 

Gonski’s review revealed little support for a return to using tax incentives as a 

primary form of feature film finance. Direct funding arrangements provide greater 

stability for the industry which, in turn, improves the annual production of films of 

greater quality.  

The Gonski Review finds that the government jointly funds the majority of films 

receiving private investment. Distributors and exhibitors help support the feature film 

industry. But this help is generally in the form of presales and distribution guarantees 

rather than equity investment. As I discussed in the previous section, direct federal 

government funding has contributed to the Australian feature film industry becoming 

more stable. Despite this, Gonski supports encouraging private investment and 

participation in projects undertaken by the independent sector. Throughout the 

document Gonski emphasises that it is unreasonable, and unrealistic, to expect 

government support to increase so that the feature film industry can grow. Therefore, 

there must be a mechanism in place to encourage private investment.  

The Australian feature film industry will find it virtually impossible to attract 

Hollywood-style investment and film budgets. However, a relative increase in private 
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participation and film budgets would help the Australian feature film industry to 

‘reach its next stage of maturity’ (p. 40).  

Gonski proposes to replace the tax benefits offered by Division 10BA with a new 

scheme he calls the FLICs. The licensed investment companies would enable 

investors to take full advantage of the tax incentives and private finance 

encouragement offered by Division 10BA while avoiding the previously discussed 

pitfalls. Gonski suggests that, initially, the federal government grant licenses to three 

companies with experience in developing, producing, and distributing film and 

television. Companies granted a license would be required to meet Australian content 

standards as defined under Division 10BA. But the licensing conditions would also 

give them the flexibility to explore innovative projects not defined under the Division. 

The FLICs would be permitted to raise a designated amount of concessional capital 

over a three-year period. Private investors would be entitled to a tax deduction upon 

payment. Gonski suggests that a deduction of 120 per cent would be an appropriate 

figure although he accepts that expert advice is required in this area. 

Gonski names seven major benefits to be gained from the FLICs option. First, the 

FLICs proposal can be capped. This would allow the federal government to accurately 

estimate revenue allocated to investors through the tax concessions. The respective 

governments’ inability to calculate the schemes’ cost was a major problem with 

Division 10BA and the CCA in Canada. Second, this option would bring together 

industry personnel with experience and expertise in film production, marketing, and 

risk capital management. This would help ensure the smooth running of companies 

involved in this proposal.  
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Third, Gonski’s description of the operation of the proposed FLICs concession is 

specific about who receives which benefit to do what. If the proposal is adopted, this 

will limit the abuse of indirect government funding that occurred under 

Division 10BA. Fourth, funds can then be directed to projects that contribute to 

achieving government cultural objectives. Although the Australian feature film 

industry is commercially driven, it is also concerned with retaining its identity and 

avoiding becoming an extension of the Hollywood mainstream.  

Fifth, the FLICs option would be relatively simple to administer and implement 

because it is not a drastic deviation from Division 10BA, which has been part of the 

industry for over 15 years. By keeping the proposal simple Gonski is acknowledging 

the implementation and administrative difficulties that new policy proposals can 

present. For example, the FLICs proposal is intended to encourage growth in the film 

industry. But its implementation and administration might involve several policy 

areas. So, if adopted by the federal government, it might need to comply with 

different industrial, political, and cultural environments and policies. 

Sixth, the potential for abuse by licensees is limited by this proposal’s structure. 

Given that Gonski wishes to ensure the transparency of FLICs-funded projects, there 

should be minimal instances of funds wasted. Finally, FLICs allows the licensee to 

develop a production schedule that thereby reduces films being made on a project-by-

project basis. It is this trend of making films on a project-by-project basis that has 

contributed to the instability of the Australian feature film industry.  

The FLICs proposal was implemented for a two-year pilot period beginning 1 July 

1998. However, in the Film License Investment Company Act 1998 passed by 
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Parliament, two of Gonski’s recommendations were varied. The tax concessions were 

set at 100 per cent rather than the suggested 120 per cent. Second, Gonski advocated 

abolishing Division 10BA and replacing it with FLICs. The federal government, 

however, has chosen to partially implement the FLICs proposal in parallel with 

Division 10BA (Herd 1998, p. 17).  

Although the FLICs proposal received significant support from industry groups such 

as the Screen Producers’ Association of Australia, industry commentators and the 

Federal Opposition have criticised this scheme. First, it is suggested that because 

FLICs operates with the same investor benefits as Division 10BA, there is no 

motivation for investors to turn to FLICs. Second, the two-year trial period is said to 

be too short to allow the project to make a significant impact and, therefore, is likely 

to fail (Herd 1998, p. 22). The government responded to this criticism by extending 

the pilot period to five years. The pilot ended on 30 June 2003. Third, the proposal is 

said to favour larger production houses with little concern or benefits for independent 

filmmakers (Parliamentary Library 1999, p. 6). Only time will tell if these criticisms 

are valid. The Australian government is currently evaluating the FLICs program. 

The workings of the funding envelopes 
Both The road to success and the Gonski Review examine federal government 

funding arrangements and how the allocation of finance to funding agencies 

contributes to each country’s feature film production industry. In this section I 

examine the:  

• details of Canada’s and Australia’s current funding arrangements 

• recommendations made in these documents  

• possible effects of these recommendations.  



 237 

Because these reports acknowledge their industries’ heavy reliance on direct 

government funding to ensure their continued viability, it is important to consider how 

government funds reach the industries. In this section, my analysis of federal 

government funding arrangements makes it obvious that these two industries have 

very different approaches to encouraging quality, diversity, and innovation. 

Canada 
The structure of federal government funding for the Canadian feature film industry 

differs significantly from Australia’s ‘many doors’ policy. Most funding is obtained 

through the numerous assistance options offered by Telefilm Canada. The National 

Film Board, the Canada Council of the Arts, and Canadian Heritage, have a vested 

interest in various stages of the feature film value chain. But Telefilm Canada is the 

dominant source of support and covers a wide range of areas through its diversified 

film funds.  

The establishment of different organisations, dealing with various cultural and 

commercial elements of the feature film industry, has institutionalised the 

art/commerce and new/experienced dichotomies in Australia. This institutionalisation 

includes, for example, the coexistence of the AFC and the FFC. Film Australia 

Limited and the National Film and Sound Archive contribute to this 

institutionalisation with the various support mechanisms they provide for the feature 

film industry. Conversely, the Canadian federal government has consolidated these 

concerns under the one organisation: Telefilm Canada. Examples of some of the 

feature film funds offered by Telefilm Canada, and how they support the varied stages 

of feature film making, are:  
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• Kick Start—for emerging filmmakers 

• the Industrial and Professional Development Fund 

• the Loan Guarantee Program 

• the Feature Film Fund 

• the Feature Film Distribution Fund  

• the Canadian Production Marketing Assistance Fund.  

Like the Gonski Review, The road to success seeks to identify and address existing 

industry concerns and problems. The road to success concluded that consolidating 

existing funds, and creating a new fund, would be the best option to encourage and 

help Canada’s feature film production industry. The Advisory Committee does not 

recommend institutionalising different aspects of the feature film industry. Rather, it 

recommends that feature film financing be focused on achieving cultural and 

commercial aims out of one funding envelope and in the one organisation.  

The road to success argues that consolidating feature film funds will minimise 

administration costs. It suggests merging several agencies and their funding to create a 

pool of feature film funds to be administered by Telefilm Canada. The agencies and 

budgets it suggests amalgamating are: 

• Telefilm Canada— $38 million 

• the Canadian Television Fund’s feature film contribution—$15 million 

• the Canadian Broadcasting Corporation—$25 million  

• the National Film Board—$5 million. 

These agencies and budgets would be combined with the proposed new federal 

government investment of $50 million and the revamped PSTC of $55 million to 

create a $188 million feature film funding pool. The Advisory Committee’s 
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recommendations about how Telefilm Canada should administer this fund provide an 

insight into the Advisory Committee’s thinking about the Canadian feature film 

industry. The report recommends that up to 80 per cent of the proposed fund reside in 

a funding envelope and that funding applications be assessed, in part, on the 

applicant’s previous work. The assessment criteria might include Canadian box office 

receipts in the domestic and/or international markets, festival selections, and awards 

and prizes that the applicant has received. This recommendation reveals that the 

Advisory Committee is focused on supporting its experienced filmmakers to foster 

growth in the competitive contemporary environment. The Advisory Committee 

suggests that the remaining 20 per cent be reserved for projects that do not meet the 

criteria of the main funding envelope. Furthermore, a specific component of this 

20 per cent should be directed to training in the areas of technical crafts, new 

directors, screenwriters, and producers. The Advisory Committee also suggests that 

this funding envelope should provide funds for preserving Canada’s cinematographic 

heritage through conservation programs, library facilities, and public outreach.  

As stated previously, The road to success recommends that Telefilm Canada operate 

this feature film fund. The Advisory Committee also suggests that a joint private and 

public sector board of directors administer the new feature film fund. And that a 

majority of board members be industry representatives with demonstrated experience 

in feature film production and distribution. It is important to note here that The road 

to success is a highly compact report. Its recommendations are based on the 

assumption that when, or if, the Advisory Committee’s suggestions are adopted by the 

Canadian feature film industry, further research will be undertaken to investigate their 

practical application. On the other hand, the Gonski Review is a more in-depth study. 
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It is thoroughly researched and its recommendations are presented in a format that 

would enable their rapid implementation. 

Australia 
The Gonski Review approaches its discussion about Australia’s funding envelope by 

explaining what is identified as a ‘many doors’ policy. After evaluating submissions 

to his review, David Gonski concluded that direct assistance to the feature film 

industry should be provided through many doors from which producers could seek 

assistance. The issue that drives the many doors approach is that the decision to fund, 

or not fund, a proposal may be based on the informed subjective opinion of a group of 

individuals. Gonski argues that, because a project can be successful on several levels, 

limiting government funding options for Australian producers effectively limits a 

project’s potential. For example, a project can be a commercial success. But it can 

also succeed in terms of ‘audience appeal’, ‘innovation and quality’, ‘creativity’ and 

‘taste’ (p. 46). As I discussed earlier, the Australian federal government 

institutionalises these concerns through the coexistence of several federal, State and 

Territory agencies, the Australian Film, Television and Radio School, and various 

specialty finance funds. Gonski argues that certain issues need to be considered for 

the many doors policy to be maintained and to be effective in the context of the 

Australian feature film industry’s overall objectives.  

The review recommends that agencies providing direct funding to the feature film 

industry introduce term contracts for their senior staff in key funding decision-making 

roles. Gonski suggests a maximum term of five years. Although Gonski appreciates 

the experience and expertise of persons in these positions, he contends that regularly 
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introducing new decision-makers would provide a broad, and continually replenished, 

pool of senior staff.  

Second, to encourage diversity, Gonski encourages the existence of several 

government funding agencies. He suggests that this results in each agency having 

expertise in one or more specialty areas. Submissions to the review suggested that the 

AFC and the FFC be amalgamated into one funding agency. Given his support for the 

many doors policy, Gonski rejects this suggestion. The AFC and the FFC serve as 

very different agencies to the Australian feature film industry. The AFC’s activities 

are concentrated on script and professional development. Therefore, its corporate 

culture is a nurturing one. The FFC, on the other hand, finances developed projects 

that can demonstrate the required financial support from the private sector. Therefore, 

its corporate culture is a commercial one. The amalgamation of these two agencies 

would reduce the cultural and commercial focuses that these agencies hold separately. 

A new organisation—being the combined AFC and FFC—could provide support for 

both script development and production stages. However, in Gonski’s words: 

[a]n organisation would be more likely to finance the production of a project 

which it had supported at the script development stage than a project it had 

rejected at that stage (p. 48).  

Therefore, if there was one organisation, a project’s options would be severely limited 

if it were rejected at the script development stage. A rejection at that stage would 

probably result in the death of that project. Gonski’s advocacy of a many doors policy 

aimed to avoid this scenario.  

The Gonski Review also argues that limited funding options might jeopardise the 

diversity of product ultimately available to domestic and international audiences. The 
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many doors policy is consistent with the federal government’s cultural and 

commercial objectives. It facilitates the production of a broad range of program types, 

genres, and styles, from new and experienced Australian filmmakers. I examine the 

federal government’s cultural objectives later in this chapter.  

The review identifies the many doors policy through the range of assistance measures 

available through the Commonwealth, State and Territory governments and through 

private sector investment. Submissions to the review suggested that the number of 

agencies results in unnecessary overlapping and duplication of services. Gonski 

answers these concerns by investigating the mandates of Australia’s funding agencies 

and I discus this later in this chapter. 

Other issues  
One of the main functions of reports like The road to success and the Gonski Review 

is to identify the major issues of contention in their respective feature film industries 

and to suggest solutions to address those problems. As part of the review process, the 

Advisory Committee and Gonski invited submissions from all sectors of their 

respective feature film industries to identify problem areas. The Advisory Committee 

and Gonski concede that their respective feature film production industries have 

experienced significant growth and have had some successes over the past decade. 

However, they also acknowledge that their respective federal governments must enact 

supportive legislation so that they can continue to prosper. In the following section I 

examine the recommendations made about particular areas of the feature film 

production process that fall outside the public/private and taxation discussions.  

As I mentioned earlier, The road to success is not as comprehensive as the Gonski 

Review and this makes understanding the issues that face the Canadian feature film 
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industry more difficult. Another difference between the two reviews is that the 

recommendations made in The road to success are not as precise. Consequently, my 

discussion of other issues in the Canadian feature film industry is not as explicit as my 

discussion about the Australian issues. 

Canada 
The road to success uses submissions made to the Advisory Committee to determine 

which areas in the Canadian feature film industry are not performing efficiently and 

require legislated changes. I discussed most of the Advisory Committee’s 

recommendations in the preceding sections of this chapter. However, I will briefly re-

examine these issues to clarify how the recommendations, if implemented, would 

encourage the Canadian feature film industry to develop.  

The Advisory Committee recommends increased participation by public and private 

broadcasters in the form of direct financial assistance and exhibition opportunities. It 

suggests that equity investments and license fees be used to fund direct financial 

assistance. The Advisory Committee acknowledges the significant role that public and 

private broadcasters have in Canada’s feature film production industry. And it 

concludes that television is an effective means of reaching the domestic audience. The 

Advisory Committee also recommends that public and private broadcasters should be 

required to schedule Canadian films during peak viewing periods, when the greatest 

number of Canadians is able to watch them. 

The Advisory Committee argues that the state of the Canadian feature film industry 

necessitates a new investment from the federal government so that production, 

distribution, and marketing sectors can be strengthened. Its recommendation that the 
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Canadian federal government inject a further $50 million into the feature film industry 

is a major component of this review. Moreover, The road to success stresses that all 

funds must be consolidated and administered by Telefilm Canada. The Advisory 

Committee argues that this is necessary if the Canadian feature film industry is to 

become stable and produce high quality films that can compete in the national and 

international markets. Third, marketing is recognised as a particularly weak sector in 

the Canadian feature film industry. The Advisory Committee notes that only 

10 per cent of average budgets is allocated to promotion and suggests that low 

marketing budgets are compromising the success of Canada’s feature film production 

industry.  

The Advisory Committee’s fourth, and probably most radical, recommendation is the 

introduction of a 3.5 per cent levy on box office receipts collected by foreign 

distributors. As discussed previously, financing through levies has been suggested to 

the federal government in the past and has not been implemented. Given the sensitive 

and volatile relationship that exists between Canada and the US, it is unlikely the 

Canadian federal government will adopt this recommendation. Fifth, the Advisory 

Committee looked to other medium-sized national cinemas to suggest the creation of 

a labour-sponsored capital fund. The Advisory Committee does not discuss this 

recommendation in detail. But it predicts that if this fund was created it would raise 

one billion dollars. Finally, the Advisory Committee proposes amendments to the 

PSTC. The previously discussed amendments would increase opportunities for 

Canadian producers, filmmakers, and private investors while limiting foreign 

investment. The submissions argue that the PSTC, in its current form, competes with 

the Canadian feature film production industry and contradicts the intention of 
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supportive Canadian-focused feature film mechanisms. However, the industry 

benefits of offshore productions are much more valuable than this review 

acknowledges. 

Once again, it is important to realise here that this review, although it makes several 

radical and supportive recommendations to address the feature film industry’s 

problems, is not a comprehensive investigation. The road to success relied heavily on 

submissions rather than undertaking a focused, independent study. For this reason, 

any recommendations made by the Advisory Committee would need to be researched 

extensively before implementation. 

Australia 
Federal government agency mandates are one of the key areas in the Gonski Review. 

There is some concern that endorsing the many doors approach has resulted in 

unnecessary service duplication. Gonski addresses this concern by examining the 

mandates of five agencies to assess the agencies’ actual roles against their original, 

intended purpose. The agencies he examined were: 

• Australian Film Commission (AFC) 

• Film Finance Corporation (FFC) 

• Film Australia Limited  

• Australian Film, Television and Radio School 

• National Film and Sound Archive.  

Further, the review examines whether or not the mandates are relevant in the 

contemporary environment and ensure that the agencies are best serving the 

Australian feature film industry. Gonski suggests that there appears to be duplication 

in the areas of production, script development, marketing, and distribution. However, 
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it is important to examine the client group and the agencies’ objectives and operations 

to determine whether duplication does in fact occur. The report encourages a focused 

approach to mandates and original purpose and further encourages greater synergy 

between public support and funding establishments. 

The Australian Film Commission (AFC) 

The AFC’s core functions are specified in section five of the Australian Film 

Commission Act 1975. The AFC interprets the functions defined in its Act to mean 

that it shall: 

• provide development funding through script and other pre-production assistance 

and production funding 

• provide assistance to industry and cultural organisations with the aim of 

developing audiences and a vigorous screen culture 

• provide marketing support and advice 

• promote Australian film and television internationally 

• assist the development of Indigenous film and program makers 

• monitor industry performance and provide information and research 

• give expert advice to government, industry, and the public 

• sponsor initiatives to increase women’s participation in key creative and technical 

positions of the industry (pp. 76–7). 

The Australian federal government funds the AFC through the annual budget process. 

In 1996–97, the Commission received $16.5 million through direct funding. In 

addition, the AFC retains revenue earned through its Special Production Fund for 

reinvestment in projects. The Gonski Review is concerned that the range of activities 

being undertaken by this agency is at risk of becoming blurred. Gonski is also 

concerned that its major priorities are being subordinated in the absence of a clear 
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direction from the federal government about the AFC’s objectives and priorities. 

However, Gonski concedes that such a situation is not surprising considering the 

current breadth of the AFC’s Act. Although the Australian Film Commission Act 1975 

was amended in 1988—when the Film Finance Corporation was established—the 

AFC still retains many of the functions carried out prior to the establishment of the 

FFC and other film agencies, including the National Film and Sound Archive. The 

report suggests that the AFC undertake two key functions in the Australian feature 

film industry:  

• support for script development 

• support for new entrants into the industry to progress from training institutions to 

the commercial environment.  

Gonski considers that these should be the AFC’s core functions. 

Clearly, Gonski supports the AFC’s nurturing corporate culture. He believes that this 

culture needs to be embraced more enthusiastically to best serve the growth of 

Australia’s feature film production industry. For example, Gonski recognises the 

importance of the AFC’s script development activities. This report emphasises that 

the growth of private sector investment that would be expected if the previously 

discussed FLICs proposal was implemented would lead to increased demand for well-

developed Australian scripts. Gonski suggests an increase in script development 

services investment from $2 million—the amount allocated in 1996–97—to 

$3 million.  

The report also notes that the AFC’s Special Production Fund plays a key role as part 

of the transition from the training to the commercial sector of the industry. The Fund 

provides funding for innovative programming by new filmmakers and helps 
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filmmakers gain production experience, refine their skills, and gain industry 

credibility. Gonski suggests that this fund remain a priority and that the AFC’s 

investment be set at a minimum of $6 million per year. The Gonski Review 

recommends that the Australian Film Commission Act 1975 be amended to allow the 

AFC to focus its activities on these two areas. The document identifies several areas 

that are not operating efficiently in the AFC due to duplication with other government 

agencies and the broad range of the AFC’s mandate. Gonski identifies a lot of 

unnecessary duplication in the area of research. Policy research, statistics, data, and 

other related material are important for the feature film industry. But Gonski argues 

that similar research is being undertaken in several government film agencies. He 

suggests that the Department of Communications, Information Technology and the 

Arts investigate strategies to ensure efficient industry data collection and research.  

Second, submissions to the review suggested that the AFC’s investment in screen 

culture activity overlaps with State/Territory assistance to their screen culture 

activities. Gonski suggests that the AFC limit its involvement in screen culture by 

supporting national events only—such as touring programs and awards ceremonies. 

Further, Gonski advises that the AFC’s screen culture investment be capped at a 

maximum of $1 million per year. Finally, although Gonski does not say this directly, 

the Special Production Fund was criticised in the past for financing projects with more 

commercial potential, rather than those focused on innovation and diversity, thereby 

duplicating the FFC’s role. The Gonski Review strongly suggests that the AFC 

acknowledge, and encourage, the Special Production Fund’s function as a transitional 

step between training and the commercial sector. Therefore, this Fund’s priority 
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should be first-time filmmakers and it should aim to encourage diversity, cultural 

awareness, and innovation. 

The Film Finance Corporation (FFC) 

The Gonski Review completed a similar analysis of the FFC’s activities. However, for 

the most part, the review finds that this agency’s operations are consistent with its 

mandate. The FFC was established in 1988. Its primary objective is to provide 

assistance to projects that have:  

• demonstrated market place attachments and/or private sector investment  

• the required Australian content as outlined in the Division 10BA tax provisions.  

The Corporation is an equal partner in loans, investments, guarantees and 

underwritten agreements for qualifying Australian films.  

The FFC also participates in training and skills development activities incidental to its 

main operations. For example, it has a Producer Attachment Scheme under which 

young producers work in the FFC’s offices for professional development. 

Furthermore, the FFC supports the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Recruitment 

and Career Development Strategy—a scheme developed by the FFC and the former 

Department of Employment, Education, Training and Youth Affairs. In addition, the 

FFC makes available a series of marketing seminars on feature films.  

The Gonski Review makes several recommendations aimed at increasing the FFC’s 

efficiency and ensuring that it focuses on fulfilling its role as a commercially driven, 

government-funding agency. Primarily, the report recognises that the FFC’s 

specialised Film Fund’s operations are not consistent with the organisation’s mandate. 

The Film Fund provides funding for projects that are unable to guarantee market 
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attachment or private finance. Therefore, its funding decisions are not market-based 

and Gonski supports the FFC’s decision in 1996 to suspend this fund. Moreover, he 

recommends that the finance previously allocated to the fund be put into other types 

of FFC investment.  

The Gonski Review identifies three key points of contention about the FFC’s 

operations that were raised in submissions. First, Gonski makes clear that the FFC 

must ensure that the selection criteria must be based on obvious commercial 

objectives, not on creative grounds. Second, the report acknowledges that there is a 

perceived lack of communication and consultation from the FFC to producers who 

have been refused funding. Third, the industry submissions revealed that industry 

personnel are unable to access the FFC database for information. Gonski encourages 

the Corporation to consider these issues and to make the necessary changes. The 

report is seeking efficiency by ensuring greater synergy and communication between 

the various government agencies and industry personnel. It aims to create a user-

friendly and industry-focused environment.  

The Australian Film, Television and Radio School 

The Australian Film, Television and Radio School is the primary vehicle for 

providing training and skills development for the feature film industry. Although 

Gonski asserts that its activities are consistent with its mandate, his report outlines 

several issues that need to be considered in the provision of funding.  

First, Gonski notes the different approaches to industry training in Australia and the 

US. In the US, industry training is predominantly supplied by the private sector 

through the studio-based system. Because countries such as Australia, Canada, and 

France do not have a studio system, it was necessary for them to establish publicly 
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funded training institutions to foster the development of a healthy pool of talent for 

their local industries. The report asserts that without this support the future of 

Australia’s industry would be severely compromised.  

The review notes that the changing global environment will increase the need for 

filmmakers to be well-educated in the business aspects of the industry in addition to 

having production skills. Gonski considers disseminating knowledge through the 

School will better benefit student filmmakers entering a highly competitive and 

continually changing industrial environment, particularly in light of emerging new 

media technologies.  

Gonski suggests that the School begin to take an active role in creating relationships 

between students and industry representatives through internships and employment 

programs. This report does not suggest that on-the-job training should replace any 

Film, Television and Radio School activities or responsibilities. Gonski supports the 

benefits of this type of marketplace attachment for fostering relationships and 

increasing skills.  

Finally, the report encourages the School to liaise with other public and private 

sectors of the industry to ensure that their educational and training programs are best 

serving new entrants into the industry. Cooperation with other educational institutions 

can also help achieve best practice standards in education, training, and research. 

The National Film and Sound Archive  

The National Film and Sound Archive represents the final stage of the Australian 

feature film value chain. It is a Commonwealth budgetary expenditure program 

administered by the Department of Communications, Information Technology and the 
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Arts and was established in 1984 as the national moving image and sound recording 

collector. Broadly, its aim is to make Australia’s screen and sound heritage 

permanently accessible.  

Overall, the Gonski Review concludes that the Archive’s operations are consistent 

with its intended function. However, the report makes one key recommendation to 

ensure that this agency is fully utilised and maintained. At the time of the review, it 

was not a requirement to lodge audiovisual materials with the Archive. Gonski states: 

Australia’s audiovisual product is considered a vital element of Australia’s 

cultural heritage…in an increasing globalising, content hungry industry the 

value of high quality library collections will increase to the industry generally 

(p. 86).  

Therefore, he suggests the introduction of a compulsory deposit scheme for 

audiovisual materials. This type of scheme would require that all audiovisual items 

produced in, or about, Australia would be offered to the National Film and Sound 

Archive for deposit into the national collection.  

I will briefly mention one final recommendation made by Gonski that, if adopted, 

would ultimately affect all publicly funded film support mechanisms. Gonski 

recommends that the federal government investigate possible efficiencies in the 

provision of corporate services for the film support agencies. He suggests that an 

expert consultant be appointed to research corporate services in the agencies and 

suggests possible efficiencies that would not compromise the agencies’ independence 

in their mandated operations. 

The report suggests that this expert consultant should also be responsible for 

exploring the possibility of establishing a joint venture between the AFC and the FFC 
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to provide administrative assistance to these organisations. This recommendation 

emerged in the context of the previously discussed submission suggesting the 

amalgamation of the AFC and the FFC. Although Gonski rejected this proposal, he 

acknowledged the possible benefits of streamlining administration costs by 

establishing a joint venture. My analysis and discussion of the Gonski Review 

revealed that the most contentious issues are centred on the operations of the federal 

government funding agencies. Gonski’s recommendations seek to refocus and fine-

tune the agencies’ operations while fostering stronger relationships between them. 

Furthermore, this report is not only concerned with minimising expenditure, although 

that is a concern. It is also about policy development that provides a publicly funded 

environment that efficiently and effectively supports the Australian feature film 

industry.  

Cultural objectives and the domestic audience 
The overwhelming theme of both The road to success and the Gonski Review is their 

focus on allowing their film industries to develop and prosper in a Hollywood-

dominated environment. However, the reasoning behind this desire for growth is not 

only economically motivated. Culturally based concerns feature in these reviews, 

reflecting the dual nature of each feature film production industry. The achievement 

of cultural objectives is the key focus for the national cinemas of Canada and 

Australia. Globalisation is increasing rapidly. In this environment, the Canadian and 

Australian federal governments, like the British and the French, are acknowledging 

their responsibility to maintain their feature film production industries. Essentially, 

these industries have the potential to contribute to the cultural health of their 

respective countries. The Canadian and Australian federal governments are once again 
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realising the tangible and intangible benefits of having a strong feature film 

production industry. In the following section I examine how these reviews describe 

their respective feature film industries’ role in the global market. 

Canada 
The road to success approached issues of cultural sector contribution and domestic 

audience considerations somewhat differently to the Gonski Review. Gonski explored 

issues of cultural sector output and audience by investigating the complexities and the 

reasoning behind the cinema’s role in the national and international markets. The 

Canadian document assumes an understanding of these issues. That is, the Advisory 

Committee approached cultural issues continually in the body of the review rather 

than making them a focused consideration. However, The road to success does make 

clear that Canada’s feature film production industry has a key role to play nationally 

and internationally. In its executive summary the Advisory Committee stated that 

Canadian films:  

and the creative talent who are responsible for bring them to the screen, instil 

pride in Canadians. They project an image of our country and ourselves 

abroad—providing immeasurable goodwill and promotion of Canadian culture 

and commerce (p. 1).  

It is necessary to examine the motivations behind the report’s key recommendations 

to determine the Advisory Committee’s commitment to cultural considerations and 

the domestic audience. The Committee’s concerns for the Canadian feature film 

production industry are revealed in its approach to the coexistence of public and 

private funding in the industry. Like the Gonski Review, The road to success 

concedes that the Canadian feature film industry cannot function effectively without 

federal government and private sector support. The Advisory Committee believes 
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increasing the attractiveness of tax incentive schemes to private investors would 

significantly benefit Canada’s feature film production industry. The ultimate goal is to 

increase the number and quality of Canadian films in Canadian theatres.  

The road to success further recommends amending the Film or Video Production 

Services Tax Credit to change its focus—from foreign investment in Canadian-based 

films to private investment in Canadian content-based movies. The proposal is a 

response to criticisms from Canadian film industry workers that the Canadian industry 

has for too long been treated as part of the US market. The Advisory Committee 

concedes that Canada’s recognition of its independence is long overdue and that 

industry policy must begin to reflect Canada’s patriotism for its feature film industry. 

Cultural discussions have often suggested that Canadians are the most anti-American 

of all nations. The Advisory Committee suggests the federal government acknowledge 

this widely held view by implementing feature film policies that discourage, rather 

than encourage, the enemy from entering Canadian territory.  

As previously discussed, the suggested 3.5 per cent levy on foreign-owned 

distribution earnings has a long history in this industry. The debate about legislated 

support for the Canadian feature film industry has included discussions about 

protective mechanisms—such as levies and quotes—for many years. Traditionally, 

the levy option has never made it through the preliminary stages of federal 

government approval.  

Academic, industrial, and political discussions often link increasing economic 

globalisation with a possible increase in cultural globalisation. In this increasingly 

global environment countries around the world are seeking to preserve their national 
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identity. This partly explains why countries like Australia, Canada, Great Britain, and 

New Zealand use their cultural industries to project their uniqueness and difference to 

a national and international audience. The review’s commitment to improving 

marketing and promotional activities further demonstrates its consideration of the 

national audience. As previously discussed, there is a direct correlation between the 

marketing budget and a film’s box office success. The Advisory Committee suggests 

that the national audience is unaware of the Canadian films that do reach their 

theatres. The Advisory Committee argues that as average production budgets increase, 

marketing budgets should also increase from their current average of 10 per cent of 

the total film budget. It becomes apparent here that although the review is concerned 

with the commercial aspects of the Canadian feature film industry, it is also aware of 

the industry’s role in Canada’s cultural sector. The Advisory Committee states: 

‘Canadians deserve to see themselves, their history, their geography and their dramas 

interpreted in films’ (p. 3). 

Australia 
The Gonski Review acknowledges that the term ‘cultural objectives’ can often be 

ambiguous and based on assumptions about domestic audience self-image and the 

projection of national identity. For this reason, the review outlines six key objectives 

for a culturally specific national cinema. They are: 

• defining and exploring what it is to be Australian 

• encouraging national maturity and independence 

• allowing the local audience to recognise and explore its own diversity 

• promoting a more inquisitive, imaginative, and thoughtful society 

• projecting diverse images 
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• providing an historical record of contemporary issues and events.  

Essentially, the culture focus aims to specify the role that a vibrant Australian feature 

film industry could play in the domestic and international markets.  

Gonski states that Australia’s national cinema can play a key role in defining and 

exploring what it is to be Australian. In a multicultural nation, such as Australia, 

traditionally defining elements such as religion, ethnicity, and culture are not in total 

collective existence. Therefore, Australia’s feature film production industry can be 

used as a defining vehicle. The review suggests that the feature film industry can 

encourage national maturity and independence by developing self-awareness and the 

capacity to honestly appraise self-image. Gonski is acknowledging here that the filmic 

medium gives the domestic audience the ability to examine the country in which it is 

living and an opportunity to learn from those observations. This review notes that 

Australia’s national cinema allows the local audience to recognise and explore its own 

diversity. Australia embraced multiculturalism relatively recently. Given this, the 

feature film industry can contribute to the discovery of the populace and the numerous 

cultures within it.  

Gonski asserts that Australia’s national cinema can play a key role in promoting a 

more inquisitive, imaginative, and thoughtful society. This issue relates to both the 

national and international markets. Gonski argues that positive reinforcement through 

the arts can only have a valuable effect on a multicultural society. And further, 

because the filmic medium reaches such a wide audience, it can be a very powerful 

tool. A vibrant Australian film industry can help project diverse images nationally and 

internationally. As a multicultural and diverse nation, the Australian cinema 

contributes to exhibiting varying images to the domestic market. Finally, the 
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Australian film industry plays a key role in providing—for current and future 

generations—an historical record of contemporary issues and events that illustrate 

Australian life. This is a particularly important issue for Australian society. For 

Australians to know who they are, and how they differ from other nations, they must 

be aware of what they were. The Australian national cinema plays a key role in 

helping Australians understand their past.  

In addition to listing these six points, Gonski discusses how federal government 

funding of the Australian feature film industry contributes to the creation of cultural 

sector output. He acknowledges that the feature film industry advances Australia’s 

economic health. However, in Gonski’s words: ‘[t]he Commonwealth supports the 

film and television industry in order to achieve its cultural objectives and to enrich the 

cultural life of all Australians’ (p. 15). 

Film and television are among the most accessible forms of cultural material. The 

review notes that these communication mediums are the best way to tell Australian 

stories and depict Australian dreams and visions. It also observes that film and 

television are the best way for creators to reach the global market. Moreover, 

government support for the filmic medium ensures that this form of culture will be 

accessible for future generations.  

For the Australian government’s cultural objectives to be met, the industry needs to 

produce a broad range of products in different formats and genres that: 

• reflect different ideas 

• enable different voices to be heard  

• share diverse visions.  
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The review’s recognition of the importance of production diversity further supports 

the many doors policy. Moreover, the Gonski Review supports the Commonwealth 

using a range of policy instruments to ensure that production diversity is maintained. 

These include direct funding, tax incentives, and regulating the broadcasting of 

Australian content. Gonski argues that Australians will continue to demand access to 

their national cinema—a cinema that addresses their cultural values, lifestyles, and 

aspirations.  

Internationally, Gonski acknowledges that the Australian feature film industry should 

not seek to compete with Hollywood. He accepts that it should, instead, concentrate 

on reflecting Australian culture and maximising US interests in Australia. The review 

acknowledges that the Australian population of 19.8 million is too small to maintain 

an inward looking feature film production industry. It is partly for this reason that the 

Australian cinema is commercially driven, although government support allows it to 

be culturally specific. Therefore, Gonski recommends that the federal government 

acknowledge its role in maintaining Australia’s national cinema, continue its current 

rate of assistance, and continue to accept non-commercial rates of return on its 

investment.  

The Gonski Review’s approach to cultural considerations in the Australian feature 

film industry reveals a substantial deviation from the agendas that dominated industry 

discussion in the 1980s. This report shows that it is neither economically nor 

culturally viable for Australia to compete with, or stylistically mimic, Hollywood film 

formula. Australian audiences’ tastes have changed over the past 30 years and they 

have demanded more diverse feature films. The feature film industry responded by 

producing different genres and attempting to achieve artistic outcomes that went 
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beyond box office and entertainment considerations. Successful films, produced in a 

variety of genres, demonstrated that the Australian industry’s strength lay in its 

difference from, rather than its mimicry of, Hollywood’s formula for success. 

Conclusion 
In this chapter I outlined the major issues in The road to success and the Gonski 

Review. These investigations provide an opportunity to identify the concerns 

medium-sized national cinemas faced at the end of the 1990s. My examination of 

these reports revealed five common themes that framed this discussion.  

First, these industries’ concurrent reliance on public and private finance was a major 

point of contention. The Advisory Committee and Gonski found that their respective 

industries rely heavily on both forms of funding and encourage the continuation of 

this funding model. Moreover, private investment and infrastructure are unable to 

support all segments of the feature film value chain in each industry. Therefore, direct 

and indirect federal government support is an invaluable tool in helping these 

industries to develop. My comparison of these reports’ approach to public and private 

funding revealed one major difference. The Gonski Review did not recommend 

additional federal government funding for the Australian feature film industry while 

The road to success recommended an injection of $50 million into the Canadian 

feature film industry.  

Both the Advisory Committee and Gonski acknowledge the importance of tax 

incentive schemes in encouraging increased private investment. And both reviews 

recommend substantial changes to their tax incentive schemes. The Advisory 

Committee recommends significant changes to the PSTC to benefit the local 
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production-funding environment. Gonski proposes the establishment of Film Licensed 

Investment Companies to overcome some of the shortcomings of Division 10BA.  

My discussion about the funding envelopes of the Canadian and Australian industries 

revealed that each review had a different approach to similar situations. The Gonski 

Review strongly recommends a many doors policy to provide maximum support for 

the Australian feature film industry. But the Canadian document takes the opposite 

view. The road to success endorses consolidating all funds allocated to the feature 

film industry in one funding envelope to be administered by Telefilm Canada. 

However, the Advisory Committee does not adequately explain its reasons for 

supporting this strategy.  

My discussion about the major problem areas in each industry revealed several 

differences. The Canadian industry’s key problem is the lack of funds available to the 

production, distribution, and marketing sectors. The Advisory Committee hoped this 

could be rectified with the proposed $50 million additional funding from the Canadian 

federal government. Gonski discusses the mandates of Australia’s major government 

funding agencies to refocus the industry’s numerous goals.  

Finally, my discussion of cultural objectives and audience considerations refocused 

this investigation by revealing that each review had similar objectives for its industry. 

My investigation of these sections revealed many common issues in medium-sized 

feature film production industries attempting to compete in a Hollywood-dominated 

industry. However, most significantly for this investigation, the Canadian and 

Australian feature film industries are still trying to establish a workable policy mix 

that will facilitate their feature film production industries’ development.  
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My comparison reveals two interesting points. First, Australian feature film policy 

moved away from mimicking Canadian policy in 1986—after the disappointment 

with the Division 10BA tax incentives. Second, the Canadian industry’s close ties 

with the US mean the industry is not sufficiently independent to benefit from 

appropriate federal government feature film policy. The Australian industry 

encourages its US ties through foreign investment regulations that allow public sector 

support to function autonomously. Essentially, the Canadian and Australian industries 

are still, after 30 years of policy development, dealing with Hollywood domination, 

tax incentives, public and private sector financing, and cultural considerations. This is 

not likely to change. 
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Chapter six 
Conclusion: Looking backwards and forward 
I began this research in 1998. My goal for this thesis was twofold: 

• to use comparative analysis to examine and evaluate recent feature film 

production policies that have influenced the Canadian and Australian industries  

• to reflect on what needs to be known about these industries that will allow 

successful and stable policy development.  

I decided to juxtapose the formulation and implementation of Canadian and 

Australian feature film policy when my initial research revealed that the two 

industries were beset by similar problems. Initial inquiries, which disclosed 

similarities in policy development in the two countries, confirmed my thinking and 

suggested that the research was indeed worth undertaking. Additionally, my 

investigation became even more interesting and suggestive when my research 

revealed a pattern of imitative policy development. At the same time however, it is 

important to acknowledge that, in the different national settings, applying similar 

policy initiatives has often produced divergent results. 

However, I did not intend to attempt an all-inclusive analysis and evaluation of 

feature film policy in Canada and Australia. Thus, I note here that there are two areas 

where my research could be further developed. This analysis could be significantly 

extended by: 

• comparing the productions that resulted under these policies and analysing their 

cultural contributions and commercial appeal 

• analysing and evaluating policy associated with minority filmmaking in these two 

countries. This would provide additional insight into these industries’ 

complexities.  
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Because this research focused on parallel policy issues, I adopted a comparative 

approach as a valuable and obvious method for the inquiry. Traditionally, this 

approach has provided a rich analytic methodology for understanding policy in the 

context of Canadian and Australian economic, political, and historical development. 

Of course, in recent years, the critical juxtaposition of media industries of these two 

nations of white settlement has become more common. Compared with the 

sometimes-limiting scope of single-country studies, the comparative method is often 

more productive and useful. In my research, the method of comparison allowed two 

key areas of debate to be identified as crucial to my concerns. They are: 

• taxation  

• public and private funding. 

In addition, my analysis of relevant critical debates further underlines the significance 

of these areas. 

To summarise my analysis I will briefly recall my discussion of how film policy 

makers in Ottawa and Canberra perceive Hollywood and how that perception 

influences their policy development. Essentially, they see Hollywood as both the 

principal roadblock to success and as the key to economic independence for their 

industries. The culture/commerce dichotomy provides a good example of each 

country’s perceptions of Hollywood’s influence. Canada and Australia believe the 

US’s general domination of the global feature film market—and especially, their 

national distribution sectors—has prevented their production infrastructure from 

flourishing. Similarly, both countries, especially during their tax incentive periods, 

generated a certain level of commercial success and stability by encouraging linkages 

with Hollywood. Given its close proximity to the US, Canada is more concerned 
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about the influx of US productions and their effect on feature filmmaking north of the 

49th state.  

In addition to examining recurring key issues in my analysis, I also considered the 

consequences of institutional agencies as policy tools. This illustrates, for example, 

the significance of my discussion of the circumstances surrounding the establishment 

of major feature film industry policy reviews. In Canada, the resulting report, The 

national film and video policy, was released in May 1984. The review commissioned 

by the Australian Film Commission released its report, Film assistance, future 

options, in 1986.  

Australia’s solution proved to be much more successful than Canada’s. The 

Australian federal government chose to institutionalise dual policy needs by splitting 

responsibility for cultural and commercial concerns between two government 

agencies—the Australian Film Commission and the Film Finance Corporation. This 

seemingly basic administrative issue legislatively separated the commercial and 

cultural concerns of the national cinema. It also ensured that mandates protected the 

independence and integrity of the Commission and the Corporation.  

Conversely, Canada’s response to The national film and video policy was to transfer 

all funding and policy responsibility to one agency—Telefilm Canada. The federal 

government established an array of funds to ensure that commercial and cultural 

concerns were separated. In practice though, these funding guidelines were vague and 

seemingly not binding. Thus, the concerns for the public thrust of the funding 

initiative took a back seat when extra funding was needed for commercial projects. 

The 1984 Canadian policy attempted to manage cultural and development concerns 
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through the National Film Board. But contracting production to the private sector 

resulted in a continued blending of public and private concerns through one agency. 

This meant that, instead of being effectively institutionalised in their own right, 

culture and commerce were collapsed into each other.  

Beyond these specific findings, my research also revealed more general concerns. One 

of these is policy development though imitation. I found that policy makers often 

assume that a single policy initiative, altered to fit national characteristics, will deliver 

similar outcomes. The trajectory of my research revealed Australia often follows 

Canada’s lead. But there are numerous instances where Canada has drawn on the 

experiences of other nation-states to determine its funding options. Thus, for example, 

Fox’s private sector thrust in the 1984 policy found that, like British and French 

initiatives, distinctively Canadian productions would be successful in the commercial 

market place.  

The very nature of national cinemas means that they are ‘second cinemas’—

subservient to Hollywood—and marginal industries in their own markets. Therefore, 

the national governments that fund them, and the policy makers, must reflect on, and 

attempt to understand their own practice, to enact effective policy measures. 

Hindsight allows for effortless criticism. However, my aim here was not to engage in 

armchair judgement of attempts to enact successful policies that failed for a variety of 

reasons. Rather, I have attempted to demonstrate the results of policy implementation 

when neither the government, nor the policy makers, have the benefit of a full view of 

the industries and the environments in which they operate.  
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Thus, for example, in the 1990s, Canada and Australia have re-embraced the idea of 

funding feature film production through taxation without fully considering the reasons 

why earlier tax incentive schemes were abandoned. As my study has shown, there are 

several examples of this kind of policy development where the post-implementation 

consequences were not considered fully. Governments frequently do not have a clear 

insight into the tangible or intangible variables that affect feature film policy 

application. Consequently, the practice of reflective comparison is a valuable tool for 

enhancing this understanding.  

Canada and Australia are seeking policy solutions that will produce stable and 

successful growth in their feature film production industries. For this to happen, the 

environments in which these industries operate, and the specific effects of policy in 

particular contexts, need to be analysed. If this analysis is not done, and governments’ 

and policy makers’ understanding of the environment in which these industries 

operate does not improve, then they will continue to be fringe industries. Their 

viability and success will be influenced by continual debate over funding levels and 

policy development. And these industries will survive on occasional successes that 

result not because of the policies that funded them, but despite them. 
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