Universiteit

4 Leiden
The Netherlands

V-Cinema: canons of Japanese film and the challenge of video
Mes, T.P.

Citation
Mes, T. P. (2018, January 9). V-Cinema: canons of Japanese film and the challenge of video.
Retrieved from https://hdl.handle.net/1887/61126

Version: Not Applicable (or Unknown)

Licence agreement concerning inclusion of doctoral thesis in the
Institutional Repository of the University of Leiden

Downloaded from: https://hdl.handle.net/1887/61126

License:

Note: To cite this publication please use the final published version (if applicable).


https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/license:5
https://hdl.handle.net/1887/61126

Cover Page

The following handle holds various files of this Leiden University dissertation:
http://hdl.handle.net/1887/61126

Author: Mes, T.P.

Title: V-Cinema: canons of Japanese film and the challenge of video
Issue Date: 2018-01-09


https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/1
http://hdl.handle.net/1887/61126
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/handle/1887/1�

2. Parallel Canons: Japanese Cinema in the
Eyes of the World, 1951-2000

To say that the Western world discovered
Japan as a filmmaking nation in 1951, when
Rashomon won the Golden Lion at the Venice
Film Festival, is to deliver a cliché, to state a
truth, and to perpetuate a creation myth all at
once. The story is probably the most oft-
repeated anecdote in Western accounts of
Japanese film history: the film ‘stunned’
(Nornes 2014: 245) a Venice festival
programmer, who selected it without the
knowledge of its director Kurosawa Akira and
against the wishes of Daiei studio president
Nagata Masaichi, who initially found the film
incomprehensible (Richie 1998: 70).1 Though

! In a festival environment in which the selection and
screening of films at international festivals formed part of
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Rashomon was successful in the domestic
market as well, Japanese film critics puzzled
by the honor bestowed upon the film explained
the phenomenon away as a fluke, a mere
example of Westerners’ taste for the exotic
(Kurosawa 1982: 187). The following year,
Rashomon received the Academy Award for
Foreign Language Film and, flush with the
success of “his” film, Nagata Masaichi saw

the cautious game of post-war diplomatic relations, it
seems miraculous that the film could be screened ‘against
the wishes of studio head Nagata Masaichi’ (Nornes 2014:
245) and without the knowledge of director Kurosawa
Akira. Richie (Richie 1998: 80) calls the process that led to
Rashomon'’s Venice win ‘a series of fortuitous
circumstances’ and clarifies that Daiei only agreed ‘with
the greatest reluctance’ to send the film to Venice.
Kurosawa himself (1982: 187) mentions that the ‘stunned’
programmer in question was Giuliana Stramigioli, head of
Italiafilm’s Japanese branch — who would have been well
acquainted with the game of diplomatic relations.



himself elected president of the newly formed
Foundation for the Promotion of the Japanese
Film Industry (Nihon Eiga Sangyd Shinkdkai,
or Eisanshin). The same year, an indefatigable
Nagata set out to conquer the Southeast Asian
market, establishing and heading the
Southeast Asian Motion Picture Producers
Association as a means to facilitate co-
production between Asian countries. On his
tour along the prospective member states, he
screened Rashomon before each meeting with
local delegates ‘to reestablish his credentials
as a successful international producer’
(Baskett 2014: 8).

Today, Japanese cinema’s status as
an enduring object of study and enjoyment for
audiences worldwide remains incontestable, as
the broad international distribution of its films
and the reams of books, academic and
otherwise, on the topic demonstrate. The

country’s film industry has a history of well over
a hundred years, much of it as one of the
world’s most prolific producers of motion
pictures: between 300 and 550 films annually
since the early 1920s (Phillips and Stringer
2007: 2). Japan’s importance as one of the
world’s leading national cinemas is furthermore
confirmed by the awards bestowed upon its
films and filmmakers at international film
festivals, and the “master” directors that are
placed very firmly in the pantheon of global
cinema.

The American film critic Jonathan
Rosenbaum argues that, since cinema is still a
relatively young art form, film canons are not
set in stone or matters of general consensus
like literary canons, but are malleable, subject
to politics, active attempts at furthering
interests, and declining or increasing concern
from groups of potential decision-makers.
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Noting the increasing influence of the
Hollywood industry on the American film canon
through for example the Academy Awards,
Rosenbaum posits that critics and academics
taking an active role in canon formation can
‘combat the reductive canons of studio
publicists’ (Rosenbaum 2004: xvii), thus
making canonization a political act.

This chapter will look at how
differences in selection, diffusion and reception
of Japanese films in different parts of the world
created different histories of Japanese cinema
and different canons of Japanese films and
filmmakers, which exist side-by-side with little
or no interaction or influence. Following from
Koichi Iwabuchi’s expansion of the simplistic
notion of an East-West dichotomy by means of
an ‘asymmetrical totalizing triad between
“Asia,” “The West,” and “Japan” (lwabuchi
2002: 18), | will compare the situations in
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Western Europe and North America on the one
hand and in Japan on the other, while also
looking at the role the Asia-Pacific region
played as a facilitator for the interests of both.?

2 Since other canons of Japanese cinema exist beyond its
scope, lwabuchi’s ‘asymmetrical triad’ is not quite so
totalizing as he presents it. There is the canon of
Japanese cinema established in Brazil, for example, where
the company Nippaku Shinema-sha organized traveling
screenings of Japanese films for Sdo Paulo’s Japanese
immigrants from as early as 1929 (Fiorini Rodrigues 1995:
165). Similar distribution forms targeting Japanese
immigrant communities arguably influenced the canon
elsewhere too, notably in the case of Los Angeles film
theatres such as the Toho La Brea and the Kokusai, which
in the wake of Rashomon’s international success
contributed to the development of American audiences’
appreciation for Japanese cinema (Desser 2003: 185).
Thanks to their proximity to the hub of the American film
industry in Hollywood and to universities with film studies
and filmmaking programs such as UCLA and USC, these
neighborhood theatres also attracted industry insiders and



Using Karine Barzilai-Nahon’s theory of

network gatekeeping, | will endeavor to identify

who functioned as gatekeepers in this process
of selection, diffusion and reception of
Japanese films, and who served as gated. |
will investigate how these roles shifted and
switched, and what (or whose) interests were

served by decisions and politics that eventually

shaped the canons of Japanese cinema.
| - Through Western Eyes

Rashomon’s award-winning journey to Venice
opened the eyes of the world to Japanese
cinema and inspired a surge of interest. The
story is true and not only because it has been
so often repeated. It is also, however, a

would-be filmmakers throughout the second half of the
twentieth century (Thomas 1990; Macias 2000).

creation myth: this was not the first time a
Japanese film had screened in Europe or
North America. Director Kinugasa Teinosuke,
for example, whose Gate of Hell (Jigokumon)
would win the highest honors at the
international film festivals of Cannes and
Locarno in 1954, took his film Crossroads
(Jajiré) to Moscow and Berlin in 1928, where
he organized private screenings. In Germany
he sold it to a distributor, after which the film
was also screened in, among other places,
Paris, London, and New York (Sharp 2004:
18). Tanaka Junichiro identifies the first
instance of Japanese cinema being shown on
the American continent at an even earlier date,
with the screening of newsreels from the
Russo-Japanese War by producer Kawaura
Kenichi at the 1904 St. Louis World’s Fair.
(Tanaka 1957 (1): 117-118)
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Rashomon was also not the first
Japanese film to screen at a European festival.
Children in the Wind (Kaze no naka no
kodomo), directed by Shimizu Hiroshi, and
Five Scouts (Gonin no sekkohei), by Tasaka
Tomotaka, had already played in competition
at Venice in 1938, a year in which the festival’s
pro-fascist bias and the favoring of works from
fellow Axis powers were becoming so apparent
(Leni Riefenstahl’s Olympia won the grand
prize, the Mussolini Cup) that the “Ministry for
Popular Culture Cup” awarded to Five Scouts
was surely overshadowed by the withdrawal of
the French delegation and the British and
American jury members, which directly inspired
the foundation of an Allied counter-festival in a
resort town on the French Riviera called
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Cannes (Elsaesser 2005: 89; Sharp 2011:
205).°

By contrast, Rashomon’s post-war win
opened the proverbial floodgates: after it had
also received the Academy Award for Foreign
Language Film in 1952, Japanese films went
on to win top prizes in 1953 (Silver Lion in
Venice, Ugetsu | Ugetsu Monogatari, dir:
Mizoguchi Keniji), 1954 (Grand Prizes in
Cannes and in Locarno, Academy Awards for
Foreign Language Film, Costume Design, and
Color, Gate of Hell), 1955 (Academy Award for
Foreign Language Film, Samurai Part 1/
Miyamoto Musashi, dir: Inagaki Hiroshi), and
1958 (Golden Lion in Venice, Rickshaw Man /
Muhématsu no issho, dir: Inagaki Hiroshi).

8 In any case, the outbreak of war would have hindered
wide diffusion of Tasaka’s film.



These facts demonstrate that, as
Nornes argues, film festivals have been the
main interface between Japanese cinema and
its audiences around the world (Nornes 2014:
245). They continue to hold this function today,
even if their role, focus, and number have
changed quite drastically from the days of
Rashomon. Back then, film festivals were
showcases for national cinemas. Generally,
the festivals would rely almost entirely on the
suggestions of national selection committees,
government agencies, or key local informants
(Nornes 2014: 249; De Valck 2007: 53). For
Japan, the local gatekeepers were a married
couple who had forged numerous ties in pre-
war Europe while acquiring films for their Towa
Trading Partnership (Towa Shoji Goshigaisha),
Kawakita Nagamasa and Kashiko.* They had

4 The Kawakitas had also acted as supervisors on the

also been instrumental in Rashomon’s
inclusion in the competition at Venice.

Throughout the post-war era and up
until the 1980s, the Kawakitas acted as
advisors to European and North American
festivals. A year after her husband’s death in
1981, Kawakita Kashiko founded the Kawakita
Memorial Film Institute, which to this day fulfills
a crucial function in the gatekeeping process
as a private screening room for visiting foreign
festival programmers.

The Kawakitas Considered as Gatekeepers
Karine Barzilai-Nahon argues that all forms of
gatekeeping revolve around information control
(Barzilai-Nahon 2008: 1496). The crucial role

1937 German-Japanese co-production The New Earth
(a.k.a. Daughter of the Samurai | Die Tochter des Samurai
| Atarashiki tsuchi, dirs: Arnold Fanck & ltami Mansaku)
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the Kawakitas played in the diffusion of
Japan’s films over a period of several decades
invites us to ponder the centrality of
information control in this process and in the
subsequent one of canonizing these films and
their makers.

Barzilai-Nahon’s theory of network
gatekeeping proposes a framework for
exploring and identifying this process of
information control. She considers not only the
role of the gatekeeper but also and particularly
that of the gated (the entity on whom
gatekeeping is exercised), by way of the
concept of “gated salience”: a set of attributes
possessed by the gated and identified by the
gatekeeper that help define the relationship
and the degree of influence between
gatekeeper and gated from a bottom-up
perspective. She states the four attributes by
which the gated demonstrate their salience to
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a gatekeeper as: their political power in relation
to the gatekeeper; their information production
ability; their relationship with the gatekeeper;
and their alternatives in the context of
gatekeeping. (Barzilai-Nahon 2008: 1498)

In this model therefore, the gated is not
a passive entity. This is borne out by the case
of the Kawakitas, who, outside their home
country, did not deal directly with festival
audiences or members of the press: their
gated were the festival directors, programmers,
and curators. That they recognized the
salience of these gated is demonstrated by the
example of a retrospective program of 142
Japanese films held in Paris in 1962 and 1963,
which they organized with Henri Langlois, head
of the Cinématheque francaise. The Kawakitas
clearly recognized the political power and
information production ability of the gated
Langlois, and in return assumed the mantle of



gated to him by organizing screenings in

Japan of 155 French films, as part of the
Japanese-French Film Exchange Festival
(Nichi Futsu Kdkan Eigasai). (Gerow 2013: 189,
190)

Barzilai-Nahon argues that network
gatekeeping has three main goals: a “locking-
in” of gated inside the gatekeeper’s network;
protecting norms, information, gated, and
communities from unwanted entry from
outside; and maintaining ongoing activities
within network boundaries without
disturbances. (Barzilai-Nahon 2008: 1496)
Aaron Gerow’s comments on some of the
events organized or facilitated by the
Kawakitas are useful in illustrating the couple’s
gatekeeping mechanisms and goals. He starts
out by emphasizing the crucial role the

Kawakitas and their various organizations5
played in introducing Japanese films abroad
and assisting foreign programmers in selecting
films, acknowledging that their ‘early historical
presentations helped shape the canon of
Japanese film both at home and abroad”®
(Gerow 2013: 189). However,

‘the Japan Film Library Council
programmes established new

° Before the Kawakita Memorial Film Institute, Kawakita
Kashiko had founded the Japan Film Library Council in
1960 when the national film library proved inadequate for
gathering and preserving film prints.

6 The films shown in France as part of the Film Exchange
Festival were subsequently screened as a program in
Japan. Filmmakers introduced through events abroad
facilitated by the Kawakitas include Ozu Yasuijird, Naruse
Mikio, and Gosho Heinosuke, as well as Masumura
Yasuzd and Suzuki Seijun.
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perspectives or critiqued the canon
less than they perpetuated established
standards of good cinema and master
filmmakers, generally upholding
visions of the 1930s and the 1950s as
golden eras of humanist cinema. [...]
The thematic retrospectives on the
family or women were rather
conservative in vision, and [...] none of
the programmes themselves were
thematically structured around a critical
interrogation of Japanese cinema or
Japanese history (questioning wartime
cinema, for instance).’

(Gerow 2013: 191)

After first helping to establish and shape the
canon of Japanese films, the Kawakitas’
subsequent activities gradually refrained from
critiquing it — controlling information in an
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attempt to perpetuate and consolidate their
early efforts. This implies that during those
years other gatekeepers emerged and gained
prominence, who would build on, expand, and
in some cases challenge the groundwork laid
by the Kawakitas.

The Gatekeeper Triumvirate

Three groups of gatekeepers can be said to
have played a significant role in the diffusion
and canonization of Japanese cinema during
the latter half of the twentieth century: festivals
(and their informants), film critics, and film
scholars. The essential question that then
arises is: who influenced whom? Or: who were
the gatekeepers and who the gated?

As we have seen, the “discovery” of
Japanese cinema happened in the early 1950s
at a film festival. Other film festivals then
extended and broadened this initial discovery



and fed the audience’s growing curiosity by
screening other films by other filmmakers from
Japan.7 By the end of that decade, the
audience was curious and numerous enough
to warrant publication of an English-language
text that offered historical context and also
indexed the key players and their works:
Joseph L. Anderson and Donald Richie’s The
Japanese Film: Art and Industry, first published
in 1959.°

! As part of what James F. English calls, the ‘economy of
prestige’ (English 2005), the Academy Awards ceremony
is similar enough in its structure of nominations and
awards to a film festival (at least to the latter’s most
influential function, the handing out of awards) to be
included in that category.

8 Although it was preceded by a French publication, Le

cinéma japonais, written by Shinobu and Marcel Giuglaris
(Editions du Cerf, 1956).

What these two authors also provided
was an argued selection and critical evaluation
of a handful of individual filmmakers, ‘those
few men [...] who have the integrity and sheer
brute strength to fight against what is surely
one of the most conservative, artistically
reactionary, inefficient, and unprofessional film
industries in the world.” (Anderson & Richie
1959: 345) Though working from Japan,
Anderson and Richie’s selection corresponded
by and large with the flmmakers the Kawakitas
advocated through their contacts in Europe
and North America, notably Kurosawa Akira,
Mizoguchi Keniji, Ozu Yasuijird, Naruse Mikio,
Kinoshita Keisuke, and Gosho Heinosuke.

By that time, film critics in France had
also taken to selecting, evaluating and
championing individual filmmakers, an act that
had taken on political dimensions in the latter
half of the 1950s with the formulation of the
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politique des auteurs by critics writing primarily
for the monthly Cahiers du cinéma and the
weekly Arts (in particular Claude Chabrol,
Jean-Luc Godard, Jacques Rivette, Eric
Rohmer, and Francois Truffaut). Two
Japanese filmmakers became symbolic for the
new lay of the land in Parisian critics’ circles:
the Cahiers writers sanctified Mizoguchi Keniji
by placing him among their pantheon of
auteurs, while their rivals at Positif championed
Kurosawa Akira. Befitting a political claim, both
camps vigorously defended their positions, not
seldom by attacking the competition, as per
these words of Rivette in 1958: ‘[T]he little
Kurosawa-Mizoguchi game has had its day.
Let the last of Kurosawa’s defenders withdraw,
one can only compare that which is
comparable and of equal ambition. Mizoguchi
alone imposes the sense of a specific
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language and a specific universe that is
accountable only to him.” (Rivette 1958: 30)
The force of the polemic does not
obscure the fact that the Parisian critics had to
fish from a sparsely populated pool and were
dependent on the films that were available to
them via film festivals and curated film
programs; the Mizoguchi/Kurosawa debate
reached its apex in the late 1950s, several
years before the Cinémathéque francaise’s
program of 142 Japanese films curated by the
Kawakitas and Henri Langlois. One could
argue that the sparse availability of Japanese
films facilitated the adoption of a political
stance, that it was the critics’ very unfamiliarity
with the length and breadth of the country’s
prolific output of motion pictures that made two

9 My translation. (Cahiers du cinéma, ‘Mizoguchi vu d’ici,’
n°81, March 1958, pp. 28-30)



Japanese directors the perfect foil for Parisian
agendas. The selection made by the festival
gatekeepers in this way became a fait
accompli: the claim of ‘Mizoguchi alone’ was all
the easier for a lack of examples to help
dispute it."

This strategy of maintaining a reduced
(or reductive) canon for an industry that has
long been phenomenally prolific is in line with
the main goals of network gatekeeping as
formulated by Barzilai-Nahon: once the canon
has been established (and a reduced canon is,
logically speaking, easier to establish than an
encompassing one), it becomes difficult to
deviate from the template, since the

10 Rivette further mentions specifically: Imai Tadashi,
Gosho Heinosuke, Naruse Mikio, Kinugasa Teinosuke,
Yamamura Satoru, Shindo Kaneto, and Kinoshita Keisuke.

gatekeepers’ positions are at stake with every
mutation.

Japanese films and filmmakers would
also serve a useful purpose to the emerging
field of film studies. As Mitsuhiro Yoshimoto
has pointed out, in order to legitimize the
existence of film studies as a discipline,
American humanities professors in the 1960s
needed auteurs and the concept of individual
authorship as applied to cinema. (Yoshimoto
2000: 35) American film critic Andrew Sarris
was instrumental in introducing the French
politique des auteurs to the English-speaking
world, renaming it auteur theory and thus
removing the political implications of the
French critics’ original stance in opposition to
an accepted definition of “quality” in French

35



cinema."" That particular debate meant little in
the different cultural and film-industrial context
of the United States. What remained was a
school of thought about cinema that could be
applied to that of any nation, a program that
was ‘widely embraced [...] as a way of defining
and organizing the syllabus for film courses’
(Rosenbaum 2004: xv).

Similarly, other debates that raged in
France, such as over which Japanese director
was worthy of the status of auteur, lost
relevance when transplanted from a context of
criticism as practiced in Europe to one of

scholarship as developing in the United States:

to the fledgling discipline of film studies,

1 Sarris’ auteur theory did not pass without opposition of
its own, notably from Pauline Kael, who argued that
Sarris’s loose definition of what constituted an auteur
hardly added up to a theory. See: Kael 1963.
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Mizoguchi and Kurosawa mattered not as
opposing stakes in a rhetorical battle but for
their status as established, sanctified auteurs
(Sarris presented his reduced canon of twenty
filmmakers in the essay ‘The Auteur Theory in
1962’, which ranked Mizoguchi alongside such
names as Hitchcock, Chaplin, and
Eisenstein'?) and how this status could be
employed to further the discipline’s ends."

12 While Sarris also hints at ‘as many as two hundred
other potential auteurs’, this number is in itself a reduction
— all the more so for filmmakers from outside the United
States or Europe, the dominant territories in the Sarris
canon.

'3 The influx of art films in the 1950s and 1960s, mainly
from Europe, dramatically changed the image of cinema in
the United States. Fellini, Bergman, Antonioni, and others
were celebrated as serious artists, and in the eyes of many
intellectuals and professors, these directors’ films were as
important as the canonical works of English literature,
music, and fine arts.’” (Yoshimoto 2000: 30) It is not



In addition, as Yoshimoto and Robert
Ray have pointed out, in its early stage of
institutionalization, film studies emphasized the
international nature of cinema as means to
emphasize that film studies could not fit the
university’s existing national/linguistic
divisions. Dudley Andrew notes that this
process was initially driven by a desire for
pedagogical innovation rather than research
(Andrew 2000: 343): traditional departments
were deemed unsuitable, which meant that a
new academic unit had to be established. In
this ‘disciplinary power struggle’ (Yoshimoto
2000: 35), the example of Japanese cinema
supported the perception of film studies as an
intercultural discipline: it proved at the same

surprising then, that a critical “theory” of cinema as art,
also imported from Europe, that endeavored to canonize
filmmakers as serious artists would provide the basis.

time cinema’s universal appeal and its
culturally specific nature, its status as high art
and its roots in popular culture —i.e. the
“dialectic of the universal and the particular”.

In brief, the gatekeeping process in the
diffusion of Japanese films in the West initially
developed as follows: festivals offered a first
selection; from this selection, film critics chose
and defended their auteurs; the corpus of
auteurs and “masterpieces” thus established
then helped legitimize film studies as an
academic discipline. In years following this
initial stage, however, the order of influence
shifted as a result of developments within
these three fields that altered their focus or
function.

New Waves of Cinema

The format of the film festival as showcase of
national cinemas had been under fire since at
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least the latter half of the 1950s. In 1956, the
last-minute exclusion of Alain Resnais’s
documentary about the Nazi concentration
camp system, Night and Fog (Nuit et
brouillard), from the Cannes festival selection
after unofficial objection from the German
authorities caused an uproar that resonated
even in government circles: the French state
secretary of trade and industry, Maurice
Lemaire, had the final say over the festival
selection, but the media attacks on Germany
caused problems for the minister of foreign
affairs, former deportee Christian Pineau, who
was thus inadvertently held accountable and
forced to intercede. The affair demonstrated
the tenuous nature of a film festival largely
organized by and for diplomats.'*

' For a detailed account of the “Night and Fog affair,” see
Lindeperg 2014: 156-172. As the author notes, there was
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Two years later, the Cannes Festival
refused Francois Truffaut’s request for press
accreditation as a measure of punishment for
his virulent criticisms of the festival’s
‘progressive degeneration,’15 not paying
enough attention to film as an art form and not
making enough effort to recognize young

nothing particularly out of the ordinary about Night and
Fog’s exclusion after diplomatic protest, which was a
common enough occurrence at festivals during their first
“national showcase” phase. What was uncommon was the
media scandal that followed. The same year, for instance,
the Japanese delegation requested and obtained the
withdrawal of the British film A Town Like Alice (dir: Jack
Lee, 1956), which dealt with the Japanese occupation of
Malaysia. The only sign of protest from the British side was
a polite reminder that three years earlier Japan had been
allowed to screen Children of Hiroshima (Genbaku no ko,
dir: Shindd Kaneto, 1952) in Cannes without objection from
the American delegation. (Lindeperg 2014: 168-169)

15 The reprisal was for a series of articles in the pages of
the weekly Arts, not Cahiers.



filmmakers. He attended anyway, signing his
reports with ‘Francois Truffaut, the only French
critic not invited to the Cannes Festival’ (de
Baecque & Toubiana: 126). The following year,
however, Truffaut returned to Cannes as a
filmmaker and won the Palme d’or for The 400
Blows (Les quatre cents coups, 1959), thus
securing the official recognition of the Nouvelle
Vague, the group of Cahiers critics turned film
directors.®

16 The term ‘Nouvelle Vague’ was first coined by
Francoise Giroud in L’Express in 1958, for a series of
articles on the youth of France. L’Express re-applied it in
its reports on the 1959 Cannes Festival to refer to an
emerging generation of young French filmmakers. It was a
promotional campaign by Unifrancefilm, the semi-
governmental organization charged with promoting French
film abroad, that finally cemented the slogan’s connection
with cinema. (Marie: 3-5)

The same group would be a major
catalyst behind the radical reorientation of the
Cannes Festival in 1968/'69 from a showcase
of national cinema to an institution for the
promotion of cinema as art, a move swiftly
followed by Venice and Berlin. In February of
1968 they had banded together to form a
committee to protest the dismissal of Henri
Langlois as head of the Cinémathéque
francaise by minister of culture André Malraux.
These protests continued at the Cannes film
festival, with the country already on edge due
to nationwide strikes by farmers and factory
workers. After the occupation of the Palais des
festivals, the entire event was eventually shut
down prematurely and would return the
following year thoroughly transformed.’” This

17 . . )
Including an additional section, or more accurately a
counter-festival: the Quinzaine des réalisateurs or
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marks the beginning of what Marijke de Valck
posits as the second historical phase for film
festivals. In this second phase, the status of
cinema and the film director had grown and
films had to be selected for their artistic
achievements, not screened as a matter of
national prestige. The ‘age of programmers’
(de Valck 2007: 167) had begun.

De Valck argues that, after 1968,
festivals adopted the notions of the auteur and
the new wave into strategic discourse in order
to classify themselves as institutions of
discovery. The festival programmer, it was
implied, actively searched out and selected the
best in global cinema. By grouping films and
presenting theme programs, the film festival

Directors’ Fortnight, which operated independently from
the main festival and showed films that were deemed too
radical for the official selection.
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became a microcosm of the state of the world,
artistically but also politically. The more
committedly political bent was perhaps
inevitable, given the climate that had nurtured
the uprising at Cannes. And so, in the wake of
the French New Wave followed a flood of
similarly pitched “movements” from other
countries, from Brazil to Poland and from West
Germany to Japan, whose ‘novelty and
relevance could be credited to formal
innovation, controversial subject matter, and
their socio-political message’ (de Valck 2007:
175).'8

18 The Japanese New Wave had been fabricated by the
Japanese themselves before it became seen as such by
the world at large. The Shochiku studio had consciously
employed the term Naberu bagu at the tail end of the
1950s, when it launched the directorial debuts of a number
of young filmmakers, notably Oshima Nagisa, Yoshida
Yoshishige, and Shinoda Masahiro, all of whom had until



The second phase was also
characterized by a proliferation of film festivals.
In addition to the parallel sections at Cannes
(Quinzaine des réalisateurs), Venice (Giornate
del Cinema ltaliano), and Berlin (Forum des
jungen Films), the decade following the
upheavals of 1968 witnessed the birth of

then been employed by the studio as assistant directors.
Like their counterparts in France, these filmmakers also
took a political stance in opposition to an earlier form of
“quality” filmmaking, in this case Shochiku’s “Ofuna flavor”
melodramas, exemplified by the works of a filmmaker who,
despite being of the generation of Mizoguchi and active
since the days of silent film, was only beginning to be
discovered by the West in the years following his death in
1963, Ozu Yasuijird. Prior to becoming directors in their
own right, Shinoda had been assistant director to Ozu,
while Oshima and Yoshida had published critical writings
on the subject of Ozu’s films. Another filmmaker
associated with the Japanese New Wave, Imamura
Shohei, had also assisted Ozu, but he had left Shochiku
for Nikkatsu in 1954.

festivals in Rotterdam (from 1972), Toronto
(from 1976), and Salt Lake City (from 1979), to
name but a few of those that would rise to
international prominence. Such an expansion
meant that an increasing number of
programmers went looking for an increasing
number of exciting developments in global
cinema, meaning that, as de Valck notes, the
various new waves and other cinematic
movements came with an expiration date: once
the sheen of “discovery” had worn off, the
system craved ‘fresh input.’ (de Valck 2007:
176)

This process fit in with the auteurist
nature of festival programming during this
period. Festivals would continue to follow
filmmakers who had been “discovered” as part
of a wave or movement, on their way to
becoming individual “auteurs” whose films
carried their unique personal signature:
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‘Filmmakers [...] need prolonged recognition
via favorable film criticism and festival awards
to reach the cultural status of true auteurs’ (de
Valck 2007: 176).

What this meant for Japanese cinema
is visible from the annual festival selections,
even when we limit ourselves to the
competitions of Cannes and Berlin'®: between
1969 and 1979, nary a year went by without at
least one Japanese film competing for the top
prize, with directors Shinoda Masahiro and
Kumai Kei making repeat appearances,
sometimes in consecutive years.”® As far as

19 Venice suspended its competition section and gave out

no prizes between 1969 and 1979.

2 Selections of Japanese films in competition at the

Cannes and Berlin film festivals between 1969 and 1979

were as follows:

Japanese films in competition at Cannes, 1969-1979:
1969: Nihon no seishun (Kobayashi Masaki)
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awards were concerned, Teshigahara Hiroshi
had won the special jury prize in Cannes for
Woman in the Dunes (Suna no onna, 1964) in

1971: Yami no naka no chimimoryo (Nakahira
Ko)
1972: Chinmoku (Shinoda Masahiro)
1974: Himiko (Shinoda Masahiro)
1975: Den-en ni shisu (Terayama Shji)
1978: Ai no borei (Oshima Nagisa)
Japanese films in competition at Berlin, 1969-1979:
1969: Aido (Hani Susumu)
1970: Chi no mure (Kumai Kei)
1971: Ai futatabi (Ichikawa Kon)
1972: Yakusoku (Saitdo Koichi)
1973: Kanashimi no beradonna (Yamamoto
Eiichi)
1974: Asayake no uta (Kumai Kei) + Zeami
(Harada Susumu)
1975: Sandakan hachibanshokan bokyo (Kumai
Kei)
1976: Honjin satsujin jiken (Takabayashi Ydichi)
1978: Toi ippon no michi (Hidari Sachiko)



1964 and Kobayashi Masaki’s Kwaidan
(Kaidan, 1964) received the same honor the
following year. Oshima Nagisa was named
best director at Cannes in 1978 for Empire of
Passion (Ai no borei, 1978).

The auteurist bent also colored a
variety of curated programs, which formed a
next step in the process of canonization of
Japanese films and filmmakers. Throughout
the 1970s these programs were still largely the
domain of the Kawakitas, who would introduce
unfamiliar names such as Tanaka Kinuyo
(already known to Western audiences as an
actress, particularly in the works of Mizoguchi,
but not yet as a director), and, as part of a
program of ‘Twenty Contemporary Japanese
Film Directors’ in 1974, Masumura Yasuzo,
Nakagawa Nobuo, Suzuki Seijun