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STILL THE  
INDEPENDENT INDEPENDENT
At the recent Berlin Film Festival, Chairman of the Berlinale
Talent Campus Dieter Kosslick and Program Manager Cathy
Rohnke took on the challenge to interconnect the elements of
Film, Hunger, Food and Taste. The creative vision was captured
in the words of Campus Talent Manager Thomas Struck: “Your
body is a Cinema. Films are food for your soul. Cinemas are
restaurants for feelings.” Jeremy Thomas sat on the panel of a
fascinating seminar that was focused on the interconnectivity of
Film and Food. Together with Tom Luddy, co-director of the
Telluride Film Festival, Carlo Petrini, Alice Waters, and Jim
Clark, Thomas discussed his latest film Fast Food Nation,
which he produced and which is selected in Competition at this
year’s Cannes Film Festival. The Business of Film caught up
with Jeremy Thomas after the seminar in Berlin, and he
candidly shared his thoughts on aspects of the industry and how
he has continued to make his own distinctive brand of movies. 

Publisher & Editor-in-Chief Elspeth Tavares
The Business of Film Media Foundation Training Programme Josephine McDiarmid. Contributors Miles Fielder (BoF Alumni),

Allison McKenzie, Elizabeth Joseph. Product Guides Betsy Pearson. 
Assistant to Elspeth Tavares Norma Dalke. Accounting (London) Barbara Bogatko.

Layout/Web Design Elspeth Tavares. MagazineProduction Joao L. Santos. 

Contact Email addresses: press releases: elspeth@thebusinessoffilm.com, Product Guide listings: betsy@thebusinessoffilm.com or
go to www.thebusinessoffilm.com, click on Media Kit, then click on Product Guide Submission Forms

The Business of Film has freelance contributors in:
LOS ANGELES, CANADA, AUSTRALIA, NEW ZEALAND, SOUTH AFRICA, IRELAND FRANCE & ITALY

Eastern Europe: Leposava Bukavac, Senjacka 10, 11000 Beograd, Yugoslavia. Tel: 381-11-2-650-188 Fax: 381 11 369 1648

CANNES MAY 2006 No 210
Head Office: London 64 Baker St. London WIU 7GB Tel: 44-207-372-9992 Fax: 44-207-372-9993

Los Angeles Office: 5150 Wilshire Boulevard, Suite 509, Los Angeles CA 90036 Tel: 323-935-8228 Fax: 323-935-8229

The Business of Film is available by subscription only. The Business of Film is published 15 times per annum including daily during the Cannes Film Festival 
under license from Elspeth Tavares. Website: www.thebusinessoffilm.com. No portion of this publication, either on-line or printed,

including text and graphics, shall be reproduced without written permission from the publisher. 
Entire contents copyright © 2006 Elspeth Tavares. All Rights Reserved. 

                                                                                            



2 T h e  B u s i n e s s  o f  F i l m C A N N E S M AY 2 0 0 6

2006[CANNES]
Elspeth Tavares
Publisher & Editor in Chief 

COMMENT

As the acknowledged Grande Dame of the worldwide
Festival circuit, The Cannes Film Festival continues
to assert its presence as the premiere event by calmly

exerting the power of ‘the moment’ and ‘the place’.
Following the announcements of this year’s selections, it
appears that The Festival – the global ‘we’ – is putting to
rest much of the disruptions of the past few years. Gilles
Jacob having left center stage, the new committee is trying
to get a grip on formulating its own stamp, as if such
authority can exist in this prestigious institutional
encampment of worldwide political film power that
organizes the premiere event in the industry’s global
calendar.  

Part of exerting the position of the Grande Dame, is the
choice of The Da Vinci Code for the opening film. (In
one of our featured articles we pose the question What

Do Astrology, The Middle East & The Da Vinci Code Have
In Common?) The film has generated so much controversy
among religious leaders worldwide, particularly in America,
that one wonders! In the past, the Festival has shied away
from associating itself with films that have caused a furor,
but perhaps the Grand Dame is asserting that finally she can
step back from being influenced in any way by factors other
than her own artistic commercial dictate of keeping the
Festival at the forefront as the world’s premiere event.

Everyone is at Cannes because everyone wants to be at
Cannes. We love to gather on the beach and in the
restaurants, luxuriating in the feeling that we have all

arrived at the pinnacle of our individual success. One feels,
too, that the organizers sense that the Cannes Film Festival
does not have to fight for its position nor justify what it does
or how it chooses to do something. This year’s bold
proclamation is that the film market is complementary and
inseparable to the Festival, at once embracing it and then
underplaying its role to the real event: The Festival.  

Making money or being reliant on money is not a
dirty word. It’s all part of our industry, and it’s a
welcome embrace that we feel the Festival is at last

openly acknowledging the complementary aspect the film
market brings. The Grand Dame’s proclamation continued on
her parade along the Crosiette, pointing out the many
initiatives the Festival has instigated and the role the event
plays in bringing together the many nations of the world to
join in rejoicing film as the mirror of our society.

This year’s selection is very Eurocentric, interestingly in its
desire to be both a salute to the established filmmakers, and
a peep for the new filmmakers into the venerable Institute

so loved by us all. The jury in all the sections (In Competition, Un
Certain Regard etc) is beginning to reflect a younger upcoming
group of talented filmmakers and stars, and this is  refreshing  to
the event’s complexity.  The Cinema on the Pelage offers more
screening and musical events. The beautiful Gena Rowlands will
preside over The Actor's Master Class. The Music Master Class
will be conducted by Alexandre Desplat, in dialogue with Jacques
Audiard. The Cinema Master Class will be directed by Sydney
Pollack. The many other events, such as All The Cinemas of The
World, reinforces that the Cannes Film Festival should be seen to
be all-inclusive. As it once again becomes more comfortable as a
great institution, which in recent years has strayed a from its grass
roots, the adoring public will  continue to bestow the recognition
The Festival deserves. As it changes with the tide of evolution on
all fronts, we will continue to regard it for the breadth and depth
of fulfilling its venerable obligation to the world of cinema. 

For the last four years, the Cannes Market has organized a
Producers Network, giving the 5000 producers (that is the
official number) who attend Cannes under this classification

the opportunity to network and share experiences with their peers
from around the globe. The Cannes market, and other events such
as The Berlin Film Festival, all have a variety of different
programs to help the independent producer and first time producer.
Throughout our daily editions at Cannes, The Business of Film has
focused on a discussion that attempts to cover the concept of
‘What defines the Producer.’ Its scope covers both the novice and
the experienced producer, and what is recognized is that the art of
producing films is so varied and complex, no one organization nor
individual has the answer, and neither should they. To be a
producer of films is to have many indefinable attributes, and
successful producers (the very few in the international arena) are
a testament to the nebulous qualities that are required to succeed. 

That the industry at large can show at Cannes 1400 screenings
of ‘produced’ films, plus the tens of thousands that are
available from the 400 exhibitors who attend the Market, is

a staggering statistic. With the need for content from the many
different platforms and for the new delivery systems, anyone and
everyone who wants to be a Producer has a chance to succeed.    

The Grande Dame Reasserts 
Her Grand Position
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THE BUSINESS CHART FINANCIAL UPDATE

Monitor

21 April 2005

21 April 2006

% Update

1,008,500

945,550

-2.65%

39,575

38,805

-2.98%

45,720

45,020

1.67%

S. Korea
Won

Thai
Baht

Indian
Rupee

5,6830

6,0493

-1.33%

7,0101

7,5375

-1.78%

Danish
Krone

Swiss
Franc

Swedish
Krona

579,250

513,950

-2.45%

11.0406

10.9848

2.91%

2,5495

2,1158

-0.46%

Chilean
Peso

Mexican
Peso

Brazilian
Real

Tracking the Euro - $US to Euro April (2005) - April (2006)

Since 1982, The Business Of Film has tracked the Pound
Sterling, French Franc, German Marc, Italian Lire, Spanish
Peseta, Japanese Yen and Australian Dollar. The chart to the
left shows the value of the dollar against the 3 key currencies
which are not part of the EEC (The Euro). The chart below
shows 9 new currencies we have introduced based on requests
from our subscribers. On-line at www.thebusinessoffilm.com we
will continue to track the European currencies until they expire. 

1982
1990
2001
2002
2003
2004

15 Mar 2005

21 April  2005

21April 2006

% Update

5,732
5,711
6,919
6,462
6,348
5,578

5.272

5,242

5,703

-2.00%

2,489,000
1,494,000
1,113,200
1,241,600
1,198,700
1,084,900

1,107,350

1,071,650

1.178.050

1.44%

09,920
12,090
18,310
18,075
16,736
16,736

13.586

12,734

13,744

-2.40%

Pound
Sterling

Japanese
Yen

Australian
Dollar

TRACKING THE FLUCTUATION OF THE US DOLLAR AGAINSTT KEY CURRENCIES
Taking a base of $10,000, the figures below show the average rate for each of the currencies against the US dollar
during each of the years listed, the value of the currency on 21 April 2006 and the percentage change in rate since
The Business of Film update on 21 April 2005. The graphic chart shows US$ to Euro April 2005 - April 2006.
Source: Thomson Financial Datastream

1,1777

1,2712

-1.65%

Source: Thomson Financial Datastream
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For our industry review at Cannes 2006, our features focus on the variety of skills that one needs to
survive in any business and particularly we believe the film business. Those ingredients encompass
knowledge of the product that by and large can only be acquired by a certain amount of experience, a

business like approach, and the degree of professionalism required to reach the top of one’s chosen field within
the industry whether it be finance, production, distribution, talent, representation, or law. 

In our selected features we have chosen to make the articles a series of conversations, allowing these
talented individuals to share their particular brands of professionalism and approach to the industry and
the way in which they have made it work and sustained longevity for their companies, both major and

independent. As MGM gets back into the business (which is a welcome signal for the whole industry), Rick
Sands, COO, asserts that in spite of MGM being backed by a number of financial institutions, his approach is
back-to-basics, maximizing the marketing push for product, including educating the young and upcoming
talent to recognize they must get on the road and give a film a promotional push, and that even though Slasher
films can make many millions it is not the product MGM will distribute because they have a standard to
uphold. Producer Jeremy Thomas has made a consistent distinct brand of films, and his trademark in the
industry is integrity for the product. Chris Hyams had made 300 8mm movies with his brother by the time he
got to university. A computer wiz, he has devised a simple and brilliant way for independent films that get
invited to Festivals but find it hard to acquire distribution to actually achieve distribution and keep control of
their negatives. His philosophy is that he won’t take a penny from the film until it’s made a profit. 

In The Business of Film Daily editions throughout six days of the Cannes Film Festival festival, we focus
on Everyone Wants to be a Producer: Making it or Making it Happen – What Defines A Producer? This
series of discussions looks at the rarely voiced hard questions and the harsh reality of the film industry that

to make it as a producer is a very difficult job requiring many faceted skills. It is not just about finding the
finance, but an alchemical blend of many elements, and it’s no wonder that few (for the size of the industry)
make it by the collective body of work produced over time.. The common denominator throughout all the
articles and conversations with the individuals (both filmmakers and executives) is passion for the product,
expressed via the indefinable Art of Independence and the Impact of Integrity in thought, word, and deed.

Flyboys on MGM’s slate of releases in 2006

THE ART OF INDEPENDENCE
& THE IMPACT OF INTEGRITY
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Rick Sands

MAKING GAME MOVES

RICK SANDS

MGM is back in the business and that is good news for the overall film industry and the independents in both film and television

domestically and worldwide. Harry Sloan Chairman and CEO took over the reins in the autumn of 2005 and signaled that MGM 

would be heading in a new direction, and Rick Sands came on board in January 2006 as Chief Operating Officer. The company has

announced content partner deals with companies such as The Weinstein Company, Lakeshore Entertainment, and Sidney Kimmel

Entertainment, and expects to announce deals with two European companies shortly. In this interview with The Business of Film, 

Sands outlines the company’s strategy of a new financial model, a back to basic approach to marketing films, and the desire to 

see talent go on the road and promote their films. That would be a directional push that has frustrated many distributors and will

be welcomed. Charlie Cohen Executive Vice President joined the round table.  

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: What is the basis
of the new financial models that you touched
on at the recent MIPTV, where the company
launched its first international press
conference and presented its game plan?

RICK SANDS: We are making deals with
content providers/producers who are
generally independent producers who get
financed in one of several ways. We're
looking to acquire movies that are fully
financed outside of the studio system in
general. Essentially we either make deals with
producers who fully finance the movies and
will lay off portions of international in order
to finance, or they'll just write the checks
themselves and bring the movies to MGM and

we will market and distribute either
domestically or worldwide in a sort of hybrid
fashion. As for P&A, either we'll put up the
P&A or sometimes producers will put up
P&A. It depends on the nature of the deal.
Obviously, if we put up P&A the fees are
higher. It's all a matter of balance. Another
way that we are creating content is by
partnering with producers and then going to
equity financiers and creating financing
structures that will develop and produce
content, which MGM will distribute
worldwide through all media. MGM will do
all the marketing, distribution, and creative,
and the producers within the structure will
do the creation of the content.  They'll
produce the movies.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: Why would a
Producer particularly want come to MGM?
What makes doing a deal with MGM different
from any of the other deals out there at this
moment in time?

RICK SANDS: We bring studio level
distribution, marketing for all media –
theatrical, video, television, new media – which
gives you power in the marketplace as a
producer to get your movie maximized in terms
of value throughout all revenue streams. One of
the other things that's a unique advantage for an
outside producer bringing product to us as
opposed to going to any other studio is we're
not going to have competitive, fully MGM
financed in-house films. Producers don't have

BACK
To 
BASICS
ONE
On 
ONE
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to worry about their movie being a stepchild to
our own movies, because everyone is treated
equally. And that's a big advantage.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: Content is the key
in today’s distribution environment, and with a
library of 4000 films, obviously the new
content will drive the library in different
ancillaries.

RICK SANDS: Yes, the beauty of having new
content is that it does drive the value of your
library. In home video, new release drives the
value of catalog, and television as well. So it's
really a win-win for everybody involved.  

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: If we look on the
broader picture, in relation to content, The
Business of Film recently featured an in-
depth article with Comcast, which has a 20%
stake in MGM. What I found fascinating was
the way in which so much content is needed
and repurposed. Comcast indicated that they
were seeking to acquire content themselves.
Isn’t there a conflict if Comcast is also going
after content? 

RICK SANDS: They're not content providers.
They are distributors and they are delivery
systems to consumers. Comcast is creating
channels, but they're partnering with people
who create content and that's how they become
content providers. Right now, the telcos and
cable systems, more the telcos, are spending
tens of billions of dollars worldwide to build the
pipeline to peoples' homes. The way that people
consume once content is in their home is
changing. The way they consume outside their
homes is changing as well. But there's a lot of
capital expenditure around the world being
spent. There's the middleman who's the
distributor, whether it's studio level or
independent, which media you're distributing
for, and then there are the content creators.
We've chosen to be in the distribution to those
pipelines as well as creating content, because at
the end of the day, as much as people don't like
to hear it, the method of delivery is going to be
invisible to the consumer; whether content
comes to their house over the air, by wire, by
phone, satellite, it's not going to matter. Of
course, that's not implying anything negative to
the people spending these billions of dollars. If
they happen to be the delivery system of

choice, they will make a lot of money. But
everybody needs content, regardless of the way
that content's being consumed. So we have
chosen to be on that side of the ledger and also
the distribution mechanism for content creators.
We're aggregating content and we are distributing
on all platforms. And marketing is going to be a key
to actually getting people to choose. You know, you
ask yourself – What if you could see any movie ever
made at any time? How would you choose? That’s
going to be the genius of marketing in the future.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM:Where do you think that
complex intermixture of delivery systems is going? 

RICK SANDS: I think it will eventually go to
ubiquity and I do believe that people will be
able to see any content any time. It's going to
be the genius of people who are marketing, and
people with libraries are going to have to figure
out how to get people to consume. And we've
been pretty good at that as an industry. We are
competing for leisure time. Young men are
playing video games. When high definition
games come out, and they are just around the
corner, it's going to be even more competitive.
We're just going to have to be smarter and
quicker than our competition.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: In our 25th
anniversary issue Tom Gray talked about day,
date and time across all the medias worldwide.
What is your opinion on that controversial
issue?

RICK SANDS: I'm a believer in windows, in
an orderly distribution pattern, which
includes exclusivity within windows. We are
not leaders in changing windows. Right
now, we're respecting the theatrical and
home video and pay television and then free
television windows. As those windows
change on an industry-wide basis, we will
react. We are not being proactive in
collapsing those windows. My background
comes from building movies. If you have
tent poles it's easy to go day and date
worldwide all media. It's great, but that's not
the business I grew up in at Miramax and
DreamWorks to a certain extent. We built
the movies, like what we did with Chicago.
We started out with a platform. We only had
the top 10 cities, top 50, top 100. We really
built a groundswell. Then you lay the
publicity on top of that and the electronic
marketing, and you build movies into the
successes that they become. Day and date,
all media doesn't allow you to do that
because you're not going to be on peoples'
minds and on shelves. As long as DVD is
actually physically delivered, you can have
a couple of weeks on the shelves, in terms of
prime shelf space, and if people don't buy,
you're gone. So that takes the discovery out
of movies, worldwide day and day all media.
It does protect you against piracy but it also
changes the ultimate game.

Material Girls on MGM’s slate of upcoming releases

Continued on page 8
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THE BUSINESS OF FILM: The industry is
faced with a situation where people have so
many other alternative entertainment
opportunities such as gaming online which is
phenomenal. Parents have an extensive choice
of niche programming channels where they can
protect what type of programming their
children see. So the choices are becoming more
finite, as it were. Isn't there some validity to the
argument: MGM does not want to be the first
studio to say ‘the industry should break down
the windows’ but ultimately the windows will
disappear because of the impending ease with
which the consumer can access product through
a computer or TV screen?

RICK SANDS: Eventually that'll be
invisible. It'll be ‘download to view’ or
‘download to own’ wherever you want
programming in your house. If you want it
on the big screen, your plasma, it will be
directed there. It's going to be a
subscription or on-demand type revenue
stream, as opposed to exclusive windows
for pay and free tv, but we're not in a super
rush to get there.  

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: Charles, you cover
theatrical distribution for the company. There
appears to be a trend for film companies to turn
back to the old style of marketing. For example,
one of the movies that was produced in
Bozeman, Montana went back to have its
premiere and the German Director flew in for
the occasion. It was done to thank the local
community for being such a part of the project
and to share some of the glamour as well as
acknowledge the production value of shooting
in Montana, with a local company bartering
publicity and advertising. Do you think that's a
big trend? Is it because the P&A costs are
escalating or is it just that the industry needs to
find another way to reach the audience?

CHARLIE COHEN: I think Rick can talk about
this better than me, but I think the costs are an
element. I also think that the kind of movie
you're trying to market and the audience you're
trying to get to will affect how and by what
means you go after and try to get them. If
you’re targeting the young kids, you won’t be
able to go through the traditional marketing

means we used to employ, because they're not
paying attention to that. We're putting together
our own marketing group here that will be more
guerilla-like.

RICK SANDS: Absolutely. The big tent poles
buy households as everyone sees the TV spots.
But if you have targeted movies, having tie-ins,
having sponsors really helps you get where you
need to go. And if you have a movie that makes
sense to advertise on My Space, you can do a
promotional tie-in with them.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: If MGM is going to
maximize the tie-in potential of the varying
demographic groups covered by the content you
are acquiring from the announced deals, then it
appears you will need a fairly large marketing
department, because it will take a lot of work and
research. So there is currently a trend towards
that kind of marketing. But, Rick, do you support
this trend? Is it because that’s what you grew up
with? And are we circling back to the way we
used to promote films?  

RICK SANDS: You mean taking the show on the
road?  Taking the show on the road but realizing
it's a different road than it used to be is the only
way to be successful in this business today. You
really need to analyze every property you have
and try to figure out how to maximize it, but the
road now is the internet. If you have an action
movie, the road is buying TV, trailering properly,
sending the talent traveling. I'm a huge believer
in talent travel, and it's where we have the
greatest challenges with people because there's a
generation of talent coming up right now that
doesn't understand that you need to travel. You
need to hit the road internationally and
domestically, and the international audiences are
much more loyal.  When you're burnt out in
America because your movie doesn't work, the
international audiences will be more loyal to
you. They give you a few more mistakes.
International audiences are much more director
driven than American audiences. They're film-
festival oriented, they will respect you more.
When you go into a territory, they will love you.
But that's a learning process. 

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: I agree, but how are
you going to get the stars to work with you and
realize that is really necessary for them to go on
the road and travel to promote the picture. 

Flyboys on MGM’s slate of upcoming releases
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RICK SANDS: It's a challenge, and the problem
is that some of the talents’ agents don't get it.
Some of their publicists don't get it. That's a big
part of the problem, and that's when you go and
push.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: There are incredible
stories of actors who after two or three movies,
make unreasonable demands concerning private
jet travel, demanding that the whole floor of a
hotel be theirs and only use three of or four
rooms, surely those days have to be over. 

RICK SANDS: Those days are over. They really
are. There are a few "stars" and star directors
who can command that, but if you're an up-and-
comer right now the way you grow your career
is you hit the road, you work, you travel, you
make it happen. The movie, at the end of the
day, is only as good as the movie is, but if you
show an effort, there's huge upside, as you
know. That's the way we built Miramax. We put
people on the road. We used to launch people’s
careers at Film festivals constantly. If you ask
Quentin Tarantino how his career was
launched, he'll say the Cannes Film Festival. It's
a challenge today, because it's a mindset that a
lot of the young up-and-comers don’t have. I
personally have a list of some people I really
don't want to work with because they don't
support their movies after they make them. I'm
not going to say who those people are now, but
they'll be in fewer of our movies than they'll be
in other people’s movies. It’s called ‘taking the
show on the road.’ It's old fashioned, but I think
the industry has to get back to it, and they are
getting back to it. As I said, ‘the road is not
Santa Monica Boulevard anymore.’ It's My
Space; it's Face Book; it's all these internet
roads. But it's still taking the show on the road.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: It’s good benefit for
the whole industry that MGM is going back to
basics and that even though the company is
funded to the tune of several millions, that
doesn't negate the fact that you're still going to
be looking at all the pennies, because many
silently agree there is a tremendous amount of
waste in the film business and accept it as
inevitable.

RICK SANDS: We look at pennies, but we try to
take a broader view of where the industry is
going. And we're giving producers and directors

the ability to put their vision on the screen. It’s
like the old United Artists, that's the strategy.
It's the talent's vision and we're going to market
and distribute.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: But are you going
to put financing into their films?

RICK SANDS: Well, we actually are causing
these films to be financed through outside
financing structures. There's a lot of money
around right now. The equity players and the
debt players are happy to listen to our vision
and they're happy to support us.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: If we put that into
its own perspective in terms of MGM helping
projects get made, it seems that we are broadly
saying: “As Producer, I can bring a project to
you where, if I have certain elements attached
and if you like the script, you would be
interested.” Would you be interested in a
Producer who brings you one movie?

RICK SANDS: If you have one movie, we are
interested, but these financing structures are for
slates, more like 15 over four years, because Wall
Street won't finance individual projects. The
producers involved need to have track records and
know what they're doing, and you need to be able
to model development, when your production's
going to happen, how long that's going to take,
when the movies are going to be delivered, when
you will release them theatrically, video,
television. It's essentially cash flow out and in and
how you manage the portfolio and how you limit
the downside and how you make sure that the
upside happens. And you need to know your
business when you talk to these guys. 

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: I think you agree
that there are actually very few producers in our
business given that factor. There's a handful,
maybe 20. So your 15 pictures over four years
financial model by necessity has to involve
experienced producers. 

RICK SANDS: Exactly. We have announced that
we're in business with Harvey Weinstein,
Sydney Kimmel, and Tom Rosenberg, as partner
content producers. They're the real deal. We
have a few more as well. We just announced a
deal with Dean Devlin who makes quality,
commercial movies.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: The role of the
producer has changed dramatically over the
last few years. Financiers are now called
producers. They're really executive producers,
but they take producer credits. So MGM is
trying to get in bed and lock down the
available, well-regarded, independent
producers who are around. 

RICK SANDS: Correct. As you know
‘producer’ is a broad term. Producers for us
are people who are able to cause movies to
be made. Now, they might not be guild
definition producers because they don't go
to the set everyday and they don't hire the
crafts company and they don't hire the
costume designer. They hire the people who
hire the director. They make the movies
happen, and the credit they take is
producer. Maybe they're executive
producers, but they call themselves
producers, because they are making these
movies happen. It's a great business we are
in, and it isn't all about the money. We
won't do slasher movies even though they
make money. MGM will not make those
movies or cause those to be created. Not
that there's anything wrong with those
movies, it's just that we're trying to keep a
vision and the standard of what MGM is.
We also have an open door policy. A
producer does not have to go through
someone to get to deal with MGM. As an
example, Dean Devlin came in and we did
a deal directly with him. 

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: That is good
news for the industry because I think there
are a number of independent producers out
there, producing one or two pretty
respectable films who, knowing that they
could come to MGM, would probably have
the courage to knock on your door and you
might find yourself with a little gem.

RICK SANDS: Producers can knock on our
door because there is a lot of financing out
there, and because, as I said earlier, you're
either competing with the telcos or you're
competing with the studios or you're
creating content. And there are a lot of high
net worth individuals and hedge bonds who
are financing quality films that need studio
level marketing and distribution.

CANNES FEATURE
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The production world of independent

motion pictures today is global in nature. 

Where to shoot to take advantage of lower 

costs, subsidies or other financial benefits, 

as well as financial intricacies separate 

and apart from production, results in most 

films being shot in one or more countries, 

post being done in another, the financing

coming from several more, and the actors 

and crew hailing from many different 

nations. Over the years many independent

producers have fought with the American

Guilds while shooting in America. Over the

last few years the American Guilds’ reach

has stretched to international shores, and the

problems have intensified as the need to use

well-known actors to add ‘value’ accelerates

for independent product. Greg S. Bernstein 

argues that it is way past time for the

question of residuals to be re- looked 

at as they no longer bear any semblance 

to the product revenue stream and burden

independent product unjustly.  

Regardless of where a film is shooting,
one thing has become clear in today’s
market: actors, directors and writers

with worldwide recognition are necessary to
make the film a success. In all likelihood, that
means employing an actor, writer or director
who is a member of one of the American talent
guilds, namely the Screen Actors Guild (SAG),
Director’s Guild of America (DGA), and the
Writer’s Guild of America (WGA). That in turn
means subjecting the production to the costs and
burdens of such affiliation. Each of these guilds
has rules for their members who are working on
film projects anywhere in the world. Generally,
if the member works for a production company
that does not have a contract with the guild
(called a signatory company), then the member
can face fines, suspension or even expulsion
from the guild. From the production company
standpoint, there is no legal obligation for any

production company to become a guild
signatory, but there is pressure to do so if the
production company wants to employ a
particular actor, writer or director, and the talent
insists it will not work for the production
company until it becomes a signatory. The
thought of becoming a guild signatory typically
elicits fear and loathing, particularly when time
and money are paramount. The process of
registering with a guild can run from a few days
to weeks, and involve mountains of paper,
deposits, security interests, and other
requirements.
The agreements that are signed with the guilds
require the production company to a) pay their
members (writer, director, and/or actors) the
minimum salaries and benefits (pension
contributions) required by the applicable
agreement, b) pay residuals, and c) comply with
other terms and conditions concerning working
conditions, credits, and so forth. There is no
question that the guild registration process can
daunting and the resulting contractual

obligations costly.  But, understanding the
process and what is involved to properly plan
can help. Each of the guilds has developed
different minimum salary rates applicable to
different kinds of productions and budgets. For
most international productions, if the production
is employing American actors, director and/or
writer, they are employing them because they
are well known. That means the talent can
command salaries well beyond the minimum
guild rates. So, for the most part, the required
minimum rates will not be an issue for an
international production. That could be a
different issue for an American production that
will have to pay the entire cast the minimum
rates (although lower rates tend to apply on
lower budget films shooting in the US). The
guild agreements also have various rules on
everything from how credits for members have
to appear on the film and in ads, to travel
requirements (first class in most cases), how
long an actor can work each day, whether the
director gets to edit, and other such minutia.
Some rules, like the minimum editing period for
directors, can have far reaching impacts on
budgets and delivery dates. Keep in mind that
the DGA, even if shooting outside the United
States, has requirements to employ other DGA
members (such as the first AD) on the film, at
the minimum required salary and benefits.
Local personnel, even if requested by the
director, will not suffice.

Besides being required to pay minimum
salaries, most producers don’t realize
they also become obligated to pay

something called Pension, Health, and Welfare
(PH&W) to the guild pension and health plans.
This is on top of the salary. For most of the
guilds, on average, this amounts to 13.5% of the
amount being paid as compensation (there are
limits on the compensation to which it applies;
for example, after $200,000, the rates either
drop or eliminate). If the PH&W payments are
not timely made, penalties and interest can be
charged by the guilds. In addition, if the
production is taking place in the United States,
or the services of the actor, writer or director, are
being rendered in the United States, American
payroll taxes may also apply. On top of the
salary and PH&W, guild agreements also
require ongoing payments to their members

THE VISIBLE & INVISIBLE
COSTS INVOLVED IN WORKING
WITH THE AMERICAN GUILDS

The thought of becoming 

a guild signatory typically elicits fear 

and loathing particularly when time 

and money are paramount.

Greg S. Bernstein
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(and the PH&W on top of those payments as
well) based on the receipts the film earns.
Residuals are something that most people have a
misconception about. Most people believe that
residuals are payable from a share of the profits
of a film. But this is not the case. Residuals are
payable regardless of whether the film has
recouped its costs or not. Residuals are based on
a percentage of receipts, not profits. For
theatrical films (as opposed to those made under
guild agreements for TV), residuals are payable
on the receipts from video and television. Not
theatrical revenues. (There are some differences
if the film was registered to be a television
movie, and there are also some issues if the film
was registered to be a “low budget” theatrical
film and did not have a theatrical release).
Different residual rates apply to revenues from
video vs TV. There is also a big difference in
what receipts are subject to these rates. For
example, on video, the percentage rate applies to
the amounts actually received by the production
company from video exploitation. In the case of
television revenues, the rate applies on the
receipts of the distributor, regardless of whether
or not the production company receives any of
the revenues. 

When you calculate the percentages
for all three guilds (if you had all
three) and the PH&W that would be

due on top of the residuals for a film shot in the
US (for SAG there is a pro-ration formula
between US and non-US actors), the percentage
amounts to about 10% of revenues from video
and television. On most indie productions, that
is most, if not all, expected revenues. That
amounts to a very hefty percentage of gross! Say
you make your film for one million dollars.
Since many indie films don’t really make much
from theatrical, most of the revenue comes from
video and TV. And, as we all know too well, many
films don’t make back as much as they cost.
Assume a film cost $1 million, but only earns
$800,000 in gross receipts to the producer, all
from video and television. 10% of the $800,000
would go to the union members as residuals. So a
bad situation gets worse (and if the distributor of
your film does not assume the obligation to pay
ongoing residuals, which many don’t, you could
be paying out residuals on TV revenues the
distributor collects, for the life of the distribution

agreement, even if you never see another dollar
beyond the original minimum guarantee.)  Most
of us in the world of independent film making
believe that the original concept of residuals has
gone awry, particularly for indie films. Not only
should we not be paying out residuals before we
recoup, we should not be paying residuals on
video revenues, which have become the primary
source of revenue for all films.

In the 1950’s when TV came on the scene,
studios started to make money on top of their
revenues and profits from theatrical. Actors,

writers and directors demanded a piece of this
supplemental income for their work on films. In
the early 1960’s payments for revenues from
media “supplemental” to theatrical revenues (i.e.
residuals), came about. Back then, TV was truly
supplemental to the main revenue source of
theatrical for the studios. But for indie
filmmakers, there was nothing beyond theatrical

to earn a buck, so what did we care?  
Later with cable and video, residuals were
added for these supplemental markets that were
adding to the profits from theatrical for the
studios. By the 1990’s, video and TV had
become the backbone of earnings for the indie
filmmaker. Not so for the studios. The studios
still earned most of their revenue and profit from
theatrical. As the 1990’s progressed, this began
to change. In the 21st century, the economics of
movies has changed, both for the studios and the
indies. Theatrical has become not the primary or
secondary media, but the tertiary one, even
though the total box office take for all films has
grown over the years. Because the costs of
advertisement and promotion have grown so
rapidly, for 90% or more of the films
released each year, theatrical is not a profit
making enterprise in and of itself, as more is
spent to advertise and promote a film than
comes in to recoup those costs, let alone the
cost of production. Distributors theatrical

release their films partly because they hope
for that lottery ticket winning film, but also
because it’s one giant advertisement for
video. In 2005, revenues (not profit) to the
studios from worldwide theatrical amounted
to less than 15% of total revenues! Video
was almost 50%. And for most indie films,
any level of theatrical revenue is
infinitesimal.   

If theatrical is just an advertisement for
video, and the primary revenue on all
films is video, then it would seem to be

that there is a need to rewrite the residuals
rules. There should be no residuals payable
on video or on theatrical (since it’s just an
advertisement mechanism, just as there is no
extra payment for running ads for a film that
feature the actors from the film) unless there
are net theatrical earnings (theatrical rental
less theatrical promo costs). And of course,
TV should still be a supplemental source, in
most cases. Then again, maybe the entire
residuals rulebook needs to be thrown out
and written from scratch. 

The American Guilds are squeezing
international productions over residuals 

the rate applies on the receipts 
of the distributor regardless 

of whether or not 
the production company 

receives any of the revenues

Continued on page 12
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If the original premise was to compensate for
earnings (I know it was for use beyond
theatrical, but come on, everyone only cared

about money) above and beyond theatrical
profits, then maybe the entire basis for
computation and application of residuals needs
to be rethought with residuals being a profits-
based payment, not gross receipts. (While some
might argue that the TV agreements are more
applicable for straight to video, they don’t really
fit that thought either, especially with any level
of theatrical.) Given what the rules are today for
residuals, we have to deal with the situation as it
exists. If you have decided to employ a member
of an American talent guild, your production
company will need to register with that guild.
None of the guilds will allow their members to
start work until the production company has
completed the registration process (you don’t
have to become a signatory with all the guilds,
just the ones you need). Both SAG and DGA
also require deposits be made for the estimated
salary before their members can begin work. In
the case of a non-US production utilizing
American actors, SAG requires that the entire
amount of estimated payroll for the American
actors, as well as the associated PH&W, be fully
paid before the actor leaves the United States.  
For the WGA and DGA, whether the services of
the writer or director, respectively, are being
performed in or outside of the United States, the
registration process is exactly the same

(applications and other information on the
registration process can be found online at
WGA.org, DGA.org and SAG.org). For SAG,
however, if the film is shooting outside of the
United States, there is a simplified process (they
need to be congratulated for having established
a fairly easy and relatively quick process).

In general, all of the unions require the
completion of an application, which requires
information concerning the name of the

production company, the budget for the film,
chain of title, and other information relevant to
the production. Once the information has been
given to the guilds, they prepare standard
documentation. The form of contract (and other
documents) between the guilds and the
production company is not something that can
be negotiated. It’s a form agreement that was
negotiated by the studios and the indies are
stuck with it. It’s a take it or leave it situation.
The production company is signing on to the
same form of agreement applicable to the
studios and every other production company,
depending upon the particular circumstances of
the production. That said, there can be some

negotiation on the amount of the deposit and
collateral required to secure payments to the
guild and its members. The registration process
generally takes two to four weeks.  Other than
SAG on a film shooting outside the United
States (known as GR1), the guilds, generally,
require a lien on the film to assure that their
members receive the payments that are due to
them, including residuals and PH&W. If
payments are not timely made, the guild can
foreclose on the film, just like a bank would if
payments are not made on a loan. The guilds
may also require deposits, personal guarantees,
collection accounts, or other collateral to bolster
the guild’s payment security, both to their
members for the required salaries, as well as the
payment of residuals and PH&W. This
requirement for security, liens and/or personal
guarantees, probably more than any other fact, is
the most troubling for companies based outside
the United States who are trying to do business
with the guilds. While there is no way around
the liens, deposits for salaries and pension
contributions, a collection account at one of the
recognized companies can help eliminate the
need for corporate or personal guarantees
relative to the ongoing payment of residuals.

In conclusion, a film cannot succeed in the
world marketplace without particularly, well
known actors. But employing that well-

known actor, writer or director usually requires
the production to become a signatory with SAG,
DGA and/or WGA, as applicable. While there
are benefits to employing such talent, the
burdens of becoming a signatory company can
be extensive, both in the obvious, like minimum
salaries, and the unobvious, like residuals and
working rules. The “Catch 22” of having to
become a signatory in order to employ that well
known writer, director or actor means being
smart about the process, and understanding all
aspects of what is involved.

Greg S. Bernstein is an entertainment lawyer specializing in the finance and distribution of

indie films. Each year Mr. Bernstein provides legal and/or producer representative services on

dozens of indie films. Through his many years of experience in the industry, he has developed

particular insights into the nature of the indie film business. For almost 15 years, Mr. Bernstein

has made this insight available to students at UCLA Extension in a course he teaches called

“From Packaging to Delivery”. His entertainment industry clients include major and

independent motion picture producers, distributors, sales agents, production companies,

and financiers. For more info and copies of articles: www.thefilmlaw.com. 

Mr. Bernstein is a regular contributor to The Business of Film.

The American Guilds continue to bolster the financial coffers from 
the independents domestically & internationally

it’s a form agreement that 
was negotiated by the studios 

and the indies are stuck with it 
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In 1988 The Business of Film featured Jeremy
Thomas in a Cover profile entitled The
Independent Independent. Eighteeen years

later he is still very much the independent
Independent, and has   produced or executive
produced 40 films. Since The Last Emperor,
Thomas has completed films that include Karel
Reisz's film of Arthur Miller’s screenplay
Everybody Wins; Bertolucci's film of Paul
Bowles’ The Sheltering Sky; Little Buddha and
Stealing Beauty; and David Cronenberg's films
of William S. Burroughs’ Naked Lunch and J.G.
Ballard’s Crash. In 1997 he directed All The
Little Animals, starring John Hurt and Christian
Bale, which was an official selection at the

Cannes Film Festival. Other recent credits
include Jonathan Glazer’s Sexy Beast; Takeshi
Kitano’s Brother; Khyentse Norbu’s The Cup;
Phillip Noyce’s Rabbit-Proof Fence, David
Mackenzie’s film of Alexander Trocchi’s Young
Adam; Bernardo Bertolucci’s The Dreamers;
Terry Gilliam’s Tideland; and Wim Wenders’
Don’t Come Knocking. Contrary to a number of
producers currently maintaining an output of
several films per year, Thomas has managed to
maintain a definable quality of film unique to his
taste and desire as a film producer. A UK-Japan
co-production with Nagisa Oshima and an
association with Terry Glinwood of Glinwood
films (Merry Christmas, Mr Lawrence (1982)

were the catalysts for his present day operations;
nine Oscar wins for The Last Emperor (1987)
catapulted him into the big league. Cinema, not
fame, continues to be his driving momentum, and
his energies continue to be absorbed with the
pursuit of top directors to work with or executive
produce for. How has he managed to adhere to his
unique recognizable brand of independent films
and the preservation of his own sense of self? 

JEREMY THOMAS: I don't have an overriding
plan. I built a structure by necessity rather than
wanting to build anything.  Overall, a very small,
modest group of people work with me. It's
happened picture by picture, year by year, and
it's been a way of keeping my independence. By
choosing only quality films that interest me, we
keep very close to the development and
distribution process. Since we last spoke, I've
been taking on the role of executive producer on
some films as opposed to my traditional role of
producer, and we have also established Hanway
Films a sales company. Hanway evolved as a
way of keeping close to the distribution process
that is complementary to the production
company Recorded Picture Company and offers
a security cushion as it services our catalogue.
This enables us to take on films from outside
producers that fit with our philosophy and still
remain small, and I feel able to continue in this
way. As everyone knows, I grew up in the
business and learned how film works as an
editor. I started working with Terry Glinwood on
Merry Christmas, Mr Lawrence. He is a very
experienced forward thinking person, who was
very instrumental in my path onward. It   was
and is wonderful to work with him. He kept me
on the straight and narrow, and I learned a great
deal about the business from him. We made a lot
of films and managed to keep them independent. 
Embarking on The Last Emperor with Bernardo

At the recent Berlin Film Festival, Chairman of the Berlinale Talent Campus Dieter Kosslick and Program Manager Cathy Rohnke took on the
challenge to interconnect the elements of Film, Hunger, Food and Taste. The creative vision was captured in the words of Campus Talent Manager
Thomas Struck: “Your body is a Cinema. Films are food for your soul. Cinemas are restaurants for feelings.” Jeremy Thomas sat on the panel of a
fascinating seminar that was focused on the interconnectivity of Film and Food. Together with Tom Luddy, co-director of the Telluride Film Festival,
Carlo Petrini, Alice Waters, and Jim Clark, Thomas discussed his latest film Fast Food Nation, which he produced and which is selected in Competition
at this year’s Cannes Film Festival. The Business of Film caught up with Jeremy Thomas after the seminar in Berlin, and he candidly shared his thoughts
on aspects of the industry and how he has continued to make his own distinctive brand of movies. 

STILL THE

INDEPENDENT

INDEPENDENT
Jeremy Thomas

Greg Kinnear & Kris Kristofferson in Fast Food Nation

        



Bertolucci was an incredible, super-ambitious
project, which was to become a very fulfilling
experience in many ways. That was the
landmark, the economic trajectory that moved
me forward, not only in terms of what I was able
to do, but also in losing fear of any size
production. I then went on to make films like
Sheltering Sky shot in real locations with
enormous armies of people. I don't know if I
could do that again on limited resources since
today a film like that would cost many millions
to make. As for a film like The Last Emperor, I
don't know how you'd make that today. It was
pre-digital, and of course it would be made
differently today using digital multiplication. 
In my view, what is happening in digital is an
unstoppable inevitability. A generation of people
are moving up in the industry, and they only
know digital. They don't know the analog way,
they don't know how to edit a film on a
Steenbeck, or how to shoot with 35 mm using the
art of laboratory processing and film stocks.
They've only shot digital. Many films are being
made as adaptations of video games, which is
another aspect of what is going on in cinema.
With multiple films made from video games,
cinema and film are no longer at the top of the
pyramid, as they clearly were, even 5 years ago.
The reality is we are competing in a market with
so many other forms of leisure, and of course we
are all trying to work out what is going to be the
next revenue stream. As a producer one has to
look at Napster and the music industry as
something that's going to happen, as well as new
delivery systems like the video iPod. We don’t
want to think too much about it, but very soon
there will be a way of downloading films. 
The technology is just running forward, however
I do believe the power of film is exceptional. I
still believe that the communal experience of
watching a film in the cinema is a much more
powerful experience, than watching it at home.
Of course the basics of telling stories – how
they're structured, the craft of filmmaking – will
continue whatever the technology. On the one
hand, it's a combination of artistic endeavours
that involves a lot of craftsmanship and
experience, but it's also an industrialized
endeavour, because there are different sorts of
film and many different film industries within
the film business. At the top end, stand the major
studios with their film production costs. The
amount of money between cost and P & A is a
huge legitimate investment, and they have to be
focused on marketing to succeed and get their
money back. That is an industrialized process of
remakes and franchises and the need to feed a
multinational machine. 

I have been with the company ten years
during which time I have developed into
Managing Director, a dual role that has

me working on the business side of each film to
ensure that every project set up minimizes our
risks and is structured in a way that plays into
our distribution and ownership strategy.
Sometimes I'm successful in all the above, and
sometimes one must to give away a little more
than planned. I focus on the back end of films
and seek to hold onto the distribution control if
not distribution rights that we license to regulate
the destiny of films going into their second
cycles. When the rights revert back, the film is
in good shape for us to continue to enjoy it as an
asset, whether it's in RPC or Hanway. As
Managing Director, I orchestrate 28 employees
within two companies that are two separate
entities. Doing that requires a wide managerial
role of running a company involved in
developing, producing, executive producing,
arranging finance through third parties, and
selling films as a sales agent. The two
companies are legally two completely separate
entities that share a common majority
shareholder, who is Jeremy, but Hanway also
has other shareholders, including me and some
of the senior executives. There is no co-
shareholding between the companies, and
they're run as two separate profit centers.
Although there is no contractual output
relationship between RPC and Hanway, in
reality the two companies are able to feed each
other in terms of the marketplace, whether it's
finding talent and filmmakers, creating
distribution relationships, or bringing finance.
The symbiosis occurs mainly through the
colleagues in both companies working very
closely together. We work in the same building;
we meeting regularly – even daily; we travel
together. We move as a single group, and it
works very well. One of our recognized
strengths – one Jeremy has, and we continue

that legacy – is in being able to hold onto and
own rights in our films, and Hanway is vital to
that function. Since its inception eight years
ago, there must be 75 films in the library, and
that process is getting stronger as Hanway
grows. Creatively, Jeremy is the principle
authority and force, in terms of talent
relationships. That's where Jeremy excels.
Compared to many other European producers,
the depth of his friendships and social
relationships is quite remarkable. One of his
secrets in building his business is choosing the
cocktail of personalities and talents that work
very well together. There's a power in the fact
that we're a team of people who all love each
other and have worked together for many years,
which is unusual in any company. Jeremy's very
good about creating that particular type of
environment. Another thing that makes the
company interesting and different from a lot of
other companies in the UK is its international
focus. As a group, we speak every European
language. As a group, we travel a lot, and not
just for the film festivals. We cultivate particular
territories like Japan. We make films in Japan.
We take finance out of Japan. We have Japanese
distributors investing in our films, and not just
for Japanese distribution rights. We also work
with Japanese talent. There is a spirit of
internationalism, which also embraces our
relationship with Europe. As a relatively small
group of Europeans, we distinguish ourselves
and set both ourselves and our companies apart. 
Is there a definition of a European film?
Personally, I don't think you can define a film as
‘European’ culturally, legally, and politically.
There is a European film industry that makes
films, and there's quite a lot of co-production
activity in Europe, but there are too many
cultural differences between the countries to
make what one could term a ‘European’ film. 

The Business of Film also had the opportunity to chat with
Peter Watson MD (pictured) of Recorded Picture Company
and Hanway Films.Peter Watson covers both companies’
separate but symbiotic connection and how the company is
built on the philosophy and creativity of Jeremy Thomas,
bringing together a cocktail of multifaceted talents that
intertwine and fit as a whole, on which the company
continues to build its solid businesses and  are in a position
to develop and make the quality films for which Recorded
Picture Company is known. 

PETER WATSON MD
RECORDED PICTURE COMPANY

Continued on page 17Continued on page 16
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On the other side of the equation is independent
cinema. Thinking about it, one can draw a parallel
between the food and film industries. The idea of
the Slow Food movement and mass manufactured
GM foods can be compared to independent cinema
and the major studios. I must say, I found the Slow
Food seminar very interesting. I was delighted to
see a panel that didn't include people talking about
subsidies and co-productions. It was very
refreshing to see another angle, because everything
has to be taken as an angle to understand it, and it
was very inspirational listening to people like
Vandana Shiva and Carlo Petrini. 

THE BUSINESS OF FILM:.The Slow food
seminar centered on the simple but powerful idea
that ‘we are what we eat’ and that how we react,
how we behave, is affected by what we ingest
either by way of food or visually. Do you think
there is a correlation?

JEREMY THOMAS: I think that it's completely
underestimated what the intake of food does to
people’s personality and makeup. We are very
privileged to decide what sort of food we eat,
because many people don't have any food to eat
at all. There's a gulf between mass production of
GM food and what's happened to actual food
production and delivery, as opposed to people
growing their food or eating seasonal food or
working in keeping with the ideas of someone
like Carlo Petrini, and it all involves the same old
movitation: not just profit but super profit. That
was what was good about the seminar, getting
information about what is going on.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: In view of the many
films that you have produced or executive
produced through Recorded Picture Company,
was establishing Hanway a logical step that you
needed to take or could you have just gone on
producing films?

JEREMY THOMAS: I feel that after all these
years when you look at the movies Recorded
Picture Company has produced and the actors we
have worked with in our movies I could continue
just putting the films together. That said, Hanway
has been a very enjoyable experience and it's
become an energy source for Recorded Picture
Company to enable it to make films. It's not an
ambition to become gigantic, but rather to be a
specialized entity for our product, and for
producers like Woody Allen or Saul Zaentz.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: As an independent
producer, you are considered – both creatively and
financially – ‘successful’. However the point of

the question is not about the monetary success,
whatever it may be, but how easy is it to attain
your level, because talking to a number of
producers it's quite a difficult business. 

JEREMY THOMAS: It's a very, very difficult,
very hard, tricky business. We often find it
incredible that we manage to remain independent
and can continue. It is a fairly single-minded
endeavour, you know. I can't really say how
we've managed to continue to maintain health in
moving forward. It has happened like the river of
life. We have floated down the river at the right
time and in the right places. It’s a stream that has
continued along. Hanway was a natural
progression, and it’s important because
producers are so far removed from the market.
Hanway is a model of the film industry today. Of
course, the new delivery systems are going to
bring the producer closer to the market. The
point is that today there are many different sorts
of producers on the credit block of a film. To
finance films in the independent sector you have
to give away a lot of credits, and they're often not
representative of what really went on. You used
to be able to read the credits and know the role
an individual played, and I hate saying ‘it used to
be.’ One has to forget about  ‘used to be’ because
the reality is that a Producer will often do
anything to get his film financed, and that's what
happens today when there are many producers
on an independent film.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: When we look at the
number of producers in America, it would appear
that in the UK film industry there seems to be a
lack of Producers such as yourself who are able

to able to get films made.  Is that a fair
reflection?

JEREMY THOMAS: In the UK, there are many
producers. We don’t have the entrepreneurial
climate within the entertainment business that
exists in America, but I think that we have
wonderful producers in England, and they're
very, very good. I can name a number of
producers who are able to find the script, and the
money, and make a movie, and that in my view
is still the real producer.  There is a new range of
working producers – some in their early 20's –
working in the UK, and across Europe and
America. There has to be a whole new
generation of people working, or else the process
of filmmaking would stop. In London there are
probably a dozen well-known producers, but
only a few have managed to build a business.
There are naturally more producers in America
because the film industry is an area for bankers,
investors, and in America making films is a
manufacturing way of life. 

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: Have you been
tempted to live in America? 

JEREMY THOMAS: I've spent lots of
time in America. I love being there, and I love
working there. I make movies there and interact
with an office in LA. But London is home; it’s
where I have my family and all the things I'm
used to. I have a lot of good relationships with
American talent and executives that I've
travelled with throughout my career. Many of
them are in the studio system, and I'm still
interacting with them. It’s very important for
producers to have relationships in other
countries, because the film industry is a global
business.  It's what I was saying at the seminar:
there's a difference between globalization and
global. Globalization is a concept; it’s about the
huge multinationals. Global means worldwide
and thinking about the world.

THE BUSINESS OF FILM: So what keeps
you going? Is it just the passion for films?

JEREMY THOMAS: It's better than work, and
although it is extremely demanding, I still enjoy
it. Film encompasses so many aspects of
literature, photography, art, design, music and
business, and there is also an element of
gambling. You have to be many things to be a
Producer, and by making films I can enjoy all of
that. It's constantly very interesting, and there is
still an audience that enjoys original films.

Scene from Fast Food Nation 
In Competition Cannes 2006  
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I do think there is a concept that you could call
a European sensibility, and I don't mean that in
the ‘high art’ sense.  One of the trends that we’re
seeing in cinema, for example, is a resurgence
of the documentary. I think that comes out of
European curiosity. I think Europeans ask more
questions and interrogate the world more than
others, so I suppose you could call that a
European sensibility. In terms of our ability to
make movies, we carefully choose what to be
involved with and its degree of profitability.
Hanway is a commercial concern that we have
been growing, and its turnover has expanded.
There have been some obvious blips, but the
growth has been solidly positive and we intend
to continue the growth of our balance sheets, as
well as the company’s film assets so that any
third party can appraise the business and say,
‘this is a going concern, this is a healthy
business.’ We will continue to grow RPC’s
business but there is a lifestyle component to it
for everyone involved with it, not just Jeremy.
We're not about to give up. Whilst we will be
able to live well from the business, it's not about
making huge profits. Those come about when
you have a hit. Hanway is building an asset-
based business. RPC is a development
company. It's a vehicle for Jeremy personally,
and it's a vehicle for our big productions with
our principle directors. It's not a business that
would ever be put ‘on the block’, as it were.
Jeremy and the business are absolutely bound
up with each other. You couldn't have Recorded
Picture Company without Jeremy, whereas
Hanway Films can be a separate entity as it gets
its films from different sources.
Jeremy, of course, is the real
c o r n e r s t o n e  o f  t h e  b u s i n e s s .

Jeremy wants to produce very director
driven films for Recorded Picture
Company. Having worked with the finest

auteur directors in the business, we're very
interested in looking at material that would
either have a director of that calibre already
attached or something that would be very
compelling for one of those directors. In recent
years, Jeremy has worked with first time
directors – the new auteurs: Jonathan Glazer on
Sexy Beast and Dave Mackenzie on Young
Adam – and we're continuing in that tradition
with projects like Franklin which is from first
time writer/director Gerald McMorrow. We
intend to continue that same ethos with
Hanway's current diverse slate, which includes
titles from Richard Linklater, Woody Allen, and
Milos Forman, and some new talents. It’s about
a fifty-fifty split of projects that come to both
companies, and it works very well. Often in
developing you are looking at interesting
projects early on that might not necessarily
always be right for Jeremy and RPC, but we can
track and consider for Hanway for a later
stage.Finding that rare great script is always a
very elusive creative process. It takes a lot of
plotting and detective work. To my mind, a

good script is very evocative. The images fall
off the page when you read it and you can see
the very clear intention of what the film will
ultimately be. It is unique, in whatever aspect.
Sexy Beast is an example of a good script and a
wonderful movie. Development resources are
very rare in the UK, and RPC is very special
amongst the UK production companies
because it does put great emphasis on
development. The UK Film Council do what
they can with their funds to work with writers
and directors to develop a voice, but I think
that one of the sad aspects of our film culture
in recent times is that you don't have that
opportunity filmmakers had in the 80's to
actually find their own vision over the course
of several films. Nowadays, films have to
perform, perform, perform, and that is very
hard for up-and-coming new filmmakers. At
our companies we have a very limited slate.
So we do try to develop projects that we are
actually going to make and that we are
absolutely passionate about. Writing a great
script to bring to companies such as ours is
always going to be a struggle for
filmmakers. Good scripts have that different
twist to the subject or subject matter.

PETER WATSON MD
RECORDED PICTURE COMPANY

Cont. from page 17

The Business of Film also had the opportunity to chat
with Matthew Baker (pictured) Head of Development
and Acquisitions for Recorded Picture Company and
Hanway Films, he comments on how both companies
approach finding scripts and that indefinable criteria
element: What is a good script? Does RPC deliberately
seek out eclectic offbeat scripts?

MATTHEW BAKER
HEAD OF DEVELOPMENT &

ACQUISITIONS FOR RECORDED
PICTURE COMPANY

‘‘
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GE Entertainment Debut At Cannes

You cannot keep a passionate filmmaker away
from the Cannes Film Festival for long. Golan-
Eran Entertainment makes its debut at Cannes
2006, headed by Menahem Golan and partner-
producer and director Doran Eran. During the
summer of 2005, the two renowned award-
winning filmmakers in their own rights teamed
up to establish Golan-Eran Entertainment (GE
Entertainment). Menahem Golan (Runaway
Train – starring John Voight, Eric Roberts and
Rebecca DeMorney; Over The Brooklyn

Bridge – starring Eliot Gould and Margaux
Hemingway; Operation Thunderbolt (Entebbe)
– Academy Award nominee for Best Foreign
Film; Bloodsport – starring Jean Claude Van
Damme; Over the Top and Cobra – starring
Sylvester Stallone; Delta Force and Missing in
Action – starring Chuck Norris; Death Wish –
starring Charles Bronson), a veteran of the film
industry who launched many actors on their
way to stardom, is considered by many to be the
grand-daddy of the independent film business.

Doran Eran has over 30 films to his credit as a
producer and director of documentaries, feature
films and television; many of his feature films
have received international recognition
including the prizewinning controversial God’s
Sandbox; Beyond The Walls II – directed by
Uri Barabash; White Night (Cannes Film
Festival, Prix de la Jeunesse - Quinzaine des
Realisateurs); and award-winning Desert
Love, theatrically distributed in the US. The
company highlights seven completed films
and Super Ninja in pre production. The GE
Entertainment slate includes Dangerous
Dance, a Romantic dance musical, directed
by Menahem starring Eliana Bekier, Zohar
Liba, Michal Amdurski, Omer Barnea, and
Hilik Cohen; Doomsday, an action Thriller
directed by Doron Eran, starring Tony Peck
and Alessandra Mussolini; Magic & Wonder,
a Drama Thriller directed by Ken Russell,
starring Terence Stamp; and A Wedding
Film, a Romantic Comedy directed: by
Doron Eran, starring Hila Vidor, Ron Shahar,
Iris Penn, Zion Baruch, and Hila Eran.
During Cannes, GE Entertainment,
Menahem Golan, Doran Eran, and business
affairs executive Ron Hantman are based in
Riviera Hall, Booth G5. 

From Filmmakers in South Africa comes the
family adventure motion picture White Lion
whose stars are the real lions of the South
African wilds. White Lion is the realization of
the film’s financiers and exec-producers
Rodney and Ilana Fuhr. White Lion is Rodney
Fuhr’s long-standing dream to produce a

feature film about the life of a lion in the wild.
Producer Kevin Richardson said: “To date,
most lion pictures shot in South Africa have
seen the importation of Hollywood trained
lions. Our lions look great…they’re lean, mean
and heroic – not spoiled, fat and lazy.” Helmed
by Ben Horowitz and Michael Swan (regarded
as one of the country’s top lion wranglers),
White Lion is a family adventure story that
follows the life of an exquisite white lion,
Letsatsi, who is born into a tawny pride in the
wilds of Africa. His color difference makes life
very difficult for him, and he has to find his
own way in the world, against all odds. His
wild, exultant, sometimes heartbreaking, and
finally triumphant journey takes him from
helpless cub to rebellious teenager, and finally
into a strong and capable adult with his own
pride.  “It’s a classic story, not a documentary or a
wildlife picture,” says Horowitz, “with originality
similar to Jean Jacques-Annaud’s acclaimed The
Bear. The parameters set by Rodney Fuhr are
stringent and incredibly difficult to achieve. We
have to represent real wild lion behavior and the
challenge is to tell the story entirely through the
action of the lions. This isn’t The Lion King; no
lips move, and we aren’t relying entirely on
animatronics, puppets, or many visual effects. The
picture only features three human beings – casting
of which we will attend to once the bulk of the lion
footage is shot.” 

“What you see in the picture is virtually written
by the lions,” says Kevin Richardson. “We start
shooting sequences, without fixed
choreography, capturing their typical behavior.
We adjust the sequences and the script
according to the behavior we film. It’s nerve
wracking, but our results are fantastic.” Sam
Kelly of Chop Productions said, “We feel so
honored to be producing a film with soul.
Opportunities like this come around once in
your lifetime, if you are lucky, and everyone
involved in the project feels it too. We have
200% commitment from every crewmember &
every supplier.” Kevin Richardson added:
“White Lion is for all age groups, the cubs will
pull the heart strings of even seasoned
moviegoers. We’re very optimistic that this type
of family entertainment will find a place in the
international market, and we expect a very
positive response from Cannes. We believe
White Lion holds significant business for a
distributor. It has all the ingredients to be a run-
away hit.”  The film was shot entirely in the
Lion Park, a commercial enterprise 50 miles
outside the city of Johannesburg, and on
location near the Crocodile River.  Several
phases of principle photography were shot over
many months since December 2005. 
The film is seeking international distribution at
Cannes, and buyers can contact The South
African Pavilion in the International Village.

Menahem Golan & Doran Eran on location in Tel Aviv shooting Dangerous Dance

White Lion The Pride Of Africa

White Lions in the wild
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