
new confi guration. Complicating the matter 
is the desire to acknowledge a very diversifi ed 
fi lmic output that has disseminated images of 
a Europe unknown to most audiences, one 
that no longer corresponds to pre-1989 
polarizations. Hence the question, “Quo 
vadis, European cinema?”

The interrogative of the title is also directed 
to the institutionalized field of European 
cinema studies, in an attempt to challenge 
received ideas about what it represents and 
how it functions. In her edited anthology 
here reviewed Catherine Fowler rightly re-
marks that European cinema does not exist 
beyond the borders of the critical discourse 
that created it. The concept has no currency 
in itself in Europe—until now, however, 
when “European” is construed as more than a 
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At the time of this writing—June 
2003—Poland and the Czech Re-
public have just voted to enter the 
European Union in 2004, together 
with other eight countries from 
East-Central Europe. In 1989, 
the fall of the Berlin Wall and 
the collapse of the Soviet Union 
brought to an end the bipolar 
reconfiguration implemented 
in 1945. A revived movement 
towards political and economic 
integration was formally ratifi ed 
in 1992; the number of the mem-
ber states—from Western and 
Southern Europe—rose to fif-
teen by 2002, the year that saw 
the appearance of the Euro, the 
common currency. 

These historical, economic 
and cultural coordinates elicit questions as 
to what kind of “new” Europe is being con-
jured up today: the geographical entity in 
an ongoing state of deterritorialization and 
re-territorialization? The essentialized idea of 
Europe as mythical site of civilization? A set of 
common traditions, beliefs and shared history, 
which however elided differences? A number 
of laws and provisions designed to create a 
supranational body determined to reconcile its 
opposing nationalities? An expanded market? 
An inchoate feeling of being European? This 
is the confl icted context within which we have 
to place contemporary European cinema.  

This special issue of Spectator addresses the 
changes and potential directions that have 
arisen in the first fifteen years or so of this 
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geographical location, as these essays argue. 
As a discipline constructed outside Europe, it 
has variously been equated with art cinema, 
or auteur cinema in terms of aesthetics. It has 
been identified as mostly state-subsidized, 
addressing a small audience—of differ-
ent kinds, national or international, but 
small—therefore of little economic viability. 
It also carries subtitles, which makes it more 
foreign, and has ultimately been defi ned as 
what Hollywood is not.  These are the modes 
according to which European fi lms have been 
categorized; and they have shaped the critical 
discourse around them.

The essays in this volume address new mo-
dalities for understanding and conceptualizing 
the fi eld; they also look at changing patterns 
in the production, consumption and circula-
tion of cinema in Europe. Around the time 
that the fall of the Berlin Wall was blurring the 
borders between East and West, audio-visual 
media policies and programs were launched 

for the first time at a pan-European level, 
transnational technologies were introduced, 
and cinematographic co-productions received 
unprecedented support. Notwithstanding the 
economic rationale behind such strategies, the 
idea of a European identity was mobilized by 
the European Union (EU) through new mech-
anisms like MEDIA and EURIMAGES. What 
constituted “European” was certainly used 
and promoted at the institutional level; it also 
gained momentum as Europeans were con-
fronted with new historical events, as well as 
transnational fl uxes of people, capital, goods, 
and labor, to an unparalleled extent. Gripping 
fi lms like Land and Freedom (Ken Loach, 1995), 
Underground (Emir Kusturica, 1995), Krzysztof 
Kieslowski’s Three Colours trilogy  (1993-1994), 
and No Man’s Land (Danis Tanovic, 2000) pose 
the questions of what the “new” Europe and 
European might mean, at the different levels 
of production, representation, and reception. 
The contributors to this issue explore these 
questions in multiple ways and to varying 
degrees of understanding and criticism.

In “Euro Cinema: The Next Hot Ticket?” 
Steven Gaydos introduces the reader to the 
new European scene, or better “screen.” He 
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points to the renewed vitality of cinema in 
Europe since the 1990s, the full force of which 
has not yet been grasped. He attributes the 
new vigor to the demise of auteur cinema, 
which, he argues, stifl ed European production 
and overseas circulation after the 1970s.  While 
he praises aesthetic and thematic innovations 
and acknowledges the “exciting sea-change 
that has occurred in European cinema,” he 
warns of still prevalent nationalistic attitudes, 
especially at the level of consumption. But by 
proposing the creation of a European Film 
Commission, he lends a new meaning to the 
notion of European cinema.

Focusing on specific texts and regions, 
the essays that follow challenge the as-
sumption that European-ness begins in the 
1990s. Graeme Harper indeed argues that 
European cinema can be found back in the 
1960s. In “They’re a Weird Mob: European 
Cinema Beyond Europe,” he discusses how 
a specific British film made in 1966 can be 
seen as a European fi lm in terms of its com-
posite production, cinematic language, and 

the value system of Western ideology that it 
transmits. Specifi cally, he conducts a pointed 
examination of how European-ness—in its 
Euro-centric confi guration—has crossed the 
borders of Europe and has inscribed itself in 
what he calls a “ ‘European’ Australia.”

While Johanna Micaela Jacobsen also traces 
this construct of European-ness back to the 
1960s, she focuses on how that has changed 
in the 1990s. In “Germans and Turks: Cin-
ematic Encounters of the Traveling Kind,” 
she employs the trope of travel—in time 
and space—to explore how Western German 
identity has shifted from a national to a multi-
national perspective.   Jacobsen examines three 
genres of fi lms: the fi rst, produced during the 
1960s and based on the classic novels of Karl 
May; tourist travel videos from the 1990s; and 
contemporary Turkish-German productions. 
In these post-Cold War fi lms, a new European, 
transnational trajectory is disclosed, as Turks, 
once the object of representation, become the 
subjects behind the camera. 

In “Once Upon a Time in Amerika: Dancer 
in the Dark and Contemporary European Cin-
ema,” Alessandro Ago examines the many 
aspects that make Dancer in the Dark a case 
study of a “new” Europe and a new Euro-
pean cinema. A multi-lateral co-production, 
this film, he claims, is Danish at its core. 
Hybridized in genre as well as nationality, it 
is a musical as well as operatic drama, and is 
innovative in the use of cinematic language 
and new technologies. With a divided criti-
cal reception, it achieved a truly international 
circulation, fi nding its largest audience in Ja-
pan. Altough the fi lm is recent, Ago argues it 
articulates a post-Cold War identity, in that 
it assigns an ambivalent role within the new 
European configuration, to what was once 
known as “the other Europe,” —that is East-
Central Europe.

Catherine Portuges’ meditation on “In-
tergenerational Memory: Transmitting the 
Past in Hungarian Cinema” is dedicated to 
this “other Europe.” She is particularly inter-
ested in outlining what she calls  “a kind of 
memorial mapping,” in order to establish a 
continuity and an identity for Hungary—from 
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the ashes of World War II, to the revolt against 
Communism in 1956, to the post-communist 
present. The act of memorializing—performed 
through narrative fi lms, documentaries and 
installations—reinstates and disseminates 
both Hungarian and Jewish identity, at the 
national, European, and international levels. 

A different past and its enduring conse-
quences haunt “Cherchez la femme: France’s 
Identity Crisis in Colonial and Post-Colonial 
Contexts.” By looking at three films where 
the protagonists are women, Chocolat (Claire 
Denis, 1988), Indochine (Régis Wargnier, 1991), 
and Chaos (Coline Serrau, 2001), Whitney 
Henschel questions the legacy of colonial 
France and colonial Europe.  She draws on 
feminist and post-colonial theories to analyze 
the collusion of woman and “the ethnic other” 
in a discourse on contemporary France and 
contemporary Europe.

In putting together this collection, I was 
specifi cally preoccupied with reconceptual-
izing European cinema from a perspective 
that I would call ‘inside Europe.’ Not from 
outside nor against other cinematic practices, 
but stemming from the specifi c concerns and 
conditions of Europe’s diversifi ed cinemas, 

while exploring the inscription of a pan-Euro-
pean awareness of  new modes of production 
and representation. I was less interested in 
representing the specifi c European cinemas. 
Spain, Russia, my own native Italy, and many 
other countries are unfortunately omitted, 
since my main concern was to investigate a 
new modality to understand and frame Eu-
ropean cinema. To stimulate a debate, I have 
expressly positioned Hans J. Kleinsteuber’s 
pessimistic views at the end of the volume, 
so that they challenge the optimism of Steven 
Gaydos’ opening premise. Whereas Gay-
dos creates an image of a revitalized “new” 
European cinema full of potentialities, Hans 
J. Kleinsteuber positions cinema as only 
one component in an increasingly complex 
European mediascape that the author disputes 
in darker tones. Between these two extremes, 
readers are invited to produce their own 
provisional ending. 

My heartfelt thanks go to Marsha Kinder, 
Danielle Muller, Rachel Bindman and 
William Whittington for their production and 
editorial assistance, and to the contributors for 
their time and promptness.

A graduate from the University of Bologna, Italy, Luisa Rivi received her Ph.D. in Critical 
Studies from the University of Southern California. She has taught extensively on European 
Cinema/s, international cinema and fi lm theory at Loyola Marymount University, California 
State University Long Beach, and the University of Southern California, where she holds 
a postdoctoral fellowship in the School of Cinema-Television. She is working on a book on 
contemporary European cinema/s in an age of supranational co-productions. 

4 FALL 2003

EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION


