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Studying Hollywood

Luci Marzola (moderator): In the earliest days of film 
studies, historians often had little more to work with 
than oral histories, incomplete collections of periodicals, 
and, sometimes, the films themselves. But it could 
be argued that film historians these days are often 
presented with an embarrassment of riches when it 
comes to access to archival materials from the Margaret 
Herrick Library to the Warner Bros. Archive to the 
Media History Digital Library—just to name a few. 
With this improved access both through digital sources 
and through the increased availability of motion picture 
collections at archives and libraries, what are the sources 
that we are still looking for? What issues of access and 
availability do you see affecting historians of the future? 
Are there any potential dangers in the proliferation of 
archival research?

Kate Fortmueller: The increased digital availability of 
archival materials has been great for research and 
teaching alike. I remember scrolling through the 
microfiche of Photoplay and other fan publications 
at the Academy’s Margaret Herrick Library to find 
articles featuring Edith Head for a seminar paper in 
grad school. When I finally revisited that research 
last year, the Media History Digital Library was an 
invaluable resource that helped me reexamine a lot 
of sources.1 As researchers, we all have limited time 
and money, and digital archives help economize.

In general, however, the sources that are 
digitally available don’t always offer me much clarity 
into power struggles/differentials, how industry 
decisions get made, or how workers navigate the 
challenges of a creative industry. A tremendous 
portion of my recent research has been searching for 

As part of this issue on “The System Beyond the Studios,” I sought not only to give scholars an opportunity 
to publish work that looks at specific cases reassessing the history of Hollywood, but I also wanted to look 
more broadly at the state of the field of American film history. As such, I assembled a roundtable of scholars 
who have been studying Hollywood through myriad lenses for most of their careers. I wanted to know, from 
their perspective, what were the current and future threads to be taken up in the study of this central topic in 
cinema and media studies. 

The roundtable discussion focuses on innovative methods, sources, and approaches that give us new 
insights into the study of Hollywood. Chris Cagle, Emily Carman, Mark Garrett Cooper, Kate Fortmueller, 
Eric Hoyt, Denise McKenna, Ross Melnick, and Shelley Stamp all participated while I moderated the 
conversation. It was conducted via email and Google docs in the fall of 2017. Each participant began by 
writing a brief response to a broad question on one topic – research, methodology, pedagogy, or the meaning 
of ‘Hollywood.’ These responses were then culled together and given follow up questions which were all placed 
in a Google drive folder. Over the course of two months, the participants added responses, provocations, and 
questions on each of the threads, while I added follow up questions to guide the discussion.

 When seen as a whole, this roundtable creates a snapshot of where the field of Hollywood history is at 
this moment. It is a moment rife with possibilities as more lenses are brought into film history and more and 
more archives become accessible or digitized. Yet it is also a moment in which we feel ever more responsible 
both in our research and in our teaching to make the lessons of the past resonant with the present and into 
the future. 
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of the archive’s other visitors that day were there 
to obtain documents related to divorces, real estate 
transactions, and other ongoing legal matters. The 
staff, while generally courteous, possessed none of 
the domain expertise in Hollywood history that 
distinguishes the archivists at the Herrick and USC. 
And yet the entire experience proved revelatory. I 
used the court records to write a journal article 
about the lawsuit, Desny v. Wilder, and I’ve kept 
returning to legal archives ever since.2

Legal archives are incredibly rich sources for 
Hollywood history—containing sworn testimonies, 
subpoenaed contracts, and the business records 
of companies that never left their papers to any 
collecting institution. Why do so few scholars 
in our field utilize these sources? The reason, I 
suspect, is that these archives don’t make their 
film-related holdings obvious (no online finding 
aids) and tracking down materials requires learning 
some legal basics (contract and libel disputes are 
generally litigated and saved at the local municipal 
level, whereas antitrust and copyright lawsuits are 
federal in nature and will send researchers to a 
National Archives repository). In our work on the 
Media History Digital Library (MHDL, http://
mediahistoryproject.org), David Pierce and I have 
coordinated the digitization of thousands of pages 
of legal publications, including seven volumes of 
testimonies and supporting documents from the U.S. 
District Court’s antitrust lawsuit against the Motion 
Picture Patents Company (MPPC). However, the 
vast majority of court documents are unpublished, 
and the MHDL will never have the resources to 
scan and index most of them. 

The benefit of using more legal archives could 
be considerable for film history. Paul McDonald, 
Emily Carman, Philip Drake, and I have made the 
case for understanding the relationship between 
Hollywood and the law as dynamic—with each 
institution influencing the other.3 There are many 
more stories to tell about this relationship. But legal 
archives can also help us generate scholarship that 
doesn’t take the law or lawsuits as its focal point. 
The dozens of boxes of FTC documents from its 
1920s investigation against Paramount reveal a 
great deal about distribution sales practices and 
exhibitor power relations. Historians in other fields 
have skillfully used state archives to excavate the 
voices and perspectives of marginalized groups.4 

anything that offers insight into workers’ experiences 
and challenges in the industry. Finding documents 
that can help me build a social history of workers is 
a challenge. For the most part the best finds, which 
are typically correspondence, meeting minutes, etc. 
are all buried in unexpected collections. I have found 
some great letters between aspiring actors and stars 
that have helped me to think about actors and their 
work experiences in different ways, but these aren’t 
the kinds of documents that are digitized. I’m also 
okay with the fact that many of these documents 
aren’t widely available. In my experience, when I 
want to look at something unusual or very specific 
this has the potential to generate conversation with 
archivists. Those conversations can often lead to 
great finds and new ideas, which is part of what 
makes research fun (and slow).

Frankly, for media scholars digitization versus 
archive isn’t even the only barrier. For those who 
study mainstream media, the continued struggle 
will always be that we study industries that are 
very protective of their information. I assume 
everyone who does archival research has a wishlist 
of the documents they want, but some materials are 
unobtainable or don’t exist. We don’t have access 
to MGM or CBS collections and there are also 
documents in private archives and can be tough (or 
impossible) to access, so I think media scholars are 
used to dealing with some tough issues of access. 
Even when we finally get something from our wish 
list it might not be exactly what we imagined. This 
summer I received decades worth of earnings data 
on actors, which sounds great (and it is great), but 
the data collection methods changed and some of 
the increments are so large they don’t provide a clear 
picture of how many actors were really struggling. 
At least for me, archival research always seems to be 
a process of managing expectations.

Eric Hoyt: Before I ever stepped foot in the Herrick 
Library or USC’s Warner Bros. Archives, I paid a 
visit to the Los Angeles Superior Court Records 
Center. This bunker of a building, located on Hill 
Street in downtown LA, contained the documents 
filed as part of an idea theft lawsuit against Billy 
Wilder. Viewing the documents required consulting 
a giant index with an antiquated filing schema, 
filling out a paper slip, and waiting for two hours 
for a microfilm machine to become available. Most 
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What new histories of Hollywood could we write if 
we sought out unused legal sources and read them 
critically—not simply for the wrestling matches 
they chronicle between plaintiffs and defendants, 
but for the underlying truths they tell us about the 
cultures, beliefs, labor conditions, power structures, 
and environment of the Hollywood studio system?     

Luci Marzola (moderator): As we can see from Kate’s 
and Eric’s experiences, the problems and pleasures of 
archival research can be highly specific to the archives, 
the research questions, and perhaps even the archivist or 
librarians helping us. Even with the massive amount of 
documentation that has become available, as Kate points 
out, we are frequently dealing with corporations which 
are not only still in operation but are also powerful and 
very conscious of the value of their history. The potential 
monetary value of archival objects, seen most vividly 
in the impressive publications of the Disney company, 
sometimes clouds these companies from seeing the value 
of academic work. Does knowing that this material 
exists, yet is unattainable, change how or whether we 
write about these companies? 

Shelley Stamp:  Luci asks about the sources we’re still 
looking for.  As someone interested in histories of 
moviegoing, I’m increasingly fascinated by letters, 
diaries, scrapbooks and oral histories that document 
individual experiences of cinema.  But these are hard 
to find.  Archives don’t typically collect the material 
culture of average moviegoers; and papers donated 
by stars don’t typically contain fan correspondence 
or much fan club information. I’d also love for an 
organization like SCMS to help foster connections 
between film scholars and private collectors, 
because we know there are absolutely extraordinary 
private collections out there, most largely untapped 
by scholars.

Kate Fortmueller: I’m nodding in agreement to 
Shelley’s comments about letters and diaries. I 
would also add that some of the best sources for 
fan correspondence (that I have encountered) have 
been in the collections of non-star actors (Ray 
Bolger, Ray Walston, etc.).

Denise McKenna: Kate’s observation about managing 
expectations definitely strikes a chord, as does the 
idea that following the archive to where it takes you 

can change a project in interesting ways. I am also 
hugely indebted to digital archives, in part because 
their searchability makes it possible to track smaller 
scale histories, even the minutiae, in a way that 
would have seemed too indulgent on microfilm. As 
I have been interested in tracking how one story 
gets covered (or doesn’t get covered) in different 
media, toggling from digital to microfilm to paper 
print is a necessary process; yet as more material 
is digitized, its searchability offers the security of 
quantifiable verification that can be seductive but 
is not necessarily productive. This may be one of the 
dangers that Luci mentioned.

 Shelley’s idea about finding ways to connect 
private collectors with scholars through SCMS 
is also an interesting possibility. No doubt some 
collectors are as protective of their material as are 
the corporations that Luci noted, but maybe an 
organization like SCMS could make connections 
that individuals can’t—or perhaps, as a start, there 
is a way that SCMS could help members share 
information and/or queries about private collections. 

Eric Hoyt:  These are all great ideas and questions. 
I’ll try to bring some of them together in a way 
that maintains my overall optimistic (perhaps 
boosterish?) stance toward the benefits of making 
film publications digitally accessible. Kate, I think 
some of the Los Angeles-based trade papers that the 
Media History Digital Library has scanned over the 
last couple of years speak to the power differentials 
that interest you. The Film Spectator (no relation to 
this journal) built up its readership in 1927 and 
1928 when its editor, Welford Beaton, championed 
the cause of Hollywood labor in the heated dispute 
over the growth of film budgets—a debate that 
played out at the recently founded Academy among 
other forums.5 And Camera!, which was run almost 
entirely by women for a period in the early-1920s, 
contains some remarkable columns that discuss 
the lives of the working, under-employed, and 
unemployed. In one column, the editor profiles 
a waitress who failed to make it as a star, yet still 
far prefers her life in Los Angeles to the repressive 
community in which she grew up.6

 Few scholars in our field have utilized the dozen 
or more LA trade papers that preceded the better 
known and longer lasting Hollywood Reporter (est. 
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into public archives, and breaking down corporate 
barriers. It seems important to keep in mind, 
however, that none of these additions, in and of 
themselves, will make histories of Hollywood any 
better or more true. Someone has to work with 
the material first, and in the process make sense 
of what the sources don’t or won’t say in addition 
to do what they do. Actually, several people need 
to do this work. As Eric and Kate point out, 
archival research, whether in the digital space or 
the physical archives, always involves collaboration 
with archivists (and collectors and digitizers). The 
real tragedy of the closed corporate archive lies in 
the division of labor that forecloses collaboration in 
those instances. As the volume of digitally available 
primary source materials grows, I hope we will 
conceive the work of making knowledge about it as 
an iterative and collaborative process to which many 
might contribute. Time to sunset the model of the 
lone genius scouring the sub-basements for hidden 
scraps of paper to be hoarded until publication. In 
addition to the kinds of sharing we do through 
scholarly associations and networks, we should 
find ways to use the semantic web (by using RDF 
standards for open annotations, for example) to 
facilitate this iterative research process at scale. 

Emily Carman:  I love this discussion! The pleasures 
and perils of film and media primary research are 
a regular topic that I ponder in my practice as a 
historian. Kate is correct that much of this type of 
research is “managing expectations” but as much 
as digital repositories like the Media History 
Digital Library and the Herrick’s growing Digital 
Collections enrich the classroom and open up 
new possibilities for my undergraduate teaching, 
I am well aware from my experience as curator of 
the Warner Bros. Archive at USC that there will 
always be substantial more paper material that 
will never be digitized.7 Thus, we as historians may 
risk a “digital divide” by over-relying on digitized 
primary materials because they are easily accessible 
rather than those sequestered in harder to access 
archives and libraries with limited hours and staff.  
Eric and Shelley raise astute points, that historians 
of Hollywood need to get creative when it comes 
to finding primary materials when the obvious 
paper trails (like non-existent studio collections) 
are not available. I’ve turned to personal papers 

1930) and Daily Variety (est. 1933). I have a chapter 
on these 1920s LA publications in my forthcoming 
book on the trade press, but there is no need to wait 
for the book to use them. I would encourage anyone 
reading this page right now to explore Camera!, 
Film Spectator, Film Mercury, Hollywood Vagabond, 
Inside Facts of Stage and Screen, and other 1920s 
Hollywood trades at http://mediahistoryproject.
org/hollywood. David Pierce and I are trying to add 
more volumes of these publications to the collection 
too.   

 Still, I have to acknowledge that these trade 
papers, as well as fan magazines, don’t give us the 
same intimate (and less mediated) perspective into 
what movies meant to the people who experienced 
them. We still need the unpublished manuscript 
collections that Shelley discusses, along with the 
archives that Kate has consulted. I also love Shelley’s 
idea for scholarly organizations, like SCMS, to 
facilitate more sharing among scholars, collectors, 
and archivists of the sources we have in our private 
collections. But I will point out that every magazine 
volume available on the Media History Digital 
Library has its own provenance. Some of the 
magazines contain annotations, clippings, and other 
traces of the people who touched and cared for 
them. We can find meaning in the literal margins. 

Mark Garrett Cooper:  I love it that Kate pairs the challenge 
of access with the challenge of making sense of the 
evidence that access provides. Sometimes the clues 
we seek are there in the archives, sometimes they 
aren’t. Often we learn that we didn’t understand 
what to look for or how to look. The answer to 
Luci’s question—does lack of access to corporate 
records change how we do or do not write about 
these companies?—must be “yes,” in that clearly the 
field has been led to develop new approaches—like 
learning to make sense of legal documents—and 
emphases—like paying attention to reception—
partly in response to this lack. But also “no,” in that 
accessible corporate archives do not magically reveal 
all. Studios are complex places. Their lived reality 
will not be encompassed in the paper they leave 
behind--whether internal company records, legal 
filings, or articles in the trade press.  

I am very much in favor of adding sources 
through digital access, bringing private collections 
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and collections of individuals as well as state and 
local archives in my own research for this reason. 
To answer Luci’s question—does knowing that 
inaccessible material exists change how or whether 
we write about these companies—I would answer 
that “yes” it definitely impacts how we write about 
certain companies, past and present. We must 
write about them in the capacities that we are 
able to and be frank about the types of materials 
available to construct our histories. When I teach 
my historiography class, I advise my students to be 
very upfront about what types of materials they had 
access to and how in turn these limitations shaped 
the history they uncovered (or attempted to). 

Ross Melnick: Taking up the important point Shelley 
made about researching the history of moviegoing, 
I am constantly excited and frustrated by the 
search for archival materials in this area. Many of 
the corporate records have disappeared over the 
years and others remain under wraps. The records 
of Loews Cineplex, the theatrical descendant 
of Loew’s Inc., were carted off to AMC when it 
purchased Loews in 2005. The post-Decree archives 
of Fox, Paramount, and RKO theaters, and that of 
many other chains, have also largely gone missing. 
It’s a miracle that the Stanley-Warner archive 
was eventually repatriated at USC’s Warner Bros. 
Archives decades after corporate divorcement. 

The search for records pertaining to small town 
moviegoing can be even more challenging since so 
many theaters have been closed or demolished while 
small exhibition companies have also closed or been 
swallowed up by larger conglomerates. The closure 
of small town newspapers has frustrated the search 
for weekly advertisements, letters to the editor, and 
other articles that could reveal much about these 
theaters. Thankfully, free and paid digital newspaper 
repositories have made some of this small-town 
material available. As for the theaters, there are 
archival sources of information on these buildings—
the Theatre Historical Society of America and 
the B’hend Kaufmann collection at the Margaret 
Herrick Library come to mind—but the search 
can be difficult until you begin tapping city and 
other local archives. There, the path to clarity can 
lead to census records, lease agreements, insurance 
maps, tax records, building permits and plans, and 
other records. All of this can be supplemented 

where possible with historical societies, libraries, 
national and local archives, museums, oral histories, 
local newspapers and newsreels, theater programs, 
scrapbooks, family albums, used books, postcards, 
photograph and ephemera dealers, and other 
sources. 

Sometimes, as with my current project, fortune 
smiles—a childhood account of the Benshi at 
Paramount’s Tokyo cinema (Hogaku-Za) in a 
magazine; photographs from MGM Egypt that 
were saved by the son of its former director; a 
ledger from MGM’s 1920s Brazilian circuit owned 
by a movie lover in Rio de Janeiro; and wartime 
programs from Fox theaters in South Africa 
plucked from eBay. The archive for moviegoing is as 
vast as the world around it. As a means for studying 
Hollywood in a global context, it provides so many 
opportunities and still so many challenges.

Luci Marzola (moderator): The many adventures in the 
archives described here reveal the lie that digitization 
will make archival research easy! There is always more 
to be found, preserved, or made accessible. Building on 
the consensus here that organizations such as SCMS 
should be more involved in collecting (and perhaps 
digitization?), how do we as scholars get more involved 
in this work? It seems as though much of this is done 
on individual initiative. Should these decisions be 
more systemized or is the archive always ultimately 
to be subject to the passions of those pursuing it and 
the inclinations of those with the keys? Is this just an 
inevitable reality? And I do not say this implying that 
this is a bad system, as it does give us scholars individual 
power to push for access to materials that we find 
valuable, but is there a different way?

Eric Hoyt:  I think it’s important to identify sources 
and collections that, if they were digitized and/or 
made more accessible, could significantly enhance 
our understanding of film history. But identification 
and selection are just the first steps in digital 
curation. Scholars need to be willing to roll up their 
sleeves and put in the hours it takes to scan, catalog, 
and index these materials. So, to address some of the 
points that Luci raises, SCMS and other scholarly 
organizations can be sites for the identification 
of valuable collections. But they should also be 
training modules for the workflows involved in 
carrying out the digitization and indexing. And 
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inoffensive to source archives. I think that behind-
the-scenes work would be worth it. 

Understanding Hollywood

Luci Marzola (moderator): Over the decades, Hollywood 
has been looked at through myriad lenses. From 
psychoanalysis and auteurism to corporate biographies 
and star studies, Hollywood is a well-studied object. 
More recently, studies focused on labor, gender, and 
fandom have given us new perspectives that often 
counter those narratives created through the previous 
paradigms. Do you see any relevant methodologies that 
have yet to be brought to the study of Hollywood? What 
recent avenues do you see as most fruitful for creating 
new understandings of this dominant film industry? 
How can we continue to reassess Hollywood in ways 
that contribute to our understanding of its importance?

Shelley Stamp: I’ve been particularly inspired by 
scholars who’ve taken up the charge to “look past 
the screen,” as Jon Lewis and Eric Smoodin put 
it, to investigate broad histories of movie culture – 
histories of moviegoing and exhibition, reception 
and regulation, moviemaking and labor.9 For 
me, feminist methodologies have been especially 
important. Yet, it surprises me that the groundswell 
of work done on “women and the silent screen” 
has not fueled more research on other periods of 
Hollywood history.

Some of the best recent histories of movie 
culture include studies of black movie culture by 
Jacqueline Stewart and Cara Caddoo and studies 
of gender and global movie cultures by Zhang 
Zhen, Manishita Dass, Annie Fee and Mitsuyo 
Wada-Marciano.10 They provide a road map for 
work that could be done on later periods and varied 
US contexts. Much more work could also be done 
to understand Hollywood’s impact on global film 
cultures, following the lead set by Laura Isabel 
Serna’s study of Mexico, Ross Melnick’s work on 
Hollywood’s international theater circuits, and 
studies of the global currency of early stars like 
Pearl White.11 Alison Griffiths, Haidee Wasson, 
and Jennifer Horne have done incredible work to 
unpack cinema’s complex relationship to institutions 
like museums, libraries and civic organizations 
during its early decades.12 Their methodologies 
could be very fruitfully extended to considerations 

we need to find better ways to link the data from 
the digital collections that we are building. This last 
part is far easier said than done, but it’s something 
I’ve been thinking about. I hope to have some more 
concrete ideas before I see you all at the next SCMS 
Conference in Toronto.  

Mark Garrett Cooper: With respect to Luci’s question, 
I think that we’re enjoying a moment when the 
work of archiving and providing access to archival 
materials is more various and less centralized than 
ever before. Caroline Frick provides an important 
account of this shift, focused primarily on film, not 
paper archives, in Saving Cinema.8 The perception of 
a need for, on the one hand, even more openness and 
scholarly participation in archiving and curation, 
and, on the other, more systematic coordination of 
archival efforts is a symptom of this moment. In my 
view, the development of standards (best practices) 
for linking and sharing information should be a 
major focus for SCMS--I see this as more urgent 
even than efforts to muscle or coax open new 
archives. Librarians and archivists have already 
done a lot of work on this problem, but we lack 
field specific guidelines for presenting information 
in ways that media historians are likely to find 
consistent, intuitive, and useful. We need what the 
information systems people call an ontology, which 
may be what Eric has in mind. We also need those 
“training modules” in how to produce and share 
digital information, and, as Emily is so right to 
emphasize, we need strategies that point us to the 
much larger undigitized collections from whence 
digitized material comes. 

I bet most of us have made and scanned for our 
own use paper copies of archival materials that we 
know have also been copied by other scholars before 
us. Some archives are developing workflows that 
would put this material online as a matter of course, 
and that’s good, but why can’t we help? I would like 
it to be easy for me to upload scanned documents, 
with added metadata identifying the source and 
collection, to a database where future researchers 
could discover them. For this to be possible, I would 
need a bit of training on what exactly to upload. 
More importantly, a good deal of work would need 
to go on behind the scenes to determine what I 
am required to provide such that the information 
can be useful, discoverable, non-duplicative, and 
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of other eras. Scholars like Antonia Lant, Anne 
Morey, Richard Abel, and Samantha Barbas have 
shown that women’s critical discourse was key to 
the early evolution of movie culture.13  Candace 
Moore’s provocative reading of the “proto-queer” 
film criticism of “Lisa Ben” in the 1930s provides a 
glimpse of how a similar approach might be applied 
to later periods.14 Susan Courtney, Patricia White, 
and Ellen C. Scott brilliantly demonstrate how 
regulatory practices mapped constructions of race, 
gender and sexuality during the classical period.15 
There’s lots more work to be done in that vein. 

Scholars like Adrienne McLean, Mary 
Desjardins, Gaylyn Studlar and Steve Cohan have 
shown how studies of stardom and celebrity can trace 
cinema’s historical impact on cultural constructions 
of race, gender and sexuality, best exemplified by 
Joanne Hershfield’s emphasis on the “invention” 
of Dolores del Río.16 Miriam Petty’s work on 
black performers who “steal the show” and Patricia 
White’s work on queer “supporting characters” 
illustrate the importance of looking beyond major 
stars, as Yiman Wang and Terri Francis have also 
demonstrated in their work on “minor” stars like 
Anna May Wong and Josephine Baker.17 Of all the 
novel methods feminists have employed to study 
stardom and fan culture, I’ve always been surprised 
that Jackie Stacey’s ethnographic research with 
British filmgoers has not been replicated more often 
in histories of American fan culture.18 And I’ve been 
inspired lately by the work that Diana Anselmo-
Sequeira and Leslie Midkiff DeBauche have been 
doing with fan scrapbooks and ephemera.19

It’s also been important for feminist historians 
to document the full extent of women’s work 
in the film industry. Recent stand-outs include 
Hilary Hallett’s study of women working in early 
Hollywood, Erin Hill’s study of women working 
on the sidelines of the film industry, and research 
by Denise McKenna and Heidi Kenaga on the 
gendered labor of extras in early Hollywood.20 
Terrific research is also underway in the UK where 
film historians are collaborating with trade unions 
to chart histories of female labor “below the line” – 
a model that could be exploited in the Hollywood 
context as well.21 

Important as it is to chart varied forms of 
filmmaking labor, it’s shocking how little scholarly 
attention has been paid to Hollywood’s female 

filmmakers. Work on Dorothy Arzner and 
Ida Lupino has proven beyond any doubt that 
their careers were wholly innovative and utterly 
fascinating, but their work deserves much more 
attention.22 Maya Montañez Smukler’s study of 
female filmmakers in the 1970s will help to fill 
out the picture.23 But there’s lots more work to be 
done on women working in many other creative 
capacities – producers like Virginia Van Upp, 
Joan Harrison and Harriet Parsons, executives like 
Dawn Steele and Sherry Lansing, and many others. 
Feminist historians have also been at the forefront 
of efforts to complicate notions of authorship and 
authorial control in filmmaking. My two favorite 
examples here are Patricia White’s stunning analysis 
of Alla Nazimova’s “veiled” queer authorship and 
Amelie Hastie’s inspired work on the way that 
female filmmakers and stars have attempted to 
write themselves into the historical record against 
all odds.24 Novel approaches like these could well 
be applied to a host of other personnel working in 
and around Hollywood, marginalized or neglected 
in conventional chronicles.

Chris Cagle:  I would distinguish between method-
ologies, critical agendas, and objects of study. 
It’s one thing to identify current trends in the 
discipline, but to speak to which approaches are 
yet to be brought to the field involves necessarily 
a speculative spirit. New methodologies are not 
all that common, particularly for a field that’s now 
developed for several decades. Other disciplines 
can still provide inspiration for them, though. One 
avenue that’s been explored some, but perhaps not 
enough, is thinking around what organizations do. 
There’s a good amount of social science scholarship 
trying to address how organizations function, but 
other than a few approaches, much of it has not 
been of interest to humanities scholars. Similarly, 
I think there’s probably work in economics that 
pose alternatives to the somewhat odd (but useful!) 
synthesis of Marxian system-think and Alfred 
Chandler-style economic history that’s informed 
many of the field’s working assumptions. 

All of this, of course, is easier said than done, 
and like others trained in the humanities I’m not sure 
I’d have the training to take on board organizational 
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sociology or economic history. But it is worth 
being open to thinking about how industries are 
fields with competing agents who sometimes 
nonetheless work toward common ends. A lot of 
great scholarship is already being done to think 
creatively about the industry as an enterprise. It’s a 
tricky task, because sometimes the “new historical 
research” gets a little too removed from an adequate 
explanation of the empirical; some creativity, 
though, is useful in pushing the field forward.  I can 
think of the work of Jerome Christensen in getting 
us to reexamine Hollywood as a corporate culture, 
or Mark Garrett Cooper in addressing accounting 
practices.25 Miranda Banks’ book on screenwriting 
shows how fruitful production culture study can be 
for a historical account.26 Julie Turnock’s account of 
the labor politics of contemporary effects artists is 
thought-provoking in its intersection of history and 
economic sociology.27

One important boom area, in my mind, is 
the close study of film craft, whether it’s work 
on the history of sound design, cinematography, 
special effects, screenwriting, or other areas. Some 
of this is merely the continuation of existing film 
history approaches, but we are certainly getting 
a fuller picture of the professional and aesthetic 
development of these crafts. And by presenting in 
specificity what these creative practices mean, this 
scholarship challenges the discipline to look at its 
textual analysis methods differently. It’s not always 
easy or even necessary to reconcile the perspective 
of filmmakers with those of the scholar, but the 
intersection can be productive.

Along with the methodological questions, 
we might pose the issue of agenda setting in 
scholarship. By agenda setting I mean something 
between the levels of methodology and object of 
study, a nexus of methodological approaches used 
commonly to address a large-scale question. For 
instance, in recent memory, studying modernity was 
an important question in film historical research.28 
There’s still solid work being done along those lines, 
but we have by now picked the low-hanging fruit 
of early 20th century cinema and asked many central 
questions about its relation to large-scale historical 
change. I don’t advocate faddishness, but we can 
try to ask new questions that we want historical 
research to answer.

I certainly can’t predict what the next or 
even incipient agenda item will be for Hollywood 

historiography, but I’ve been interested in taste 
cultures, particularly middlebrow culture. It’s easier 
to talk about middlebrow seriously when it’s in the 
past but not so easy that scholars still take seriously 
the most middlebrow of Hollywood’s output. A 
research in taste cultures does not simply need to 
be about finding middlebrow (or high- or lowbrow) 
films and researching them. 

Or, in an another instance, reception study has 
been around for a while, but there’s still so much 
to study about African-Americans’ experience of 
cinema in the 20th century. Ellen Scott’s current 
project on women critics in the African-American 
press, continuing Anna Everett’s work on an earlier 
period, shows how reframing what historians 
should look at refocuses both the objects of study 
and the methodologies we use.29

Sometimes the old approaches are useful. 
Rather than new methodologies or agendas, we 
may simply want to apply existing methodologies 
to areas which are under-examined. For instance, 
there’s a renewed interest in the history of film 
criticism, but curiously we’re lacking a really good 
synthetic history of film criticism that surveys the 
history of the field in a given national context. Too 
often, there’s a tendency to want to examine only 
critics recuperable to a canon rather than to analyze 
how criticism as a journalistic, literary, and scholarly 
field has developed in relation to cinema. David 
Bordwell’s book on 1940s critics is an exciting 
contribution, but I’m also interested in the more 
day-to-day practice of criticism.30 

 Similarly, to my mind there’s more work to be 
done on the history of literary culture that fed into 
Hollywood. We have Ben Singer’s excellent book 
on the melodrama, or Kristin Thompson on the 
short story.31 I have made the case for the influence 
of the middle-class novel.32 Rick Altman references 
theatrical adaptations, but there’s surprisingly little 
history that I found that accounts for the well-
made drama.33 When I posed on Twitter my desire 
for this sort of scholarship, Michael Newman 
responded that I was hoping for literary studies as 
if it were done by a film scholar. That’s probably an 
apt description. 

Finally, many new directions will be driven 
by our access to films and to primary materials. 
Digitization and video release has made these much 
easier to find and use, and I believe our assumptions 
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about a period will start to give way in the face of a 
closer examination. For instance, and I hate to pick 
on particular authors, there are canonical histories 
of 1950s and especially 1960s Hollywood that 
consider little besides the canon. I’ve often thought 
the 1960s are overdue for a historical reexamination. 
I’m sure each scholar has her area for which she 
thinks the historical account doesn’t do justice to 
the films and empirical records of the period.

Luci Marzola: The remarkable breadth of work mentioned 
by both Shelley and Chris shows how varied and exciting 
the field is right now, while also pointing to many new 
directions to be taken. But do we risk fragmenting the 
history of Hollywood too much as we push further into 
the broader history and culture of the US with these 
studies? What is the anchor that keeps these together, or 
do we need one? Is the very idea of ‘Hollywood’ enough 
to unite these different fields of study? And is there still 
a place in this field for theoretically-informed textual 
analysis?

Eric Hoyt: I would like to weigh in here, but, first, can 
I point out that Shelley Stamp and Chris Cagle are 
both highly accomplished scholars who used most 
of their responses to highlight the research that 
has been produced by others? Can we please have 
more of this generosity in our field? You both are 
great role models for the rest of us. To pick up on 
this spirit--as well as some of the ideas that have 
been raised--I have been excited and persuaded by 
the scholarship exploring the less centralized way 
that the Hollywood studio system actually operated 
than earlier accounts have suggested. Tom Kemper’s 
book on the early history of talent agents makes a 
strong case for the complex operation of power 
across the industry ecosystem, as does our convenor 
Luci Marzola’s work on technology firms as vendors 
and suppliers.34 I’m trying to build upon these ideas 
in my new book on the trade press. 

I also really like Chris’s suggestion to more 
closely investigate how taste culture operated 
within Hollywood. From the mid-1920s to early-
1930s, The Film Mercury expressed a modernist 
and even avant-garde sensibility for cinema, along 
with reporting on industry news and offering tips 
about which stocks to buy and sell. This was a trade 
paper that was published in LA yet panned most 
of the Hollywood movies it reviewed. The editor, 

Tamar Lane, also purchased advertisements in the 
more famous modernist film journal, Close Up, 
assuming that the readers of the Swiss publication 
would appreciate his as well. In the 1920s, some 
people within the movie colony clearly believed 
that the avant garde could exist and potentially 
flourish within the commercial US film industry. 
But these assumptions about taste and the nature 
of Hollywood seem to have quickly changed. Why?

Chris Cagle: To address one of Luci’s questions, I 
absolutely value both textual analysis and theory 
and I don’t see any reason they won’t be part of our 
discipline’s tool box. Right now, the field of film 
studies is in a state of methodological pluralism, 
which is both a positive and a negative in my view. 
Positive because it allows different ideas to develop, 
but negative because in practice these often take 
place as discrete conversations. That said, I think 
fragmentation is being driven by the discipline 
itself (a detente between previously warring camps: 
film theory, cultural studies, and Wisconsin-school 
history) rather than a broadening outward toward 
US history, politics, economics, or sociology.

Eric raises a fascinating question, and now 
I want to see the article or book study about the 
decline of avant-garde aspirations in Hollywood! I 
suspect part of the answer lies in changes external 
to Hollywood: the disruption of the European 
avant-garde by World War II, in terms of exile, the 
war effort, and end of patronage funding, is such 
an overdetermining context. But how it plays out 
in the local context of Hollywood is an intriguing 
matter.

Mark Garrett Cooper: Luci’s questions indicate a 
concern that the center may not hold—can or 
should “Hollywood” continue to anchor diverse 
methodologies? Can new foci, such as the gendered 
division of labor (Shelley) or taste cultures (Chris) 
orient common projects? These are good questions, 
and I think the answers are “yes,” “yes,” and “yes.” I 
would add that the centrifugal force indicated by 
this methodological profusion is not a bad thing.  
Much of the work Shelley cites (as well as her own 
influential work) crosses over into cultural history-
-i.e., it is read and cited by history-department 
historians. Indeed, I would guess that many of the 
arguments generated by scholars of “women and 
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particularly compelling. Thus, I think the “politics” 
of film preservation (as Carolyn Frick persuasively 
argues in her book) is a topic to be further mined in 
the historiography of Hollywood. The types of films 
that have survived from the twentieth century have 
cultural and economic imperatives behind them, 
and these are questions to be contemplated and 
interrogated by film historians. Access to films has 
very much impacted the current Hollywood canon, 
but there is also the potential to reshape it as certain 
films become rediscovered and as the Hollywood 
industry soldiers on with new releases and new 
media formats that will render the current digital 
platforms obsolescent.

I am equally keen to comment on Chris’s note 
about how access to primary materials will also 
impact the new directions in Hollywood scholarship, 
and how the move to digital has superseded the 
previous analog modes of communication (like 
the inter-office memos, telegrams, and publicity 
announcements that have been such a vital resource 
for my own scholarship). Even if in the unlikely 
scenario that one of the Hollywood conglomerates 
were to donate their papers to a special collections 
library (as did Warner Bros. Communications at 
USC and United Artists at Wisconsin)—what would 
they donate—hard drives? These are the pertinent 
questions about Hollywood historiography that I 
find myself increasingly pondering.

Luci Marzola (moderator): This wide-ranging conversation 
is so reflective of Chris’s assertion of the current 
‘methodological pluralism’ of the field. How do we 
engage in these wildly different discourses, while at 
the same time, making our work not only readable 
but relevant to those working on the other end of the 
methodological spectrum? 

Shelley Stamp:  I’m more convinced than ever that 
we need to do all we can to create public histories. 
For film historians that means curating and public 
programing, op ed writing, blogging, DVD audio 
commentaries, digitization, media interviews, 
advocacy -- even populating Wikipedia. American 
cultural historians like David Nasaw and Lois 
Banner have a tradition of publishing both 
scholarly and “popular” books, toggling between 

the silent screen” are better known among cultural 
and social historians concerned with gender 
than they are among scholars of Hollywood who 
focus on other periods. That may be bad news for 
“understanding Hollywood,” but it is good news for 
the historians who do this work and, in the long 
run, for the field. 

The production cultures and media industry 
studies research referenced by Chris also point to 
places that such crossovers might happen, with 
business and economic historians, sociologists 
of organizations, and students of policy, among 
others. (I cling to the hope that my work on motion 
picture accounting, which Chris was kind enough 
to mention, will eventually be read by accountants.) 
We need more crossover audiences, not fewer. 
That doesn’t mean that everyone’s research should 
embrace this aspiration. We need all kinds of projects. 
But the ability to connect beyond the field should 
remain a value for the field. Both Shelley and Chris 
rightly point out that the synthetic “big picture” 
canonical histories have not remained current with 
new research produced by scholars focused on 
complicating, or replacing, those histories in specific 
periods. Time for some updates! It seems important 
to keep in mind that those updates should address 
not only a multifarious field in need of “anchors” but 
also readers in many other fields who need summary 
explanations (there should be more than one) of 
how Hollywood should be understood. 

Emily Carman:  I’m struck by a comment highlighted 
by Chris about the digital impact on Hollywood 
historiography and scholarship, both in terms of 
access to films and to primary materials. Digitization, 
online streaming of content, and video release have 
made some films and media more available but at 
the same time other films remain difficult to find or 
access. I am constantly reminding my students that 
all films do not exist on the internet, nor are all the 
“best” films from Hollywood or other film industries 
necessarily available to see in a good quality format. 
(Am I the only person who still hangs onto to VHS 
tapes because the titles did not make it to DVD 
and beyond?)  While scholars call it the archive, 
Hollywood studios deem their archival holdings 
their “media assets” and in this regard, I find 
Chris’s point about taste cultures and Hollywood 
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academic publishers and trade presses. We might 
do well to learn from their example. Emily’s 
experience teaching female students about women 
working in Hollywood—an essential but almost 
entirely unknown history—is a perfect illustration. 
I’ve had that same experience. Over and over. It 
demonstrates how the stories we tell about the past 
determine what seems possible now.  

Teaching Hollywood

Luci Marzola (moderator): Do you teach the history of 
Hollywood in ways that are substantially different 
from how you were taught it when you were training? 
In what ways can we bring new paradigms and 
understandings of Hollywood and its impact into the 
classroom, particularly in survey courses in which we 
have to cover it in a few weeks? One could argue that 
you could teach film history entirely as the history of 
Hollywood – or entirely without Hollywood. How do 
we negotiate a proper place for its history?

Mark Garrett Cooper: I’ve been teaching the history 
of Hollywood at public research universities for 
twenty years, first within an English department 
that had no defined pathway in Film and Media 
Studies, currently in a Film and Media Studies 
Program that offers an undergraduate major and 
minor. My PhD, from Brown University, is in 
American Civilization—the pre-Word War II 
name for American Studies—which had been 
one of my undergraduate majors. Social historians 
outnumbered literature types on the faculty of 
AmCiv. Modern Culture and Media Studies did 
not offer its own PhD when I started graduate 
school, but I took a lot of courses there. Philip 
Rosen directed my dissertation. So, I had an 
unusually capacious training in historiography, 
although much of it had nothing directly to do with 
Hollywood. 

When I went to work as an assistant professor 
in an English department, I taught Hollywood 
history in a few ways: as part of a “Cinema History” 
survey, as part of senior seminar on “Hollywood 
Cinema,” and as embedded in a variety classes on 
specific genres and other topics. In 2007, when I 
came to work for a Film Studies program in the 
process of becoming a Film and Media Studies 
program, I taught for the first and only time (thus 

far) a survey of cinema to 1945. This was the first 
half of a two-semester sequence, required for majors, 
and rarely taken in what the faculty deemed the 
proper older. To become “Film and Media Studies,” 
we swept aside this model. We replaced the “history 
of cinema” sequence with a single course in “Film 
and Media History,” which considers mass media 
precursors to the movies and places cinema’s 
history alongside that of electronic networks, radio, 
television, and computing. Hollywood still matters, 
of course, in this new framing, and some elective 
courses that encourage students to pursue more 
specific histories focus on it exclusively.  

There have been some obvious shifts in how 
I teach “Hollywood”: the turn to consider inter-
medial and inter-industrial relations, a greater 
emphasis (via media industry studies) on policy, 
more attention (via Women and the Silent Screen) 
to the gendered division of filmmaking labor, and 
a greater attention to “mainstream” filmmaking 
traditions outside the US (moving beyond the US 
classicism vs. European modernism frame). A key 
feature of my teaching about Hollywood’s history, 
however, has changed little in two decades. I 
consistently foreground the problem of when we are 
allowed to say that “things changed” or were “new.” 
What we might mean by “Hollywood” is this kind 
of problem, I am always pointing out to students. It 
is easy enough to convince them that “Hollywood” 
names, all at once, a set of industrial relations (and 
division of labor), a type of film (which might be 
further specified by genre), and habits of audience 
engagement (e.g., the star system). To ask when 
this confluence of industrial relations, film types, 
and audience habits started, however, presents the 
much more interesting challenge of determining 
what specifically they are/were. This always involves 
distinguishing those historical traits deemed to be 
essential, thus it remains open to contestation. 

Precisely because “Hollywood” names a familiar, 
yet historically variable object, it invites such 
conversations about historiography in a way that 
some of other topics in the survey I currently teach 
do not. “Globalization” and “modernity” should 
work to inspire the same kind of conversation, for 
example, but don’t do so as readily—perhaps because 
they seem too abstract to be attached to particulars 
that immediately come to mind. “Hollywood” is 
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also good for defeating technological determinism, 
since clearly the “invention of motion pictures” did 
not suffice to cause it, yet it equals “the movies” to 
many. In sum, I propose turning the question on 
its head: rather than determining a proper place for 
Hollywood in the history syllabus, the challenge 
is one of determining the proper place of history 
in those syllabi to which Hollywood makes a 
contribution. The key to understanding how much 
time pedagogues should spend on Hollywood (and 
when) lies in making the cultivation of the historian’s 
craft a primary learning objective of the course. Our 
goal should not be to “do justice” to Hollywood’s 
history or that of any other kind of film/media 
practice. It should be to equip students to recognize, 
and create, just media histories, whatever we might 
take those to be.  

Emily Carman: The history of Hollywood is a pivotal 
part of my international film history survey classes, 
because I teach in a film school that caters to 
production students who are keen to be in the 
Hollywood entertainment industry. Consequently, 
I teach the history of Hollywood in ways that both 
emulate how I was taught/trained as a student 
at UCLA and from what I have learned in my 
own research discoveries as a film historian. I was 
fortunate to be introduced to primary materials 
research as an undergraduate—albeit in the 
microfilm form—which piqued my interest in 
going to graduate school to study cinema. 

However, I do think there has been a seminal 
shift from what I classify as a “passive,” observatory 
mode of teaching film history, whereby students 
read a course text alongside screened films, to an 
“active,” participatory mode in that students use 
primary materials to contextualize film history 
alongside secondary scholarly sources and the films 
themselves. In this regard, I strive to demonstrate 
to my students that film history is not finite and 
fixed as “history with a capital H”—rather, it is 
dynamic and shifting, with our understanding 
changing based on the new discoveries uncovered in 
archives and from primary materials. Furthermore, 
I accentuate to students the importance of film 
restoration and what films are even available to 
show and teach on new digital technologies and 
platforms. Increasingly, for my teaching pedagogy, 
the history of cinema is becoming a historiography 

of the film medium itself.
Digital repositories like The Media History 

Digital Library (MHDL) and the Production 
Code Administration records (available through 
the Margaret Herrick’s online Digital Collections), 
have paved the way to introducing primary 
documents-based research into the undergraduate 
classroom and enliven the practice of teaching the 
history of Hollywood by creating original research 
opportunities. I have designed assignments to 
understand how self-industry censorship functioned 
with PCA files, to ascertain film distribution and 
small-town exhibition with the “What the Picture 
Did for Me” column in the Motion Picture Herald, 
and to characterize the studio-era star system 
through fan magazines of the period (both available 
on the MHDL). 

At the same time, the majority of these newly 
digitized primary materials tend to cluster around 
silent and studio-era Hollywood cinema. What’s 
more, language barriers impede the implementation 
of available archival materials from other national 
cinemas taught alongside Hollywood in the survey 
course.  So even as primary materials enhance the 
survey class experience, they simultaneously have 
the potential to reinforce a “first cinema” hierarchy 
in a broad, global cinema course. Nevertheless, I still 
advocate incorporating primary materials into the 
survey course in conjunction with new scholarship 
grounded in archival research to “bring the past 
back to life” for my students and to underscore 
synergies between past and present Hollywood as 
well as in the international film industry, that can 
help them navigate their own path as artists, critical 
thinkers and media makers. 

Luci Marzola (moderator): Emily’s and Mark’s comments 
really emphasize the many different contexts in which 
we are asked to teach film history. Beyond the usual 
institutional differences that all disciplines encounter 
(i.e., large state university, liberal arts college, 
community college, etc.), film and media scholars are 
frequently working in wildly different departments 
including English, comparative literature, performing 
arts, and communications as well as film schools. 
Recently there has been a move toward the formation 
of media schools and departments which increasingly 
emphasize inter-medial courses and social scientific 
approaches. How one teaches Hollywood history will 
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cinema studies departments, I do think that 
institutional context has an impact—if only because 
of the ways in which Hollywood is situated as 
a disciplinary artifact. In the communication 
department, Hollywood as a topic was structured 
primarily around the idea of industry. I found this 
to be productive as it fits with my own research 
interests, but it also works in relation to Mark’s 
point about presenting Hollywood as an historical 
“problem”. My training, or at least a formative 
portion of it, was in art history and having been 
academically imprinted by a department rooted 
in the social history of art, in many ways, I have 
adapted the problem of form/content to the study 
of form/contexts of production. 

This speaks to Hollywood’s interdisciplinary 
pliability, but also to Hollywood as a kind of stylistic 
problem, at least when thinking of style in all its 
individual/institutional/historical complexities. But 
reading these comments on teaching has also made 
me realize how much my approach has evolved over 
time, in how I have come teach Hollywood as a 
national cinema and how I feel about the need to 
teach/critique the canon—which returns me to the 
previous section and the questions raised by Shelley 
and Chris about the scope of methodological 
innovation and how that has productively impacted 
scholarship.

Luci Marzola (moderator): As Shelley points out, there is 
an ongoing debate around whether or not Hollywood 
should be isolated out from the rest of global/
international cinema in survey courses. Obviously, it 
doesn’t make sense in a lot of ways, since Hollywood 
cinema dominates so many screens around the world 
and so many regional/national cinemas are very much 
in dialogue with Hollywood. But then you have the 
issue of breathing space to flesh out the full history of 
Hollywood cinema. We all recognize the somewhat 
arbitrary nature of the distinctions of movements, 
periods, and national trends we are compelled to use in 
order to make the history of cinema digestible. Have any 
of you developed strategies for using these paradigms 
effectively, while at the same time communicating to 
students the fluidity, influence, and continuity that is 
endemic to the medium and its history?

Emily Carman: Mark’s point about the move from 
“film history” to a “film and media” history that 
broadens the scope of a survey class resonates with 

vary greatly depending on this institutional structure. 
Do we feel that the history of cinema is getting left 
behind as departments forge ahead into the new media 
landscape? Does it become increasingly dependent on us 
inserting historical perspective into courses when history 
classes are reduced as Mark described?

Shelley Stamp:  Emily’s experiences using primary 
source materials in her classes really resonated 
with me. In my survey of American Film 1930-
60, I have students research the original marketing 
campaign and reception of a film from that period. 
They love the assignment and I love seeing what 
they dig up. Of course, it also gives them experience 
with historical research and gets them thinking, 
quite tangibly, about how films circulate in culture. 
In my silent film class I’ve had great success with 
an assignment I stole from Liz Clarke -- students 
peruse trade periodicals and design their own 
movie theater, choosing everything from location to 
program to the seats and decor. It gives them great 
insight into moviegoing and exhibition cultures of 
the early period. 

Something else we’ve been grappling with 
as we revise our undergraduate curriculum at UC 
Santa Cruz is whether to teach Hollywood history 
separate from histories of other global cinemas. My 
silent film class is international and it works very 
well to position US film history in relation to other 
industries of the period. But the American Film 
class I’ve discussed above is part of a series of mid-
level core classes on American film history that are 
taught separately from our series of core classes 
on the history of international cinema. While I 
love having the space to sketch the full arch of US 
film history, I worry that this “isolationist” model 
doesn’t really do justice to the global scope of film 
history. And finally, we need to be attentive to 
teaching histories of Hollywood that are inclusive 
and that foreground the role Hollywood has played 
in sustaining white supremacy in this country. This 
is an issue that’s particularly imperative for those 
of us who teach in “minority majority” states like 
California--⅔ of the undergraduates at UC Santa 
Cruz are people of color, for instance—but it affects 
us all, of course.

Denise McKenna: To pick up on Luci’s point about the 
different contexts in which we teach film history, 
and having taught in both communications and 



73THE SYSTEM BEYOND THE STUDIOS

ROUNDTABLE
or was it an “attempt to beat Hollywood at its own 
game” as Thomas Elsaesser has proposed?35 Did 
it foreshadow fascism (Eisner, Kracauer) or did it 
express the cosmopolitan sensibility of 1920s cinema 
culture?36 The style part of this is easy to teach 
through a clip show—do Caligari and Faust belong 
in the same category or are they different, in what 
ways are they like or unlike Hollywood examples? 
Students quickly figure out that the evidence on 
screen might support multiple conclusions--we 
need to know more to figure this out. And there are 
broader implications. 

Without attempting to provide anything 
like a comprehensive inventory of the options, 
we can distinguish earlier historical approaches 
that mapped 20’s cinema in terms of oppositional 
(European) styles and movements (Expressionism, 
Impressionism, etc.) from more recent ones that 
consider a wider array of national and regional 
efforts to compete with Hollywood by appropriating 
and revising its devices (vernacular modernism, 
melodrama). Because of the way World War II is 
taught in K-12 (or so I assume), I find my students 
have a bit of knowledge about Germany in the 
1920s on which I can build, which lets me get 
into questions of policy, industry, and economics. 
I can talk about quota systems and transnational 
business arrangements in specific terms (Parufamet, 
e.g.), while noting that other permutations of these 
strategies exist at other times and in other places. 
The argument over Weimar Cinema thus opens up 
a set of tasty questions about film form, national 
culture, reception, ideology, and the economics 
of production, distribution, and exhibition. I can 
present these questions as having wide application 
and demanding further investigation. I try to 
reactivate this conversation throughout the rest 
of the course. The strategy, in short, is to abandon 
coverage in favor of key moments/problems that 
expose historical complexity and indicate scope. 
Also, like Emily and Shelly, I favor primary source 
research assignments and find they have a similar 
effect. 

Chris Cagle: Mark, I may steal your idea! I think 
what all of us are facing is the need for a strategy 
to balance depth with breadth in a film history 
course. So I like the idea of making a given topic 
serve as a case study for a few aesthetic or historical 

me. Since I teach in a film school and my program 
is still officially designated as “film studies,” this 
pedagogical shift has not yet been fully implemented 
into our curriculum. My education consisted of 
classes for specific “industry” histories in graduate 
school (American film history, television history, 
etc), and at times I feel ill-equipped to teach a 
broader “media” history class due to my training 
(indeed when I begin my master’s program, it was 
still called “Critical Studies”).  In some ways, the 
industry and/or media specificity enables a thematic 
specificity that can structure and contextualize a 
class—the malleability of Hollywood lends itself in 
this regard. 

In response to Luci’s question about teaching 
strategies for addressing the various paradigms of 
cinema history, I have developed an approach of 
transnational exchange in my history of cinema 
class, since the class is “international” and includes 
the U.S. and Hollywood alongside a sampling 
of international cinemas. For example, in the 
first half of the twentieth century, we look at the 
transnational flow between Europe and Hollywood 
(culminating in film noir and the French new wave) 
and in the second half, between the West and Asia 
and other non-Western cinemas, etc.. Initially, I 
yearned to teach American cinema/Hollywood and 
International Cinema in two separate classes, but I 
have come to appreciate this approach, which enables 
students to make connections across continents and 
countries, different cultural traditions,  and time 
periods, as opposed to isolated studies of a specific 
country in a separate class. 

Mark Garrett Cooper: My main thought in reading 
through this thread is that I’d like to take Emily’s, 
Shelley’s, and Denise’s classes! 

Luci asks for strategies. I agree that working 
transnationally is especially difficult in these 
introductory history surveys. Students really need 
to understand something about production and 
reception in the different contexts being related, 
and there’s rarely time to develop the necessary 
knowledge base. So, I try to pick a few key moments 
to slow things down, moments when I can unfold 
an historiographical problem. Weimar cinema 
has worked pretty consistently for me. Was this a 
modernist style opposed to Hollywood classicism, 
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Hollywood also drew fierce cultural, economic, and 
political resistance. Today, “Hollywood” can still be a 
conservative epithet; an affront to national cultural 
gatekeepers abroad; and a controversial pipeline of 
soft power cultural products and ideology. 

This mythic engine of the “American dream 
machine” has increasingly drawn foreign firms like 
Dalian Wanda to alternately invest in and compete 
with “Hollywood” as a means by which to gain 
industrial and cultural strength on a global scale. 
Hollywood’s global prominence has also given 
rise to naming conventions for other competing 
cinemas like Bollywood, Tollywood, and Nollywood 
that denote their own mass appeal yet their regional 
affiliations and differences. 

Being a historian of Hollywood in the twenty-
first century, then, means applying new technologies, 
methodologies, sources, and ideologies to this ever-
expanding subject and often with far more of a 
global lens than in previous years. Once focused 
largely on stars, directors, and studios, recent work is 
eagle eyed on all levels and manner of national and 
global labor; Hollywood’s global impact through 
distribution and exhibition; gender, race, ethnicity, 
and other issues related to identity, representation, 
and segregation; economic, technological, cultural, 
and institutional histories; and other examinations of 
the methods and meanings of Hollywood the place, 
Hollywood as production center, and “Hollywood” 
as global cultural phenomenon. My current work, 
for example, is trained on how the U.S. film industry 
expanded its global distribution and exhibition 
networks through global theater chains that were 
synonymous in each locality with their affiliated 
U.S. studio and the allure of whatever “Hollywood” 
meant to each viewer: fantasy, escapism, luxury, or, 
just as often, cultural and political invasion.

Denise McKenna: The problem with Hollywood is that 
it can be whatever we need it to be—it is a place, 
an idea, a system, a style, a factory, a dream. For the 
public, writers, and scholars alike, its pliability is a 
source of ongoing fascination and it is precisely why 
we are right to interrogate its meaning. Hollywood 
became a symbol of the American film industry 
because filmmakers insinuated themselves socially, 
culturally, and economically into Los Angeles’s 
infrastructure. Hollywood’s identity still coheres 

cross-currents, often selectively incorporating 
primary texts as the others here have suggested. The 
Hollywood Renaissance, for instance, often gets 
featured in textbooks as a director’s movement, but 
I find it useful for exploring the economic problems 
of corporate synergy, the spec-script screenplay, or 
the development of sound design, which I might 
not otherwise to explore in a semester course.

All this raises the problem of film-history 
textbooks. There are some I like better than others, 
but in general I find that the parade-of-masterpieces 
approach still holds too much sway and that the 
kind of debates that Mark mentions with Weimar 
cinema are secondary, even absent. 

What is Hollywood?

Luci Marzola (moderator): What is Hollywood and what 
does it mean to be a historian of Hollywood? Has our 
sense of what the term means changed in the last several 
decades? How do the histories we are writing now serve 
to change our understanding of what it is? How do you 
think the parameters of this object should change in the 
future?

Ross Melnick: Hollywood has changed dramatically 
over the past century. A hundred years ago, the 
quiet neighborhood was only a few years hence 
from its first feature-length location shoot (The 
Squaw Man, 1914). By the end of the 1920s, it was 
booming with hotels, studios, theaters, apartment 
and office buildings, and larger houses sprouting up 
along its streets. Soon, Hollywood was no longer 
just a physical place; it was a metaphorical one and 
a signifier of America’s emergent dreams and the 
homes of its makers and shakers. Three quotes from 
the 1970s allude to Hollywood’s global impact in 
the mid to late-20th century: Molly Haskell dubbed 
Hollywood “the propaganda arm of the American 
dream machine,” Alistair Cooke noted that it was 
“the most flourishing factor of popular mythology 
since the Greeks” and Erica Jong remarked: “Where 
is Hollywood located? Chiefly between the ears.”37

Decades before then “Hollywood” already 
meant far more than its geographical locale. For 
global consumers and tourists, Hollywood was Los 
Angeles; Hollywood was global entertainment; 
Hollywood was fame and fortune; Hollywood 
was razzle-dazzle; Hollywood was America. But 
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and deviousness (and how they are intertwined) 
clearly need to be interrogated. If this is beginning 
to sound like the lament of someone involved in a 
less than healthy relationship, there may be good 
reason: mixed metaphors aside, to be a historian of 
Hollywood is to take aim at a moving target whose 
profoundly relational identity is obscured by an aura 
of genial permanence. 

Luci Marzola (moderator): Is nostalgia ingrained in the 
very origins of Hollywood, a place built on borrowed 
content and operated by people from another place? I 
sometimes feel our work as historians of Hollywood is 
to constantly debunk mythology. People always want 
to believe that some version of Hollywood was the 
real, good, or authentic one and when I tell them that 
it has always been a site of reinvention, reimagining, 
and as Denise puts it, rebooting, they almost seem to 
reject this in favor of some myth of the Golden Age. 
Their nostalgia for something that never was is stronger 
than the evidence, and perhaps that has a lot to do with 
Hollywood itself. Is its relevance always in being both 
anything and nothing? 

Kate Fortmueller: I’m going to combine a couple threads 
here! In the “Understanding Hollywood” thread 
Luci asked about what anchors all the diverse critical 
agendas and objects of study and whether or not 
the idea of “Hollywood” is enough to bring together 
all the disparate methods, agendas, and objects. 
I’m inclined to say that the idea of Hollywood is 
enough because it casts such a significant shadow. 
Denise makes a couple of points about Hollywood 
that I found particularly resonant for this discussion. 
First the comment about filmmakers insinuating 
themselves into Los Angeles’s infrastructure and 
second in her discussion about how we can only 
know Hollywood through its various bureaucratic 
connections. For those of us studying industry, 
or even those of us who have spent time living in 
any industry hubs (or aspiring industry hubs) it is 
hard not to notice the ways “Hollywood” starts to 
infiltrate lived space and other industries. I think 
the breadth of Hollywood is a really important 
concept to consider in any of our approaches—even 
if there are certain topics, angles, or areas we cannot 
fully address in our work. 

Chris Cagle: I don’t know that I’m opposed to nostalgia 
per se, and I’d be lying if I don’t own up to a healthy 

around these corporeal associations (figured in award 
shows, extant studios, and, of course, star maps). 
But Hollywood has always found ways to profitably 
unmoor itself from the mundane restrictions of 
its locale, either through runaway productions or 
outsourcing—a lesson learned early if one considers 
Southern California to be one of the original 
“runaway” destination. Perhaps this is Hollywood’s 
true origin story: economic opportunism cloaked 
in the romance of Westward expansion, or the last 
gasp of America’s manifest destiny. 

Early film scholarship reinforced the mythology 
of Hollywood’s inevitability, its emergence 
seemingly destined by California’s appeal and the 
innovators, entrepreneurs, and visionaries who 
recognized the potential in filmmaking and in Los 
Angeles. Certainly, Los Angeles and its film studios 
were effective precisely because both landscape 
and labor could be reshaped into anywhere and 
anyone, a transformative aptitude that is at the core 
of Hollywood’s foundational fantasy. Hollywood’s 
protean qualities have also been fortified by a 
determined cultural amnesia that allows economic 
strategies to masquerade as artistic and institutional 
inventiveness. Granted, this amnesia remains partial 
and selective, permitting the vestiges of genres, stars, 
studios, and its labor system to be invoked even as 
they are reconfigured or “rebooted” to suit current 
needs. (And I don’t deny the pleasure of a good 
reboot; the combination of nostalgia and novelty 
can be enormously satisfying, particularly in our 
complex media environment.) 

Hollywood still resonates because it scaffolds 
cultural memory, linking past and present textually 
and institutionally. Analyzing screen content gives 
us some access to how Hollywood has changed (and 
remained), but Hollywood can only be known in 
its historical particularity through the fine-grained 
analysis of its connections with other institutions 
and industries, in how it treats above and below-
the-line labor, and through its relationship with 
bureaucracies at the local, national, and international 
level. Considering book titles that begin with 
“Hollywood and ...”, these connections have 
provided a demonstrably expansive field for analysis 
and point to the relational nature of contemporary 
Hollywood scholarship. So as we approach the 
century mark of Hollywood’s emergence as the 
name-place for American filmmaking, its durability 
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dose of nostalgia for what I never experienced. After 
all, I first got excited by classical Hollywood as an 
undergraduate in the 1990s. But something makes 
me uncomfortable about an uncritical preciousness 
of “Hollywood” in the way that our field markets 
itself, from book covers to panel topics. Too often 
the self-image of our field remains white movie 
stars with glamor lighting, or the fixed iconography 
of pre-Code or noir cinema. I don’t mean this as 
a facile dismissal, but this aspect of nostalgia does 
have a regressive side and actually runs counter to 
the more substantive side of our scholarship.

Mark Garrett Cooper: The need to debunk nostalgia about 
Hollywood doesn’t sound like a problem to me. It 
sounds like job security. I am struck by the vast scope 
of inquiry indicated by Ross’s and Denise’s replies. 
“Hollywood” turns out to name a capacious process, 
global in scope, local in application, that links and 
distinguishes all manner of actors: government 
bureaucracies, business enterprises, economies, 
individual workers, moviegoers, and (Luci would 
surely add!) technologies. It does so in a unique 
way by “scaffolding cultural memory” (Denise) 
and encouraging metonymic hyperinflation such 
that “Hollywood” means “global entertainment,” 
“fame and fortune,” and, even, “America” (Ross). 
This river runs broad and deep, friends. In his 
work on urbanization, Henri Lefbevre discovered 
that the growth of cities implicated almost every 
other place on Earth: “society has been completely 
urbanized,” he hypothesized.38 By this he meant not 
that everyplace was or was destined to become a city 
or city-like, but that cities and non-cities existed 
within a set of spatialized economic, political, and 
cultural relations that sustained and privileged 
urban spaces. Maybe it is time to propose, similarly, 
that society has become completely Hollywoodized. 
Denise McKenna: I find Mark’s notion that society 
has become “completely Hollywoodized” both 
disturbing and compelling. The impact of this seems 
to play out through so much of social media as it 
has evolved to allow anyone (with access) to star 
in their own self-produced screen narratives (fill in 
your genre of choice here); it also seems safe to say 
that we are feeling the effects of Hollywoodification 
in politics as well. And to pursue Mark’s metaphor 
as well as threads of thought from different 
conversations throughout this roundtable, the 

unexplored tributaries that have connected 
Hollywood to other industries and institutions 
seems particularly pertinent to understanding its 
current effects. Kate notes that Hollywood has 
infiltrated other spaces and industries, and it is 
hard not to see this as an insidious negative (is that 
nostalgia of a different order?). Despite my own 
abiding affection for its texts and its reassuring 
capacity to absorb symbolic change—between the 
recent scandal with Harvey Weinstein et al that 
highlight its persistent, institutionally sanctioned 
system of exploitation along with the regressive 
risks associated with Hollywood as a marketing tool 
that Chris identifies—it does feel like the need to 
critically dismantle Hollywood is more urgent than 
ever.

Ross Melnick: The notion of a society “completely 
Hollywoodized” is a point worth taking up, 
especially now that another president is in the 
White House thanks in part to recognition from 
film and television. Whether it’s Steve Mnuchin’s 
on-screen cameo (Rules Don’t Apply, 2017), his 
role in the film financing company RatPac-Dune 
Entertainment with Brett Ratner, his name in the 
end credits of several prominent films (Wonder 
Woman, 2017), Steve Bannon’s Seinfeld connections, 
or Trump, NBC, and The Apprentice, the lines 
between “Hollywood” and Washington—so clearly 
drawn a century ago during World War I—seem 
more permeable than ever. Thus, I return, full circle, 
to the irony of “Hollywood” as conservative epithet 
and, yet, its ties even to the current administration 
in Washington. 

Kate’s point about Hollywood’s place in Los 
Angeles is a reminder that the nation’s second 
largest city is actually comprised of millions with 
little to no connection to the entertainment industry. 
In fact, the city’s rich multicultural tapestry has 
had a very troubling relationship with Hollywood 
as the innumerable books on Hollywood and race 
and ethnicity can attest. One of the most diverse 
populations in the world surrounds the industry’s 
west coast studios and networks but has had a hard 
time getting representation up on its screens. The 
question of “What is Hollywood?” is a ricocheting 
rock through our history, our culture, our past, and 
undoubtedly our future.

Luci Marzola (moderator): This question seems to 
inevitability have taken us down the path that 
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Hollywood is, at times, an insidious force that 
penetrates everything—location, politics, culture, 
history. But perhaps this thinking is a symptom of the 
current climate. At the risk of getting therapeutic, does 
the current state of the world give any of you existential 
angst about being media scholars focused on the past? 
Do you feel more responsibility to focus on Hollywood 
as a place of cultural mythmaking, which we might 
speculate history will show shaped much of the national 
media landscape that allowed Donald Trump to get 
elected? As historians, is it more important for us to 
engage or to maintain critical distinct and focus on the 
past? While there have been public discussions about the 
role of the historian in times of crisis, it tends to assume 
the form of historians of war and politics. As historians 
of Hollywood, how do we respond to the times?

Emily Carman: Luci raises a compelling point here—
what is the role of the historian at times of crisis 
and change? I would say that historians are vital at 
these critical moments because the lessons learned 
from the past are applicable in the present, and 
can help us anticipate and change the future. One 
example I can cite from my own teaching practice 
is countering the contemporary headlines about 
sexism (and more recently, the still unraveling sexual 
midconduct scandals) in Hollywood by highlighting 
the under-acknowledged contributions of women 
in Hollywood during the first half of the twentieth 
century. Women students now make up the majority 
at the film school at which I work, and their minds 
are confounded when they learn about the multi-
faceted careers of Lois Weber, Alice Guy-Blache, 
Frances Marion, Anita Loos, Mary Pickford, Bette 
Davis, Carole Lombard, Constance Bennett, Ida 
Lupino, Dorothy Arzner, Joan Harrison, Virginia 
Van Upp, among many more A-list above the 
line talent, as well as the women editors, costume 
designers, press agents, journalists, and others who 
flourished professionally in the studio system. 

What’s more, they are equally astounded 
to discover that from the 1920s to the 1950s, 
Hollywood producers presumed that women were 
their primary audience demographic, and as such, 
films were developed for them and featured more 
starring roles from women than they do now in 
contemporary Hollywood (all of this preceding 
second-wave feminism). Nearly all the students 
in my classes know who Charlie Chaplin was, but 
only a scant few know who Mary Pickford was, 
and do not recognize her “waif ” persona as they 

do Chaplin’s iconic Tramp. So I pose the question 
to them—do these revelations about women in 
Hollywood past re-conceptualize your current 
understanding of Hollywood, and does it also enable 
a possibility to envision a more gender inclusive 
future in the industry? They tell me that, yes, by 
fully comprehending the past, we can anticipate 
the future and remold our present understanding of 
women in Hollywood.

Eric Hoyt: There has been an abundance of beautifully 
phrased insights in this discussion, including Ross’s 
remark that, “The question of ‘What is Hollywood?’ 
is a ricocheting rock through our history, our culture, 
our past, and undoubtedly our future,” and Denise’s 
observation, “The problem with Hollywood is that 
it can be whatever we need it to be—it is a place, 
an idea, a system, a style, a factory, a dream.” These 
points, as well as other comments, are making me 
think more about how the concept of “Hollywood” 
is deployed and activated in different contexts. The 
memory I have ricocheting through my own head 
is traveling to Orlando at age 12, and begging my 
parents to let us eat at the recently opened Planet 
Hollywood restaurant. As a Midwestern kid, the 
costumes worn by Stallone and Schwarzenegger 
that hung on the wall seemed like the most intimate 
access to Hollywood history I would ever know. A 
lot has changed since then, but when I encounter 
something fascinating and unexpected in an archive, 
I still feel the same buzz.  

Denise McKenna: The image of a 12-year-old Eric 
perusing memorabilia at Planet Hollywood makes 
me think about those moments of affectionate 
attachment where many of us may have gotten 
our starts as Hollywood historians. Mine was 
most likely watching black-and-white tear jerkers 
with my mom and Godzilla movies on Saturday 
afternoons with my brothers. As a film fan, I 
remember that when Planet Hollywood opened 
in 1991 it enshrined paraphernalia from some of 
my favorite action-film stars. But that year is also 
notable for enshrining Anita Hill in another kind 
of media pantheon, in what remains one of the 
most disturbing and disheartening episodes in 
American political history. News shows broadcast 
hours of Anita Hill calmly facing down a wall of 
brutal skepticism and withering dismissal from 
the Senate Judiciary Committee as she explained 
how Clarence Thomas sexually harassed her in the 
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workplace. The dynamics are all too familiar in the 
current #MeToo moment, powerful white men 
rejecting the measured claims of a black woman 
while news shows salivated over salacious details 
and speculated endlessly on Hill’s motivation for 
coming forward. 

These 1991 media memories return me 
to Luci’s question about our responsibilities as 
historians, particularly now that Anita Hill has 
been asked to chair the Commission on Sexual 
Harassment and Advancing Equality in the 
Workplace that will investigate the power dynamics 
of inequity in the industry. Hollywood has always 
excelled at banding together in alliances, guilds, and 
protective organizations during times of crisis, a 
dynamic that the Weinstein era certainly invokes. 
Further comparisons are hard to ignore, particularly 
as “casting couch” scandals are part of Hollywood’s 
DNA (“casting couch” is such a passive euphemism 
for such a destructive practice). How can we now 
understand the circuits of influence, the cultural 
texts, and the economic transactions that connect 
Planet Hollywood and Anita Hill, if not literally 
then, at least, figuratively? Do our 1991 memories 
point to a history that will help us understand how 

the last thirty years and longer of Hollywood’s 
transactional pervasiveness paved the way for 
Donald Trump to capture the White House? 

So much of what we have discussed here has 
to do with the profound ambivalence of Hollywood 
and its relevance as both a system and a metaphor, 
a slippery identity that has infiltrated all aspects 
of contemporary life. Hollywood, after all, has 
also given us an illustrative text for the current 
political moment in Gaslight (George Cukor, 
1944)—a parable of psychological abuse and how 
an individual can be conditioned to discount the 
evidence of their own eyes and experience—and 
it now connects all of us with Anita Hill, who 
experienced this as an individual in 1991 and which 
many of us now experience collectively as we watch 
the nightly news. In this evolving reality, distance 
is not only difficult but may also may be ineffective 
when faced with the pressures to conform, to submit, 
and to doubt the evidence of history, of science, 
and of our own eyes. Certainly critical distance 
is possible as is the need for academic inquiry, 
and although I am confident in the historian’s 
ability to tackle Hollywood, I am also glad that 
Anita Hill has been tasked with the job as well. 

Chris Cagle is an associate professor of Film and Media Arts at Temple University. He is the author of 
Sociology on Film: Postwar Hollywood’s Prestige Commodity (Rutgers University Press, 2016) and has published 
in Cinema Journal, Screen, and Quarterly Review of Film and Video, and a number of edited volumes. His current 
book project is an examination of an international “festival film” style in contemporary documentary.

Emily Carman is an associate professor of Film Studies in the Dodge College of Film and Media Arts at 
Chapman University. She is author of Independent Stardom: Freelance Women in the Hollywood Studio System 
(University of Texas Press, 2016) and co-editor of the anthology, Hollywood and the Law (BFI Press/Palgrave-
MacMillian, 2015). She has published articles on stardom, American cinema, and film historiography in The 
Moving Image, Quarterly Review of Film and Video, Celebrity Studies, and Cinephile.

Mark Garrett Cooper is professor and director of Film and Media Studies at the University of South Carolina. 
An historian of media-making institutions, he is the author of Universal Women: Filmmaking and Institutional 
Change in Early Hollywood (Illinois University Press, 2010)—a Choice Outstanding Academic Title in 2011, 
Love Rules: Silent Hollywood and the Rise of the Managerial Class (University of Minnesota Press, 2003), and, 
with John Marx, Media U: How the Need to Win Audiences Has Shaped Higher Education (Columbia University 
Press, 2018). With Sara Beth Levavy, Ross Melnick, and Mark Williams he is co-editor of the forthcoming 
collection, Rediscovering U.S. Newsfilm: Cinema, Television and the Archive (AFI Film Readers/Routledge, 
2018).

Eric Hoyt is an associate professor of Communication Arts at the University of Wisconsin-Madison and the 
Director of the Media History Digital Library (http://mediahistoryproject.org). He also served as the lead 
developer of the MHDL’s search platform, Lantern (http://lantern.mediahist.org), and analytics app, Arclight 
(http://projectarclight.org). He is the author of Hollywood Vault: Film Libraries before Home Video (University 
of California Press, 2014) and a co-editor of two anthologies, Hollywood and the Law (BFI/Palgrave, 2015) and 



79THE SYSTEM BEYOND THE STUDIOS

ROUNDTABLE
The Arclight Guidebook to Media History and the Digital Humanities (REFRAME/Project Arclight, 2016). He 
is currently working on a new book about the history of the Hollywood trade press.

Kate Fortmueller is an assistant professor in the Department of Entertainment and Media Studies at the 
University of Georgia. Her research explores historical and contemporary issues for people working in film, 
television, and digital production. Her work appears in Film History, the Historical Journal of Film, Radio, and 
Television, Journal of Film and Video, and Television & New Media.

Luci Marzola is Postdoctoral Teaching Fellow in the Department of Cinema and Media Studies at USC’s 
School of Cinematic Arts. Her research on technology, infrastructure, and the early years of Hollywood 
has been published in Film History and The Velvet Light Trap, and is forthcoming in the Oxford Handbook of 
Silent Cinema. She is currently working on a book based on her dissertation entitled Engineering Hollywood: 
Technology, Technicians, and the Science of Building the Studio System.

Denise McKenna is a lecturer at Palomar College. Her research focuses on the early American film industry’s 
social and economic integration with Los Angeles and Hollywood’s emergent studio culture. She has published 
on gendered labor practices and early fan magazine cartoons in Early Popular Visual Culture and Film History 
and recently edited a special issue on labor for Feminist Media Histories. Her current book project, along with 
co-author Charlie Keil, is a history of Hollywood’s institutional and ideological consolidation during the 
nineteen-teens and twenties.

Ross Melnick is associate professor of Film and Media Studies at University of California, Santa Barbara. 
He is the author of American Showman: Samuel ‘Roxy’ Rothafel and the Birth of the Entertainment Industry 
(Columbia University Press, 2012) and co-editor of the forthcoming book, Rediscovering U.S. Newsfilm: 
Cinema, Television and the Archive (AFI Film Readers/Routledge, 2018). His work on film and media history 
has been published in Cinema Journal, Film History, Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television, The Moving 
Image, and several edited collections. 

Shelley Stamp is Professor of Film & Digital Media at the University of California, Santa Cruz. She is the 
author of Movie-Struck Girls: Women and Motion Picture Culture after the Nickelodeon (Princeton University 
Press, 2000) and Lois Weber in Early Hollywood (University of California Press, 2015), winner of the Michael 
Nelson Prize from the International Association for Media and History and the Richard Wall Special Jury Prize 
from the Theatre Library Association.  She is Founding Editor of Feminist Media Histories: An International 
Journal and is currently curating the DVD box-set Pioneers: First Women Filmmakers for Kino-Lorber.  

Notes
1 Kate Fortmueller, “Gendered Labour, Gender Politics: How Edith Head Designed Her Career and Styled 
Women’s Lives,” Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television, ( July 2017): 1-21.
2 Eric Hoyt, “Writer in the Hole: Desny v. Wilder, Copyright Law, and the Battle Over Ideas,” Cinema Journal 50, 
no. 2 (Winter 2011): 21—40.
3 Paul McDonald, Emily Carman, Eric Hoyt, and Philip Drake, eds., Hollywood and the Law (London: BFI/
Palgrave, 2015).
4 Francis X. Blouin Jr. and William G. Rosenberg, Processing the Past: Contesting Authority in History and the Ar-
chives (New York: Oxford University Press, 2011), 120—123. 
5 Welford Beaton, “Academy Becomes Tool of Producers,” Film Spectator, August 20, 1927, 3, http://lantern.me-
diahist.org/catalog/filmspectator19200film_0147. Welford Beaton, “Spectator Celebrates Its Second Birthday,” 
Film Spectator, March 3, 1928, 3, http://lantern.mediahist.org/catalog/filmspectatorvol56welf_0013.
6 Franchon Royer, “Pictures and the Girl Question,” Camera!, April 16, 1921, 3, http://lantern.mediahist.org/
catalog/camera04unse_0007.
7 Emily Carman, “That’s Not All, Folks: Excavating the Warner Bros. Archives,” The Moving Image, Vol. 4, No. 1 
(Spring 2014):  30-48.
8 Caroline Frink, Saving Cinema: The Politics of Preservation (Oxford University Press, 2011).
9 Jon Lewis and Eric Smoodin, eds., Looking Past the Screen: Case Histories in American Film History and Method 



80 FALL 2018

NEW HISTORIES OF HOLLYWOOD
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007).
10 Jacqueline Najuma Stewart, Migrating to the Movies: Cinema and Black Urban Modernity (Berkeley: University 
of California Press, 2005); Cara Caddoo, Envisioniong Freedom: Cinema and the Building of Modern Black Life 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2014); Zhang Zhen, An Amorous History of the Silver Screen: Shanghai 
Cinema, 1896-1937 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2005); Manishita Dass, Outside the Lettered City: Cin-
ema, Modernity and the Public Sphere in Late Colonial India (New York: Oxford University Press, 2016); Annie Fee, 
“Les Midinettes Révolutionnaires: The Activist Cinema Girl in 1920s Montmartre,” Feminist Media Histories 3, no. 
4 (2017); 162-194; Mitsuyo Wada-Marciano, Nippon Modern: Japanese Cinema of the 1920s and 1930s (Honolulu: 
University of Hawai’I Press, 2008). 
11 Laura Isabel Serna, Making Cinelandia: American Films and Mexican Film Culture Before the Golden Age (Dur-
ham, NC: Duke University Press, 2014); Ross Melnick, “Salisbury Stakes: Twentieth-Century-Fox, Segregated 
Cinemas and Colonial Zimbabwe, 1959-1961,” Cinema Journal 55, no. 3 (2016): 90-116; Ross Melnick, “Holly-
wood’s Muddle East: Political Change in Egypt and Israel and the Consequences for Hollywood’s Middle East-
ern Movie Theaters,” Historical Journal of Film, Radio and Television 37, no. 2 (2017): 272-94; Marina Dahlquist, 
ed., Exporting Perilous Pauline: Pearl White and the Serial Film Craze (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 2013).
12 Alison Griffiths, Wonderous Difference: Cinema, Anthropology and Turn-of-the-Century Visual Culture (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 2002); Haidee Wasson, Museum Movies: the Museum of Modern Art and the Birth 
of Art Cinema (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005); Haidee Wasson, “Mobilizing the Museum: Film at 
the Metropolitan Museum of Art,” Framework: The Journal of Cinema and Media 46, no. 1 (2005): 83-92; Jennifer 
Horne, “A History Long Overdue: The Public Library and Motion Pictures,” in Useful Cinema, ed. Charles R. 
Acland and Haidee Wasson (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2011), 149-77; Jennifer Horne, “The Better 
Films Movement and the Very Notion of It,” Feminist Media Histories 3, no. 4 (2017): 46-68.
13 Antonia Lant with Ingrid Periz, eds. Red Velvet Seat: Women’s Writings on the First Fifty Years of Cinema (Lon-
don and New York: Verso, 2006); Anne Morey, “’So Real As to Seem Like Life Itself ’’ The Photoplay Fiction of 
Adela Rogers St. Johns,” in A Feminist Reader in Early Cinema, ed. Jennifer M. Bean and Diane Negra, (Durham, 
NC: Duke University Press, 2002), 333-346; Richard Abel, Menus for Movieland: Newspapers and the Emergence 
of American Film Culture, 1913-1916 (Oakland: University of California Press, 2015); and Samantha Barbas, The 
First Lady of Hollywood: A Biography of Louella Parsons (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005).
14 Candace Moore, “Proto-Queer Media Criticism: ‘Cinema Ramblings’ from an RKO Secretary,” Feminist Me-
dia Histories 1, no. 1 (2015): 4-28.
15 Susan Courtney, Hollywood Fantasies of Miscegenation: Spectacular Narratives of Race and Gender, 1903-1967 
(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2005); Patricia White, “Reading the Code(s),” in Uninvited: Classical 
Hollywood Cinema and Lesbian Representability (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 1-28; Ellen C. 
Scott, Cinema Civil Rights: Regulation, Repression and Race in the Classical Hollywood Era (New Brunswick, NJ: 
Rutgers University Press, 2015).
16 Adrienne McLean, Being Rita Hayworth: Labor, Identity, and Hollywood Stardom (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers 
University Press, 2004); Mary Desjardins, Recycled Stars: Female Film Stardom in the Age of Television and Video 
(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2015); Gaylyn Studlar, This Mad Masquerade: Stardom and Masculinity in 
the Jazz Age (New York: Columbia University Press, 1996); Gaylyn Studlar, Precocious Charms: Stars Performing 
Girlhood in Classical Hollywood Cinema (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2013); Steve Cohan, Masked 
Men: Masculinity and Movies in the 1950s (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997); Joanne Hershfield, The 
Invention of Dolores del Río (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2000).
17 Miriam Petty, Stealing the Show: African American Performers and Audiences in 1930s Hollywood, (Oakland: 
University of California Press, 2016); Patricia White, “Supporting ‘Character’,” in Uninvited: Classical Hollywood 
Cinema and Lesbian Representability (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 136-93; Yiman Wang, “The 
Art of Screen Passing:  Anna May Wong’s Yellow Yellowface Performance in the Art Deco Era,” Camera Obscura 
60 (2005): 158-91; Terri Francis, “Embodied Fictions, Melancholy Migrations: Josephine Baker’s Cinematic Ce-
lebrity,” Modern Fiction Studies 51.4 (2005): 824-45.
18 Jackie Stacey, Star Gazing: Hollywood Cinema and Female Spectatorship (New York: Routledge, 1994).
19 Diana Anselmo-Sequeira, “Screen-Struck: The Invention of the Movie Girl Fan,” Cinema Journal 55, no. 1 
(2015): 1-28; Leslie Midkiff DeBauche, “Memory Books, The Movies and Aspiring Vamps,” Observations on Film 
Art, 2015: http://www.davidbordwell.net/blog/2015/02/08/memory-books-the-movies-and-aspiring-vamps/
20 Hilary A. Hallett, Go West, Young Women! The Rise of Early Hollywood (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
2013); Erin Hill, Never Done: A History of Women’s Work in Media Production (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Uni-
versity Press, 2016); Denise McKenna, “The Photoplay or the Pickaxe: Extras, Gender and Labour in Early Hol-
lywood,” Film History: An International Journal 23.1 (2011): 5-19; Heidi Kenaga, “Making the ‘Studio Girl’: The 



81THE SYSTEM BEYOND THE STUDIOS

ROUNDTABLE
Hollywood Studio Club and Industry Regulation of Female Labour,” Film History: An International Journal 18.2 
(2006): 129-139.
21 Melanie Bell and Vicky Ball, “A History of Women in the British Film and Television Industry, 1933-89.” 
http://womenandfilmhistoryunit.leeds.ac.uk/
22 Judith Mayne, Directed by Dorothy Arzner (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1994); Annette Kuhn, 
ed., Queen of the ‘B’s: Ida Lupino Behind the Camera (Westport, CT: Praeger, 1995); Amelie Hastie, The Bigamist 
(London: British Film Institute, 2009); Therese Grisham and Julie Grossman, Ida Lupino, Director: Her Art and 
Resilience in Times of Transition (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 2017).
23 Maya Montañez Smukler, “Working Girls: The History of Women Directors in 1970s Hollywood” (PhD diss., 
UCLA, 2014).
24 Patricia White, “Nazimova’s Veils: Salomé at the Intersection of Film Histories,” in A Feminist Reader in Early 
Cinema, ed. Jennifer M. Bean and Diane Negra (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2002), 60-87; Amelie 
Hastie, Cupboards of Curiosity: Women, Recollecting, and Film History (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2007).
25 Jerome Christensen, American’s Corporate Art: Studio Authorship of Hollywood Motion Pictures (Redwood City: 
Stanford University Press, 2011).
26 Miranda Banks, The Writers: A History of American Screenwriters and their Guild (Rutgers University Press, 
2015).
27 Julie Turnock, “Gravity and the ‘Lighting Designer’ Controversy: Cinematographers, Special Visual Effects 
Artists and the Rhetoric of Digital Convergence” in Transnational Cinematography Studies, ed. Lindsay Coleman, 
Daisuke Miyao, and Roberto Schaefer (Lanham, MD: Lexington Books, 2016), 187-216.
28 Leo Charney and Vanessa Schwartz, Ed. Cinema and the Invention of Modern Life (Berkeley, University of Cali-
fornia Press, 1995); Ben Singer, Melodrama and Modernity: Early Sensational Cinema and Its Contexts (New York: 
Columbia University Press, 2001); Mary Ann Doane, The Emergence of Cinematic Time: Modernity, Contingency, 
the Archive (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2002); Kristen Whissel, Picturing American Modernity: Traffic, 
Technology, and the Silent Cinema (Durham: Duke University Press, 2008).
29 Anna Everett, Returning the Gaze: A Genealogy of Black Film Criticism, 1909-1949 (Durham: Duke University 
Press, 2001).
30 David Bordwell, The Rhapsodes: How 1940s Critics Changed American Film Culture (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 2016).
31 Ben Singer, Melodrama and Modernity: Early Sensational Cinema and Its Contexts (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 2001); Kristin Thompson, “The Formulation of the Classical Style,” in The Classical Hollywood 
Cinema: Film Style & Mode of Production to 1960, by David Bordwell, Janet Staiger, and Kristin Thompson (New 
York: Columbia University Press, 1985), 245-65.
32 Chris Cagle, Sociology on Film: Postwar Hollywood’s Prestige Commodity (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers Univer-
sity Press, 2016).
33 Rick Altman, “Dickens, Griffith, and Film Theory Today” in Classical Hollywood Narrative: The Paradigm Wars, 
ed. Jane Gaines (Durham, NC: Duke University Press), 9-48.
34 Tom Kemper, Hidden Talent: The Emergence of Hollywood Agents (Berkeley: University of California Press, 
2009); Luci Marzola, “Better Pictures Through Chemistry: DuPont and the Fight for the Hollywood Film Stock 
Market,” The Velvet Light Trap 76, no. 1 (2015): 3-18. 
35 Thomas Elsaesser, Weimar Cinema and After: Germany’s Historical Imaginary (New York: Routledge, 2000).
36 Seigfried Kracauer, From Caligari to Hitler: A Psychological History of the German Film, Revised, Expanded 
Edition (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004); Lotte H. Eisner, The Haunted Screen: Expressionism in 
the German Cinema and the Influence of Max Reinhardt, Second Revised Edition, trans. Roger Greaves (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 2008).
37 Molly Haskell, From Reverence To Rape: The Treatment Of Women In The Movies (New York: Holt, Rinehart and 
Winston, 1974), 2; Alistair Cooke, Alistair Cooke’s America (New York: Knopf, 1973), 240; Erica Jong, How to Save 
Your Own Life: A Novel (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1977), 131.
38 Henri Lefebvre, The Urban Revolution, trans. Robert Bononno (University of Minnesota Press, 2003), 1.


