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ABSTRACT 

 

This dissertation explores the ways in which postwar East Asian cinema was shaped 

by the practice of transnational collaborations and competitions between newly 

independent and still existing colonial states at the height of Cold War cultural 

politics. More specifically, my aim is to elucidate the extent to which postwar film 

studios aspired to rationalize and industrialize the system of mass-production by 

way of co-producing, expanding the market, and co-hosting film festivals. I argue 

that the emergence of these motion picture studios was the offspring of the Cold 

War and American hegemony. While providing financial aids to film industries and 

supporting the cultural elite, U.S. agencies helped to initiate the first postwar inter-

Asian film studio network. It is a new attempt to reconstruct East Asian film history. 

By unveiling these cinematic links, the previously unquestioned history of 

quintessential national cinema is reassessed. I claim that the concept of national 

cinema is a fictional construct precariously built upon the denial of the regional 

cinematic sphere. 

After a brief introduction, the first chapter, which is split into two 

sections, holds two endeavors: to historicize the disciplinary trajectories of the 

national cinema historiography and to theorize the methodology for the dissertation. 

The subject of the second chapter is the transnational Asian studio system which is 

a de facto conceptual framework for the whole project. In this rather striving 

manifesto, I claim that the unforeseen materialization of motion picture studios in 

postwar/cold war Asia should be comprehended from the perspective of the 
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transnational Asian studio system that had a shared, collective objective toward 

definitive ―modernization‖ of the film industry that was instigated in 1954 and 

eventually disappeared in 1976. Chapter three traces the early history of the Asian 

Film Festival (AFF) and argues that AFF took part in a decisive task to rejuvenate 

the region‘s cinematic network. Chapter four investigates one of the most 

representative film studios of the era, Shin Films in Korea, and examines the 

studio‘s business and management constitution, aesthetic styles, mode of production, 

political relations, and transnational networks all through the two decades of its 

operation. Chapter five extensively engages with the now elapsed history of the 

international cinematic coproduction between Korea and Hong Kong, and chapter 

six, a coda, expands the temporal and spatial boundaries into the global entity, 

beyond Asia. Finally, the epilogue leaps to the new millennium, and discusses 

contemporary coproduction films that have appeared in the region recently to 

decipher the intricate web of contemporary film industry in Asia. 
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Introduction: Reclaiming the Transnational 

 

1) 

During the summer and fall of 2008, I was conducting a series of in-person 

interviews with film directors, producers, and screen performers in Hong Kong 

whose film careers had been within, across, beyond, and transcended the rigid 

borderline of the nation-state. My initial dissertation project, substantially different 

from what I have now, was to trace the history of cinematic coproduction practices 

in South Korea (Korea hereafter) and Hong Kong during the 1960s, and the central 

foci called upon the way in which the tradition of cinematic coproduction emerged 

in postwar East Asia in general and Shin Films in Korea and Shaw Brothers in 

Hong Kong in particular.  

Only a few days before I left for Korea for further research, with the help 

of the Hong Kong Film Archive, I had a chance to meet a former Shaw Brothers 

producer Lawrence Wong Ka Hee, who has devoted his life to the studio since 1972 

and who is now a director of physical production, at the tenth floor of Clearwater 

Bay‘s ultra-modern Shaw Brothers building that stood right beside the legendary 

Shaw House. Wong was very enthusiastic about my project, and even allowed me to 

photocopy some very imperative documents regarding the early Shin Films-Shaw 

Brothers coproduction practices. Right after the three-hour interview, Wong 

suggested that I visit Shaw Brothers‘ new production complex which was still 

under-construction but only needed some finishing touches. I had no reason to 

hesitate. Wong drove his dusty old Toyota to the site. It was located just five 

minutes away from where Shaw‘s former ―movie town‖ had resided in the 1960s 
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and 1970s, the heyday of the Shaw Empire. I was, however, overwhelmed by the 

size of this gigantic new complex which was equipped with multiple mega-size 

soundstages that were fortified by state-of-the-art facilities. Wong explained that the 

intention of constructing this new compound was to solidify the status of Shaw 

Brothers as the post-production hub for mainland Chinese production, as well as 

Korean, Hong Kong, and other Southeast Asian projects, not to mention 

Hollywood‘s runaway productions. For the domestic market, Hong Kong, Wong 

said that Shaw Brothers is considering several film projects including remakes or 

sequels of classic Shaw Brothers Cantonese comedies of the 1970s, e.g. Qi shi er jia 

fang ke (The House of 72 Tenants, Chor Yuen, 1973), and big-budget action films 

that targeted both domestic and mainland markets.
1
 Yes, Shaw Brothers is back. 

This once celebrated and prosperous motion picture studio whose annual outputs 

were by no means outnumbered by any other competitors in the region, even 

reached to the Middle East, Africa, and Euro-American territories. Yet, if I may 

repeat, the primary purpose of the studio‘s rehabilitation is due to its access to the 

mainland, fueled by the CEFA (Closer Economic Partnership Arrangement) 

agreement in 2003. Like other media conglomerates in Asia and beyond, such as 

Media Asia, EDKO, CJ Entertainment, and The Weinstein Company, Shaw 

Brothers is now considering the mainland, People‘s Republic of China (PRC 

hereafter), as the new millennium‘s most lucrative market that amplifies the synergy 

between Shaw‘s already dominant TVB (Television Broadcasts Limited), the 

world‘s biggest TV network and motion picture production. 

                                           
1
 The sequel of Qi shi er jia fang ke was released in February 11, 2010 under the title of 72 

ga cho hak (72 Tenants of Prosperity, Eric Tsang and Patrick Kong).  
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A few months later, after having done most of primary research in Korea, 

I came back to New York, and left three boxes of materials I had gathered in both 

Korea and Hong Kong aside for other projects and teaching duties at the school. It 

was not until the summer of 2009 that I finally unpacked the boxes and began to 

scrutinize the randomly Xeroxed newspaper articles, catalogues and brochures, 

personal documents, books, and endless book-bindings of film and popular culture 

magazines of the time, as well as transcribed interviews I had conducted in both 

countries. The more time I spent with the materials, the bigger and more solid the 

ideas, questions, and perspectives became. Cinematic coproduction is now a mere 

chapter of the dissertation. Copious new inquiries came into my mind; what is the 

logic behind cinematic collaborations between countries in East Asia in the 1960s? 

How and why did the US government actually support and promote the regional 

cultural alliances through various non-government organizations? For what reasons 

did each national cinema of the region, almost simultaneously, experience their 

―golden age‖ in the 1960s? Why did certain film genres travel well and show 

comparable flows or patterns in most countries within the region? Continual 

questions came up, and for many months I had to struggle with all those unsolved 

mysteries in the history. Although I already had a few hundred written pages in the 

computer, I desperately needed to find a gateway to get into the heart of the matter. 

Once I found it, I would surely have been able to weave and stitch all the dispersed 

ideas, concepts, and empirical research-based notes together. 

My Eureka moment, however, arrived at the last minute in an unexpected 

circumstance. I was to present a paper at the Society for Cinema and Media Studies 

(SCMS) conference which was to be held in Los Angeles in March 2010. The title 
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of the paper I had submitted some months before was ―The Asian studio systems: 

state, technology, and modernity.‖ The notion of ―Asian studio system‖ had, in fact, 

resided in my critical map for years but I had failed to theorize or historicize the 

concept systematically. The original idea I had for the conference was to trace the 

history of individual film studios in postwar East Asia, focusing for the most part on 

Shin Films, Shaw Brothers, and Guolian (Grand Motion Pictures; GMP hereafter) 

in Taiwan. I adopted a method of comparative history, which was first coined and 

theorized by Marc Bloch decades ago. I, nonetheless, ―distanced‖ myself from the 

project since I was looking for a more profound, deep, and grand structure that 

could decipher the fluidly connected and fragmented segments dispersed here and 

there. On my way to Los Angeles, up in the air, I finally solved the puzzle. Yes, it 

was in an ―s.‖
2
 Asian studio system should not be a plural ―Asian studio systems‖ 

but a singular ―Asian studio system.‖ It should not be interpreted as a collective, 

descriptive concept that compares and contrasts to figure out similarities and 

variations of each film studio in Asia by narrating the origins, development, and 

demise of the companies, but appropriated as an analytical term that gives me, what 

Fernand Braudel calls, ―the perspective of the world‖ (1992). As I gained a 

powerful analytical tool, haphazard and discrete traffics of historical facts and 

moments were relocated and rearranged accordingly. The presentation at SCMS 

turned out to be a very productive one, and, thanks to many helpful and challenging 

comments, I was able to reformulate the concept. 

This dissertation is, therefore, the outcome of the process of re-

                                           
2
 The idea was inspired by Chris Berry and Laikwan Pang. See their ―Introduction, or, 

What‘s in an ‗s‘?‖ Journal of Chinese Cinemas 2.1 (2008): 7-9. 
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conceptualization. To situate the concept ―Asian studio system‖ in the history of 

postwar Asian cinema, the first thing at stake was to discover or generate a new 

historical frame that was not bound by the national cinema model, and I, as a result, 

decided to redefine ―transnational cinema,‖ which was an academic buzzword in 

the 1990s but has been overused and rapidly ―worn-out‖ and even considered 

―outmoded.‖ Instead of discarding the notion of ―transnational cinema‖ and creating 

a new one, I redefined a method of writing film history, ―transnational film history 

(TNFH)‖ which is the history of film movements, technologies, organizations, 

people, and industries that are not limited to a single nation-state. Having adopted 

TNFH, I argue that the rather abrupt emergence of motion picture studios in postwar, 

Cold War Asia, which I termed the ―Transnational Asian Studio System (TNASS),‖ 

was, in the end, the offspring of the cold war cultural sphere under the U.S.-initiated 

world-economy system. Each nation and its representative modern motion picture 

studios competed, collaborated, and raced to achieve what we call ―American 

modernity‖ in postwar societies in Asia. 

 

2) 

Another force that served as a momentum for the current project was a book I 

encountered not long ago. Soyoung Kim, one of the most prominent film scholars in 

Korea, published a collection of essays, Geundae-ui wonchogyeong: boiji anhneun 

yeonghwaleul boda (Primal Scenes of the Modern: Korean Cinema), in early 2010, 

and in this inspiring work, Kim reminisced that the predicament she had faced when 

attempting to write a dissertation on the history of Korean cinema in the American 

cinema studies discipline. She wrote: ―I had discussed about my project, a study of 
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the 1960s Korean cinema, with my academic advisor. She, however, advised me not 

to pursue the project since there were literally no English-language materials for my 

dissertation.‖
3
 That was in the late 1980s, and the school she associated with was 

New York University. Two decades later, I was writing a dissertation on Asian 

cinema in the same department, at the same university where Kim had struggled to 

prove Korean cinema‘s visibility. What has changed the most is, paradoxically, that 

I would have been questioned if my project was not about Asian cinema in the new 

millennium‘s cinema studies discipline. When Kim was attending NYU, there were 

no academic studies on Korea and Taiwan, nor even Chinese cinemas, except the 

early studies of Jay Leyda and Paul Clark. In 2010, on the other hand, by the time I 

was writing, there were literally over seventy scholarly works on Chinese cinemas, 

including that of PRC, Taiwan, and Hong Kong. Even Korean cinema has been 

widely researched, and, since 2000, numerous works, both single volumes and 

anthologies, are accessible at the library. What has happened to the field in the last 

two decades?  

Here is another story. At various conferences I had attended, one of the 

most frequent questions I received from my peers was why my study is not 

―exclusively‖ about Korean cinema. Although I do cover the history of Korean 

cinema to a significant degree, since my project is not based on a single national 

cinema, more often than not, I had to face their suspicious glances that, tacitly, 

questioned the level of authenticity of the research. Since the late 1990s, such 

catchphrases as ―transnational‖ and ―globalization‖ have become household terms 

                                           
3
 Soyoung Kim, Gundae-ui wonchogyeong: bo-iji anhneun yeonghwaleul boda [Primal 

Scenes of the Modern: Korean Cinema] (Seoul: hyeonsil munhwa yeongu, 2010), 2. 
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for most academic departments. Cinema studies, along with other programs in the 

humanities and social sciences, has been assailed for the ―obsolete‖ notion of 

national cinema for years, and almost all new publications regarding a single nation 

of regional-level studies discuss how the cinema evolved and became the 

―transnational‖ and ―globalized.‖ However, ironically, the study of national cinema 

history, particularly non-western cinemas, has still been dominated by the 

specialists of single-national cinema, and border-crossing studies are not 

particularly encouraged. In other words, unlike the late 1980s when Kim struggled 

to write a history of Korean cinema, we are free to study even some of the most 

remote regions‘ cinema history. However, as this research continues to be done, we 

non-western cinema practitioners have been trapped in the politics of 

marginalization. Though we are now free to decide our subjects, incongruously, 

there are apparently invisible borderlines between each compartment. This project, 

as a consequence, was initiated with the question I have had in my mind for years 

and the first chapter was specifically written to solve this puzzle, examine where I 

stand, and produce specific knowledge of cinema history. 

 

3) 

The dissertation is divided into two parts. The first is titled ―Perspectives‖ and the 

second ―Histories.‖ As the titles suggest, each part aims at different levels of 

discussion. ―Perspectives‖ consists of two chapters that attempt to theorize and 

conceptualize such definition-needing new terms as ―Transnational Film History‖ 

and ―Transnational Asian Studio System (TNASS)‖ that overlay the entire 

dissertation. The first chapter, which is split into two sections, holds two endeavors: 
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to historicize the disciplinary trajectories of ―national cinema historiography‖ and to 

theorize the methodological tool for the entire dissertation, TNFH. The subject of 

the second chapter is TNASS, which is a de facto conceptual framework for the rest 

of the dissertation. In this rather ambitious manifesto, I claim that the unexpected 

emergence of motion picture studios in postwar/cold war Asia should be 

comprehended from the perspective of TNASS that was a shared, collective 

aspiration toward ultimate ―modernization‖ of the film industry that began in 1954 

and eventually disappeared in 1976 due to manifold factors; the ―globalization‖ and 

its aftermath in Asian cinema, the mass-hyped popularities of TV over the terrain, 

the end of cultural revolution in PRC, and the gradual divorcing process between 

developmental states (Korea and Taiwan) and their state-sponsored/state-owned 

motion picture studios; Shin Films, Central Motion Picture Corporation (CMPC 

hereafter), and GMP. To conceptualize TNASS, I adopted a multi-disciplinary 

approach that appropriates economics, sociology, political economy, history, and 

cinema studies, to decipher the intricate web of the period‘s film industries, cultures, 

politics, and inter/trans-regional complexities. As all the historical backgrounds, 

theoretical foundations, conceptual methods, and structural frames are adequately 

discussed, this study moves to the second part: ―Histories.‖  

 

4) 

Having considered all factors that had initiated, fueled, sustained, and diminished 

TNASS, the second part, ―Histories,‖ is made up of four chapters that support my 

initial arguments. Each chapter explores different factors that comprised TNASS: 

the Asian Film Festival (chapter three), the developmental state studio – Shin Films 
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- and its rise and fall (chapter four), international coproduction in Asia (chapter 

five), and, lastly, the 1970s‘ globalization and Asian cinema industry‘s 

transnationalization that resulted in the dissolution of TNASS (chapter six), 

followed by an epilogue which maps out the contemporary film industries in Asia 

and reveals how the contemporary scene can be deciphered by history. 

To be more specific, chapter three traces the early history of the Asian 

Film Festival (AFF) and argues that the initiation of the organization, the Federation 

of Motion Picture Producers in Asia (FPA), and its annual event, AFF, was closely 

networked with the regional politics and international relations, by accentuating the 

U.S. governments‘ attempts to consolidate the regional bloc, anti-communist 

territory, that would be controlled and supervised by the Washington administrators, 

through financial aids, cultural dominations that disseminated the American way of 

life, and military base camps in various cities in Asia. Moreover, the chapter 

specifically scrutinizes Japan‘s Southeast Asian adventures that started only one 

decade after her imperial business had officially ended. I claim that AFF played a 

decisive function to rejuvenate the region‘s cinematic network. Yet, with the 

entrance of developmental states in the region, particularly Korea and Taiwan, 

domestic film industries were rapidly subordinated by the states, and each regime‘s 

economic plan influenced the formation of ―rationalized‖ motion picture industries 

that resulted in the rise of vertically (or semi-vertically) integrated motion picture 

studios like Shin Films, CMPC, and GMP in 1960s Asia. Accordingly, chapter four 

investigates one of the most representative film studios of the era, Shin Films, and 

scrutinizes the studio‘s business and management structure, aesthetic styles, mode 

of production, political relations with the Park Chung Hee government, and 
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transnational networks during the two decades of its operation - from 1952 to 1975. 

This chapter argues that the rise and demise of Shin Films resulted in the formation 

of TNASS. Shin Films, I assert, was integrated into the system in 1962 when AFF 

was held in Seoul, Korea. The studio, since then, had vigorously interacted with the 

changes of TNASS during the mid-to-late 1960s. As an obvious ―developmental 

state studio,‖ Shin Films was in tune with the government‘s guiding principles, and 

reached its zenith in 1968 and 1969, then fell down swiftly. It was Shaw Brothers, a 

market-oriented studio, and the Hong Kong film industry that in the end seized the 

regional hegemony around the end of the decade. Chapter five extensively engages 

with the now elapsed history of the international cinematic coproduction in Asia. As 

the first chapter broadly delineates, the tradition of national cinema historiography 

in academe during the last two decades has continuously excluded, dismissed, or 

simply forgotten the affluent coproduction practices along with other transnational 

factors. Transnational film history emerged in this critical void, and, from this 

perspective, Korea and Hong Kong‘s cinematic coproductions in the 1950s and 

1960s are thoroughly historicized in chapter five.  

Chapter six, a coda, continues in the moment what chapter four and five 

finished and expands the temporal and spatial boundaries into the global entity. In 

the 1970s, once prosperous and challenging studios - Shin Films, CMPC, GMP, and 

Motion Picture and General Investment (MP&GI hereafter) in Hong Kong – were 

all declining, for various reasons, and, with the success of kung fu films worldwide, 

Shaw Brothers and a newly launched Golden Harvest studio finally reached out to 

the outer world, beyond Asia, which most Asian film moguls had anticipated 

desperately for decades. This dissertation, unlike previous studies, situates the 
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unpredicted phenomenon of Hong Kong kung fu films, the kung fu craze, in the 

crossroads between the American film industry‘s ―temporal‖ downward spirals, 

European genre film production‘s survival strategy, and the demographic changes of 

Hong Kong and Southeast Asia. The unprecedented demand of kung fu films, much 

more than Hong Kong productions‘ capacities, required a new regional hierarchy 

that is an inter-Asian division of cultural labors. Former competitors and 

collaborators, Korea and Taiwan, were degraded to the sub-contractors, and when 

the kung fu craze ended, around the mid-1970s, the division system collapsed and 

Shaw Brothers turned its attention toward a new business, television. Korean and 

Taiwanese film industries went into a long recession, and the once solid TNASS 

gradually evaporated afterwards. 

The epilogue leaps to the new millennium, and discusses contemporary 

coproduction films that have appeared in the region recently. Too often, 

nevertheless, the current state of regional and trans-regional media networks that 

has been exemplified through transnational media productions - films, animated 

features, television programs, and interactive tools - and exceedingly multifarious 

flow of capital, are considered necessarily ―new‖ phenomena, and myriad scholars 

have claimed that the history of this transnational mélange in Asia dates back to the 

late 1990s at the earliest. I, on the other hand, argue, throughout the dissertation, 

that we should trace the history back to the immediate postwar period. By writing 

this rehistoricizing project, the current stage of ―late‖ transnationalization will be 

comprehended appropriately. 
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5) 

Film Historian Zhang Zhen concludes her study, An Amorous History of the Silver 

Screen: Shanghai Cinema, 1896-1937, with these evocative sentences: 

 

While I am passionate about getting closer to certain matters 

of fact, and about tracing their genealogies and competing 

claims surrounding them, I am not driven by any compulsive 

search for illusory scientific exactness […] the very 

fragmentary nature of archival remains and the scarred, 

multilayered urban landscape that houses the memories of 

the past already pronounce that any history is necessarily 

mutilated knowledge. I did not discover the history of 

Shanghai cinema in some sealed tomb of the past, but 

encountered its vestiges and manifestations in the troubled 

present. By virtue of being lodged in the now and here it 

irresistibly shapes and constitutes our present and future.
4
 

 

Bearing in mind what Zhang wrote, by looking at the history of TNASS, the 

previously unquestioned history of quintessential national cinema as well as old 

assumptions that film history and knowledge of the past is accumulated, coherently 

ordered, and legitimized under the catch phrase of ―progress‖ and ―evolution,‖ will 

be reassessed. As Vivian Sobchak wrote, ―[Film] history becomes an unstable site in 

which fragments of past representations do not necessarily ‗add up‘ to a coherent 

whole, but instead are subject to ‗undisciplined‘ contestation and use,‖
5
 I argue that 

                                           
4
 Zhang Zhen, An Amorous History of the Silver Screen, 1896-1937 (Chicago and London: 

University of Chicago Press, 2005), 350. 

 
5
 Vivian Sobchack, ―What is Film History? or, the Riddle of the Sphinxes,‖ Reinventing 

Film Studies, eds. Christine Gledhill and Linda Williams (London and New York: Oxford 

University Press, 2000), 302. 
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one umbrella term is not able to solve the problem. Instead, film historians should 

apply multiple methodologies to unveil the ambiguous relations between the cinema, 

the national, and the transnational, and I hope this dissertation helps to enrich the 

study of transnational film history and shed new light on the field of cinema studies. 
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Chapter One 

On Transnational Film History 

 

 

Section One 

From World Cinema to the Transnational: 

The Disciplinary Trajectories of National Cinema Historiography 

 

      In the early 1970s, when I began graduate school, Asia occupied a 

relatively small place in the film-studies curriculum. For most 

students, a few classics of Kurosawa, Mizoguchi and Ozu – all of 

them from the postwar period – and the work of Satyajit Ray seemed 

to be the sum of what one needed to see from the Asian cinema.- 

Kristin Thompson
1
  

 

 

In a special ―Asian cinema‖ issue of Film History, in 1996, Kristin Thompson 

begins her editorial with this evocative paragraph. Certainly, the 1970s witnessed 

the watershed moment of the cinema studies discipline in the U.S. Robert Allen and 

Douglas Gomery, in their seminal Film History: Theory and Practice, illustrate 

several critical junctures that had generated cinema studies in America around that 

time, which are; 1) American scholars turned to popular culture, i.e. the rise of 

cultural studies 2) an influx of European films by Bergman, Fellini, Rossellini, and 

others into America raised the cultural status of cinema 3) Auteurist critics argued 

that certain directors are artists 4) the proliferation of film production courses 

brought forth such courses as ―film appreciation‖ and ―understanding cinema‖ 5) 

                                           
1
 Kristin Thompson, ―Asian Cinema History Today,‖ Film History 7.1 (1995): 3. 
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English departments used film adaptations of famous novels and plays as a means 

of teaching literature.
2
 Thus, by the late 1970s, some 1,000 colleges offered courses 

in film, and this sudden, unexpected explosion gave rise to an enormous stipulation 

of film textbooks, most ideally chronological, linear narrative-genre of film history 

literatures that cover by and large American cinema, from its origins to the present, 

adding some survey chapters on European cinema including Italy, France, Germany, 

and Sweden where the majority of recognized film authors originated from. As 

Allen and Gomery point out, however, the lack of film history textbooks was a 

major setback, especially in the 1960s. Consequently, to fill the gap, aged film 

history books were reprinted after few decades. Terry Ramsaye‘s A Million and One 

Nights (1926), Benjamin Hampton‘s A History of the Movies (1931), and Lewis 

Jacob‘s The Rise of the American Film (1939) were all resurrected in new editions 

between the late 1960s and early 1970s. Along with those, some new film history 

books appeared as well. Gerald Mast‘s A Short History of the Movies (1971) and 

Robert Sklar‘s Movie-Made America: a Cultural History of American Movies (1975) 

were some exemplars of widely circulated textbooks for this emerging juvenile 

discipline. On the other side of Anglophone academia, Britain too produced 

noteworthy film history books, with more world perspectives, including David 

Robinson‘s World Cinema: A Short History (1973) and Eric Rhode‘s A History of 

the Cinema: From Its Origins to 1970 (1976). 

Let me go back to Thompson. She complains that American film studies 

have given diminutive critical consideration to Asian cinema, particularly its history. 

                                           
2
 Robert C. Allen and Douglas Gomery, Film History: Theory and Practice (New York: 

Alfred A. Knopf, 1985), 27. 
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In line with this, Thompson writes, ―there are many other Asian cinemas whose 

histories remain to be explored.‖
3
 Thompson, in the time of her writing, could 

never have imagined that, in ten years, one whole floor of her bookshelves would 

be filled with Chinese cinema studies alone. Cinema studies as a discipline has 

transformed drastically since then, but it is not my intention to map out the entire 

disciplinary trajectories of cinema studies‘ sub-division, film history. In its place, 

therefore, I would like to focus on the field of national cinema history, with non-

western national cinemas as the central foci, predominantly post-1990s‘ scholarly 

achievements. My explicit questions are fourfold. First, how and under what 

circumstances non-western national cinema histories went through Anglophone film 

studies, and how it has unexpectedly thrived in recent years. Second, how the early 

world cinema history has transformed into what we are familiar with these days, the 

series of single national cinema history studies, and what the fate of both world 

cinema and national cinema history in the new millennium will be. Third, what is 

the logic behind the linear, Darwinian-enlightenment narrative structure of national 

cinema history that had emerged from the beginning and is still lingering in even 

some of the most recent film history literatures? Finally, what are the problems of 

the above mentioned national cinema history model and what will be the 

alternatives? 

My conjecture of this chapter is that non-western cinema historiography, 

with some exceptions of Japanese and Indian cinemas, has been associated with the 

rise and fall of area studies, the arrivals of third world intellectuals in American 

                                           
3
 Thompson, Film History, 3. 
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universities, fierce competitions among international film festivals that had sought 

after new territories, talents, and movements, and the teleological beliefs and the 

educational mission that have mobilized more and more survey-type textbook 

publications for undergraduate studies. Moreover, American government‘s changing 

foreign policies have affected the publication of certain national cinemas, if not the 

ultimate reasoning for the inquiries. But conducting such broad and disparate 

research to prove my conjecture is not uncomplicated, and it is beyond doubt a 

time-consuming process to scrutinize all the previously published national film 

histories, and I do not believe that reading and summarizing hundreds of books is 

the only legitimate method for this type of study. Instead, I chose to examine a 

group of early, not necessarily the first, comprehensive histories of each national 

cinema. Nevertheless, throughout the subsequent pages, my primary concern is not 

to recapitulate and execute parallel comparisons of each text but to ―distance‖ 

myself from the texts and speculate why certain knowledge of respective national 

cinemas emerged in certain moments. Regarding this, Franco Moretti theorized the 

systematic method ―distant reading,‖ and the concept is pertinently appropriate in 

this kind of study. As a literary historian, Moretti has questioned the ―close reading,‖ 

a long tradition of literary studies that ―necessarily depends on an extremely small 

canon.‖
4
 He adds,  

 

 

                                           
4
 Franco Moretti, ―Conjectures on World Literature,‖ New Left Review 1 (2000): 57. For 

Moretti‘s interpretation of Hollywood‘s global domination, see Franco Moretti, ―Planet 

Hollywood,‖ New Left Review 9 (2001): 90-101. 
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‗Distant reading‘ I have once called this type of approach; 

where distance is however not an obstacle, but a specific 

form of knowledge (italics in original): fewer elements, hence 

a sharper sense of their overall interconnection. Shapes, 

relations, structures. Forms. Models.
5
  

 

 

Moretti is definitely a world-system inclined literary historian, and he applied social 

historians‘ methodologies, particularly French Annales school intellectuals like 

Marc Bloch, Fernand Braudel, and its American inheritor Immanuel Wallerstein, 

and argues that international capitalism is one and unequal system, and, borrowing 

the idea of core-semiperiphery-periphery triplex of Wallerstein‘s, proclaims that 

there is one (and unequal) world literature system (italics in original).
6
 Therefore, 

he argues, the modern novel first arises ―not [as] an autonomous development but as 

a compromise between a western formal influence (usually French or English) and 

local materials.‖
7
 To prove his thesis Moretti brought graphs, maps, and charts, i.e. 

―the large mass of facts‖
8
 and actually performed quantitative research. As what 

Moretti did to figure out the rise of the modern novel, and the waves of it, under the 

World literature system, I will perform a certain degree of quantitative research to 

find out and interpret the postwar rise of national cinema historiography in the 

                                           
5
 Franco Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees: Abstract Models for Literary History (London and 

New York: Verso, 2005), 1. 

 
6
 Moretti, World Literature, 56. 

 
7
 Ibid., 58. 

 
8
 Moretti, Graphs, Maps, Trees, 3. 
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Anglophone (mostly American) academe. I am not inclined to translocate the world 

system, which, I think, has a danger of merging with the Eurocentric world view 

and will ultimately fail to acknowledge the interaction between local forms and 

contents along with Western influences. What is more, the procedure is not 

necessarily one and unequal (italics mine). 

Since the first film history book in America, if not an academic work, 

Terry Ramsaye‘s A Million and One Nights: A History of the Motion Picture was 

published in 1926, film historiography has embraced the field‘s over eighty years‘ 

trajectory.
9
 However, film history as an academic discipline had waited many years 

for its full recognition from the humanities, and it was not until 1985 that the field 

finally encountered its first scrupulously written theory and method book. Gomery 

and Allen‘s Film History marked a decisive point of cinema studies‘ redirection 

toward its history. However, despite its many virtues, the book lacks the wider 

scope and the authors overlooked the history of non-American cinema, thus, 

cinemas of the ―rest of the world‖ remained silent. In this section, I am using the 

term ―national cinema historiography‖ indicating the discipline of non-American 

cinema histories, which is dedicated to each single nation‘s cinema history. Yet, 

while I am discussing more dominant, i.e. European cinema in the subsequent pages, 

the primary focus of this part will be Asian cinemas: Chinese-language cinemas, 

Japan, Korea, and India, and often associated with ―third world‖ or ―third‖ cinema – 

Iranian and Latin American cinema will be argued as well. 

                                           
9
 For more about Ramsaye and his early lectures at New School for Social Research in the 

late 1920s, Dana Polan recently wrote an impressive account of the disciplinary history 

of film studies in America. See Dana Polan, Scenes of Instruction: the Beginning of the 

U.S. Study of Film (Berkley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2007), 90-

112. 
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There are, more or less, four distinct periods of national cinema 

historiography in the English-language world, particularly in America: 1) the early 

world cinema history stage when cinemas of non-Western countries were treated as 

exceedingly marginal and grouped under the rubric of ―other cinemas‖; 2) the third 

cinema stage in the 1970s and 1980s which connotes the Marxism-inclined film 

theorists and historians who produced single nation or regional cinema studies 

mostly focused on Latin American political cinema. This notion of third cinema was 

the progenitor of the redefined concept of World cinema that re-emerged in 

academia around the new millennium; and 3) Chinese cinema momentum in the 

1990s. I named the period ―Chinese cinema momentum‖ since the fifth generation 

cinema‘s impact on the study of cinema, boosted by Zhang Yimou and Chen 

Kaige‘s films, was far more important than any other national cinema, and this 

watershed period yielded a great number of national cinema books of previously 

marginalized nations‘ cinema which necessarily coincided with the burgeoning of 

international film festival circuits, area studies programs‘ turn to cinema and media, 

the transformation of American government‘s international relations policies, and 

the emergence of a new generation of film historians, 4) Globalization and 

transnational film history period indicates the new millennium‘s fascination with 

the new buzz terms ‗globalization‘ and ‗transnational,‘ and the film history 

discipline responded to this current by supplying the new film histories that are 

perfectly suited to the ideology of globalization. In this final stage, I will propose 

my new perspective that is a ―transnational film history‖ which will be extensively 

discussed in the following section. 
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Early History of National Cinema: World Cinema Stage 

For decades, film historiography in Anglophone academe, particularly non-Western 

cinema, has been continuously written under a few pre-determined narratives; 1) the 

evolution model which begins with the origins, continues on through struggling 

dark periods, and concludes with the celebrated present; 2) the cultural resistance 

model that chronicles the history of cultural battles against the hegemonic 

Hollywood cultural imperialism, i.e. Hollywoodization of world cinema; 3) the 

cultural authenticity model that stresses, based on national particularity and 

exceptionalism, the authentic cultural odors that represent particular arts, spirit, and 

philosophy. Having considered all three models, what is national cinema 

historiography and when and how did the tradition begin? When we refer to 

national cinema historiography in Anglophone academia, ―national cinema‖ 

connotes non-American cinema, and writing national cinema historiography has 

long been associated with the concept of world cinema history, a total sum of 

individual chapters that are devoted to each single national cinema, mostly from 

Western Europe. The single volume study of one particular nation‘s cinema, even 

dominant European cinemas, did not emerge until the postwar period.
10

 

The early world cinema history stage was, as far as I‘m concerned, 

instigated by a classic example of the study by Paul Rotha, a British film director 

                                           
10

 It is noteworthy that one of the first single volume histories of national cinema was 

Donald Richie and Joseph Anderson‘s The Japanese Film: Art and Industry, which was 

published in 1959. Jay Leyda‘s KINO:A History of Russian and Soviet Film came out in 

1960, just one year after The Japanese Film, and Erik Barnouw and Subrahmanyam 

Krishnaswamy‘s Indian Film was published in 1963.Except for the three mentioned 

works, the vast array of national cinemas was simply nonexistent in an atlas of world 

cinema. 
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and a practitioner of film history, and his The Film Till Now: A Survey of World 

Cinema which was first published in 1930.
11

 It was written well ahead of the age of 

auteurism, and the definition of World Cinema was far different from the current 

academic usage of the term. Rotha used it literally, in the manner of Goethe‘s 

Weltliteratur, and his ―world‖ includes America and few European countries, i.e. 

the modern capitalist world. Although the title of the book includes ―World,‖ The 

Film Till Now is the book that was written precisely about the history of American, 

British, and Western European cinemas, from its beginning as mere technological 

wonders to the aesthetic medium. In other words, Rotha ambitiously attempted to 

write a history of cinema which was invented originally in America, particularly by 

Thomas Edison in Rotha‘s version of history, then spread throughout Europe and 

finally transmitted to the ―rest‖ of the world. 

In the immediate postwar period, Anglophone academe‘s interests in 

national cinema histories other than America were not essentially passionate 

compared to the industry‘s rigorous endeavors to sell Hollywood to the world. 

Indeed, before 1960, as it is clearly illustrated in the chart (Fig. 1), there were no 

single volume studies of cinemas outside of America and a core group of ―advanced‖ 

cinemas, with the one exception of Japanese cinema by Richie and Anderson. 

However, the 1960s embraced the abrupt explosion of national cinema histories that 

had not been treated as it should be. With Erik Barnouw and Subrahmanyam 

Krishnaswamy‘s Indian Film (1963) that opened fire, Peter Cowie‘s Swedish 

Cinema (1966), Jaroslav Bocek‘s Modern Czechoslovak Film, 1945-65, (1967), 

                                           
11

 It was reprinted in 1949. See Paul Rotha, The Film Till Now: A Survey of World Cinema, 

2
nd

 edition (New York: Funk and Wagnalls Company, 1949). 
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Istvan Nemeskurty‘ Word and Image: History of the Hungarian Cinema (1968), 

Nina Hibbin‘s Eastern Europe: An Illustrated Guide (1969), and Mohammed 

Khan‘s An Introduction to the Egyptian Cinema (1970) were continuously 

introduced to the market.
12

 

Those publications were not necessarily written for university classes but 

were more aimed at general ―educated‖ audiences who had been exposed to foreign 

cinema, the second wave of imported art films from the eastern part of Europe, 

Hungary, Poland, and Czechoslovakia as well as the country‘s growing interests in 

Middle Eastern and Asian cultures. As Rahul Hamid accounts the early years of the 

New York Film Festival (NYFF) which held its first event in 1963, the early 1960s‘ 

cinema was not yet to hold its legitimacy in still conservative American intellectual 

scenes, and the NYFF committee, led by Richard Roud and Amos Vogel, had to 

struggle with the administrators of the Lincoln Center and the city‘s cultural critics 

who still favored the ―high‖ arts. However, newly emerging cinephiles, as Susan 

Sontag observes, which is a special group of people who express ―the very specific 

kind of love that cinema inspired,‖
13

 made conservative ―high art‖ advocates 

perplexed, and with the help of the first generation of cinephiles like Sontag, Roud 

                                           
12

 See Einar Lauritzen, Swedish Film (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1962); Erik Barnouw 

and Subrahmanyam Krishnaswamy, Indian Film (New York: Columbia University Press, 

1963); Istvan Nemeskurty, Word and Image: History of the Hungarian Cinema (Cornina 

Press, 1968); Jaroslav Bocek, looking Back on the New Wave (Prague: Ceskoslovensky 

Filmexport, 1967); Jaroslav Bocek, Modern Czechoslovak Film (1945-65) (Artia, 1967); 

Langdon Dewey, Outlines of Czechoslovak Cinema (London: Informatics, 1971); Nina 

Hibbin, Eastern Europe: An Illustrated Guide (London: A. Zwemmer, 1969); Peter 

Cowie, Swedish Cinema (London and New York: A.S.Barnes, 1966); Georges Sadoul, 

The Cinema in the Arab Countries (Beirut, Lebanon: Interarab Center of Cinema and 

Television, 1966) 
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and Vogel were able to take off at the festival.  

 

 

 

Fig. 1 - Each National Cinema History Book's First Publication in the U.S. 

 

As a festival of film festival movies, NYFF‘s only criteria were quality, 

and, during its first few years, NYFF brought in such new cinematic movements as 

Brazilian Cinema Nuvo, French New Wave, and East European New Waves. Indeed, 

Sontag reminisced, ―there were new masterpieces every month‖
14

 for New York‘s 

cultural connoisseurs. Roman Polanski‘s Nóz w wodzie (Knife in the Water, Poland, 

                                           
14

 Ibid. 
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1962) was screened at the first event in 1963, and the film ignited the great interests 

in East European cinema.
15

 The curious cinephiles discovered Věra Chytilová‘s 

Sedmikrásky (Daisies, Czech,1966) and Miloš Forman‘s Horí, má panenko (The 

Fireman‘s Ball, Czech, 1967) not to mention the early Andrzei Wajda‘s Popiól i 

diament (Ashes and Diamonds, Poland, 1958).
16

 Thus, NYFF‘s screenings of East 

European films and their subsequent distributions to major metropolitan cities 

clearly helped to ignite academic publications, and that explains the late 1960s‘ 

mushrooming of national cinema histories of Poland, Czechoslovakia, and Hungary. 

Under the strong influence of auteurism, those books demonstrated parallel 

structures that begin with the succinct illustrations of early local film productions 

and ensuing adversities that were depreciated by American cinema. Then, in the 

final chapter, they all argue, the future of each respective national cinema lay in the 

new wave directors, and their backgrounds, careers, films, and auteur‘s aesthetic 

signatures were lengthily discussed under the scope of “la politique des auteurs.” 

On the other hand, for those whose national cinema had not been ―discovered‖ yet 

by the West, the coming decade, the 1970s, would be ―a period of recognitions‖ as 

Mohammed Khan wrote in his Egyptian film history.
17

 Yet, the academe‘s 

dominant film historiography was not yet ready to reflect those rising ―new 
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 Rahul Hamid, ―From Urban Bohemia to Euro Glamour: The Establishment and Early 

Years of the New York Film Festival,‖ Film Festival Yearbook 1: The Festival Circuit, 

eds. Dina Iordanova and Regan Rhyne (St Andrews: St Andrews University Press, 2009), 

67-81. 
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cinemas,‖ and the household trope of ―world cinema‖ still lingered on. 

Three decades after Rotha‘s second edition was published, Gerald Mast 

wrote what was the most broadly circulated textbook in the ‗70s, A Short History of 

the Movies. For the most part, Mast established the narrative template of film 

historiography that followed. Only three years after Andrew Sarris‘ overly-

ambitious The American Cinema (1969) ignited the whole field of American film 

history studies, Mast set up the politics of film history narrative; a history of great 

films and authors. He states: 

 

[J]ust as the history of the novel is a catalogue of important 

novels and the history of drama a catalogue of important 

plays, the history of film as an art centers around important 

films…. A study of seventy-five years of film history has led 

to make one basic assumption: no great film has ever been 

made without the vision and unifying intelligence of a single 

mind to create and control the whole film.
18

  

 

American cinema is the epitome of this novel art form, and the history of cinema, 

hence, should be the testimony of great film artists in America. Under this logic, 

Mast created the chronologically ordered history of cinema that was invented and 

developed mostly by the Americans, British, and French but, in the end, the 

narrative form of America won the battle against all the other forms of cinema. It 

was D.W. Griffith who changed the rules of the game, and, with Griffith and 

Chaplin, American cinema matured in the 1920s and 1930s. Though constant 
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Company, 1971), 11-12.  

 



 

 

  28 

 

challenges, i.e. Soviet montage and German expressionism, threatened Hollywood, 

it had created film as entertainment, business, and machinery by the 1930s then 

continuously progressed decade by decade. Interestingly enough, Mast erased any 

contributions of non-Western cinema and constructed his version of the history 

without acknowledging others‘ presences. For instance, although Japan and India 

have produced many striking and powerful films, Mast writes: ―they have exerted 

very little influence on Western films,‖ therefore the study, in Mast‘s words, ―totally 

overlooks the non-Western cinema.‖
19

 Mast‘s perspective was inherited by several 

subsequent film histories in the 1970s, notably David Robinson and Eric Rhode‘s 

works that equally impacted on the field of film history in Anglophone academe.      

David Robinson‘s World Cinema: a Short History tried to create balance. 

As a British film historian, Robinson mapped out and discussed the important films 

of various nations simultaneously. Robinson charts out how cinema was invented 

and then transformed as a narrative art form, combined with the new technologies 

such as color, sound, and cinemascope. Two world wars, the great depression, 

Russian revolution, and the American age were juxtaposed to the development of 

world cinema.
20

 However, this evolutionary model lacks one crucial consideration. 

As what Mast ignored, non-Western cinema does not have a place in Robinson‘s 

narrative either until the last chapter, curiously titled as ―Revival.‖
21

 The history of 
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Japanese cinema, in Robinson‘s book, begins with Rashomon. Mitsuyo Wada-

Marciano keenly observes in her Nippon Modern regarding the Rashomon and 

Western academe‘s appreciation of Japanese cinema. She points out: ―if recognition 

is the beginning of a history, a history of Japanese film history literally started in 

1951 outside of Japan, when Kurosawa Akira‘s Rashomon won first prize at the 

1951 Venice Film Festival.‖
22

 The Rashomon phenomenon, undeniably, was far 

greater than we now think. It was rather a sensation. Curtis Harrington, by 

reviewing the previous year‘s Venice and its surprising Grand Prix, Rashomon, 

writes:  

Such a discovery [of Rashomon] was the memorable event of 

last year‘s Venice Film Festival; from Japan, a country 

whose film production has been largely ignored by the 

Western world for many years, came the brilliant Rashomon, 

A film that, thus called to the attention of the world by 

winning the grand prize in competition with the best of 

American, French, and Italian films, has since been playing 

successfully in all the capitals of the world.
23

  

 

Hence, it is no surprise that postwar world film history embraced Japanese cinema 

in their master narrative. The history of Japanese cinema, according to this logic, 

coincided with the West‘s recognition of the nation‘s cinema which was instigated 

by Rashomon. 

Eric Rhode‘s A History of the Cinema: From Its Origins to 1970, first 
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published in 1976, shared a seemingly identical structural range. The history of 

Indian cinema began with Satyajit Ray‘s Pather Panchali (1955) and Japanese 

cinema with Rashomon. Before Rashomon, according to him, there was no concept 

of the modern art in Japanese cinema. Rhode states that ―until the present, the 

Japanese cinema has been too closely allied to the traditions of the theatre for there 

to have been any individual cinematic tendencies‖
24

and the industry is no different 

from other sectors of Japanese economic society; corrupted, inefficient, 

bureaucratic, and authoritarian that cried out for America‘s touch. The Americans, 

according to Rhode, ―tried to reorganize the industry during the occupation, but by 

the mid-fifties the five main companies were very much in the same position as 

they had been in the thirties‖ and due to the failed restructuring, Daiei and other 

studios went bankrupt in the 1970s. Rhode confidently pointed out some of the 

major problems that the Japanese film industry faced: the writers, directors, and 

actors who were paid badly, primitive studio equipments, and the authoritarian, top-

down system.
25

  

As such, at least in the 1970s, writing film history was to recount the 

modus operandi that Rotha, Mast and Robinson had established, and the central foci 

was always America and a few European countries, notably France, Italy, Germany, 

and Russia‘s 1920s, yet the future of cinema resided in the soil of America. 

American cinema and its matured system, aesthetics, and filmic language became 

the world‘s lingua franca. Though the historians of the period had explicitly 
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expressed their consideration of writing a world film history, their ―world‖ 

indicated no more than the advanced film-producing countries in the West. Japan 

and India were the only two countries dotted in the atlas of world cinema. Of course, 

this version of History did not last. 

Third World, Third Cinema, and the Invention of Japanese Cinema 

Beginning in the 1970s, a novel theoretical movement, a political one, arose in the 

field of cinema studies that is called ―Third Cinema‖ theory. It was, if we can call it 

a theory rather than a practice, ignited by a group of revolutionary filmmakers/ 

theorists of Latin American countries during the mid and late 1960s. As the now 

clichéd declaration of first-second-third cinema division shows, third cinema, from 

its beginning, has contained a resistant spirit against dominant American 

(Hollywood) imperialism. In this section I will illustrate the emergence of third 

cinema theory, and how it had transformed and spread throughout cinema studies 

discipline in the 1980s that influenced numerous succeeding national cinema 

histories. 

According to Robert Stam and Ella Shohat, ―Third World‖ refers to the 

―colonized, neocolonized, or decolonized nations and ‗minorities‘ whose structural 

disadvantages have been shaped by the colonial process and by the unequal division 

of international labor.‖
26

 The term was promulgated during the 1955 Bandung 

Conference when China, to avoid being merged into the Soviet Union‘s political 

bloc, proclaimed the theory of the third world. ―Third world‖ defines itself in terms 

of what comes first. Thus, the first world consisted of the (advanced) capitalist 
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countries of the west, and the second world designated the Soviet Union and the 

socialist countries of Eastern Europe. The remaining countries of the world 

belonged to the third world. China included itself in the third group of its own will.  

The term ―Third Cinema,‖ therefore, came from this geopolitical term 

―Third World,‖ and ―Third Cinema‖ itself had first been coined by Argentinean 

filmmakers/theorists Fernando Solanas and Octavio Getino in their manifesto 

―Toward a Third Cinema‖ which was disseminated in 1969. They define First 

cinema as large scale-big budget cinema which is represented by Hollywood 

cinema, and Second Cinema as the cinema known as auteur cinema such as 

European new waves. Third cinema is a real alternative cinema, or as Solanas and 

Getino name it, militant cinema or guerrilla film-making, which ―opposed itself not 

only to First Cinema but also to the prevailing Second Cinema notion of the film 

d’auteur.‖
27

 Their militant manifesto gave birth to the now legendary trope 

―camera as our rifle.‖ Here I quote their declaration: 

 

In this long war, with the camera as our rifle, we do in fact 

move into guerrilla activity. This is why the work of a film-

guerrilla group is governed by strict disciplinary norms as to 

both work methods and security. [...] The camera is the 

exhaustible expropriator of image-weapon; the projector, a 

gun that can shoot 24 frames per second [italics in 

original].
28
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Their manifesto influenced filmmakers from various parts of the ―Third 

World‖ especially newly independent and revolutionized countries. Cuban 

filmmaker Julio Garcia Espinosa wrote an avant-gardist manifesto ―For an 

Imperfect Cinema,‖ and ―Cinema of Hunger‖ written by Brazilian filmmaker 

Grauber Rocha, Argentinian Fernando Birri, and other ―revolutionary‖ manifestos 

were promulgated in North Africa and the Middle East as well as in Asia.
29

 

Although third cinema has never been a theory in its own right, there were some 

endeavors to theorize third cinema in the realm of Anglophone cinema studies. 

Teshome H. Gabriel was the pioneering film scholar of this kind. His book Third 

Cinema in the Third World is, by far, the most militantly-argued and written book 

on Third cinema. Gabriel traces Marxist theory, using Louis Althusser‘s writings to 
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describe the nature of ideology as ―a system of representation.‖
30

 He observes that 

―Marxist thought depends on the experience of the post-industrial development of 

an urban proletariat, an experience, therefore, of a very different kind than that of 

the Third World.‖
31

 In consequence, Gabriel found his theoretical base from Franz 

Fanon and Amilcar Cabral, and claims that they speak to that Third World 

experience. Gabriel‘s attempt to find a theoretical model, which developed out of 

Western criticism, is a crucial achievement, and his integration of Fanon and Cabral 

with formal European criticism was a productive endeavor in the end.
32

 Clearly, 

Gabriel believes that a cinema whose urgent concern is social transformation faces a 

limitation when formal criticism is applied. However, his book showed a critical 

weakness when he moved on to the discourse more specific to ―Third Cinema.‖ 

Gabriel defines Third Cinema as ―the cinema of the Third World which stands 

opposed to imperialism and class oppression in all their ramifications and 

manifestations,‖
33

 and Third Cinema aims at ―a destruction of the images of 

colonial or neo-colonial cinema, and a construction of another cinema that captures 

the revolutionary impulse of the peoples of the Third World,‖
34

and he has identified 
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Third Cinema‘s major themes as class, culture, religion, sexism, and armed 

struggle.
35

 By grouping the films of Latin America together, nevertheless, Gabriel‘s 

homogenizing model eventually falls short of suggesting any national specificity or 

concept of national cinema. Paul Willmen asserts, ―If Third cinema is as varied as 

the lives of the people it portrays, it must follow that it espouses nationally specific 

forms.‖
36

 Right in this place, Stephanie Dennison and Song Hwee Lim raise their 

question. They write:  

 

One of the problems with definitions of third cinema, and to 

a certain extent this also applies to world cinema, is the 

denial of pleasure, particularly for the home audiences. 

[…]The implicit dichotomy set up between popularity and 

integrity often goes unquestioned, as does the one between 

oppression and resistance.
37

  

 

 

Roy Armes‘ Third World Film Making and the West retains the dilemma 

as well, although his book was the first English language literature which covers 

from Third Cinema theory to each country‘s film industry and filmmakers. Armes 

attempts to identify the concept of national culture in relation to the process of 
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decolonization, and, by doing so he sometimes provides misinformation and 

―oversimplified‖ definition.
38

 Armes depends on certain types of film authors who 

are more accessible to western audiences and made feature films in the realist 

manner. As Robert Stam singles out, Armes ―at times seems to see Third World 

cinemas through the grid of neo-realism, regarded both as a concrete influence on 

filmmakers (Ray in India, Chahine in Egypt, and Dos Santos in Brazil) and as First 

World analogues in situational, class, and aesthetic forms.‖
39

 A few years later, in 

1993, Ella Shohat and Robert Stam‘s Unthinking Eurocentrism polished and 

expanded these previous works carefully based on their polycentric 

multiculturalism. Yet, Dudley Andrew claims that their (Shohat and Stam‘s) 

approach is ―moralistic which upholds a set of smart, politically correct films 

standing against Eurocentric global media forces but does not account for popular 

genres and failed heritage films as well as critical success.‖
40
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Since the 1980s, the concept of globalization has increasingly pervaded 

both academic literature and popular discourse, and the seemingly aged notion of 

first, second, and third cinema seemed to have gone astray in this transforming 

academic geography. Under this inauspicious circumstance, Third cinema 

discourses quickly disappeared. As a lucid example, in 1996, at a BFI-sponsored 

conference on African cinema, the British filmmaker John Akomfrah declared 

―Third Cinema to be dead‖ and ―there was no dissent from the audience.‖
41

 Mike 

Wayne, in one of the recent publications on the subject Political Film: the 

Dialectics of Third Cinema, quotes what Akomfrah stated above, and, at the same 

time, refutes his claim. Wayne asserts that Third cinema theory needs an extensive 

re-evaluation. He argues that First, Second, and Third cinema should be 

distinguished not by geographical area (Third World), but by ―institutional 

structures/working practices.‖
42

 To expand Third cinema theory, he suggests that 

we should try and clarify the differences and relations between first, second, and 

third cinema. 

Third cinema, or third world cinema revisited Anglophone academe in 

the new millennium with a new heading - world cinema, an exceedingly familiar 

term but a radical disjuncture from the early designation of world cinema. I will 

discuss this ―new‖ world cinema and its ―altered‖ history later in this chapter but I 

should clarify here in what ways third cinema theory associated with national 
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cinema historiography in the 1970s. As a matter of fact, the period is not necessarily 

a decade of national cinema historiography as the graph (Fig. 1) exemplifies. 

However, one specific national cinema was extensively discussed and generated 

heated debates among Marxist-inclined film scholars. That is Japanese cinema 

which was re-discovered by the Western scholars as a total entity that helps to 

solidify their collective critiques toward Hollywood mainstream cinema, i.e. first 

cinema as what David Bordwell wrote passionately in 1979: 

 

[T]he Japanese cinema has come to represent a wholly 

different way to conceive of cinema, a distinct alternative to 

the routines and illusions of Western practice…We have 

found our dream-cinema, the cinema of good faith, 

everything we want cinema to be.
43

 

 

In 1968, the same year when Peter Wollen‘s Sign and Meaning in the 

Cinema was in print, Roland Barthes declared ―The Death of the Author‖ that had 

tremendous impact on the auteur theory. Barthes argues that the author is the one 

who combines writing, ―to counter the ones with the others,‖ and that the coherence 

of the text always comes from the reader. Barthes further pronounces that ―we know 

that to give writing its future, it is necessary to overthrow the myth: the birth of the 

reader must be at the cost of the death of the author.‖
44

 Barthes opened the door 

and gave film theorists the new insight that they did not have to desperately stick to 
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the individual author to unearth his/her hidden intentions and the coherence of 

his/her body of work.
45

 Auteur-structuralism departed from that point, and its 

practitioners declared that the author does not ―pre-exist the text as a unified source 

of meanings,‖
46

 and finally, as Yoshimoto Mitsuhiro singles out, the film auteur is 

―displaced from a central position by the structure and textual mechanism of the 

classical Hollywood cinema as an ideological apparatus.‖
47

  

During the 1970s, together with Barthes and Michel Foucault, British 

film critics including Peter Wollen and Geoffrey Nowell-Smith, the British film 

journal Screen and its practitioners like Stephen Heath, Colin MacCabe, and Laura 

Mulvey produced a number of seminal articles under the discipline of auteur-

structuralism in a manner similar to the Levi-Straussian structure of myth. In light 

of this, most scholarly works on Japanese cinema appeared during the period 

(Burch, 1979; Heath, 1977; Bordwell, 1979; Mellen, 1976; Lehman, 1987).
48

 

Influenced by the author theory, as Freda Freiberg states, humanistic criticism tends 

to look at the work of a few directors, those ―who are accorded the status of auteurs, 

true authors.‖
49

 Therefore, they tried to understand Ozu, Kurosawa, and 
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Mizoguchi‘s films by referring to Japanese traditional culture in religious terms, as 

we can see through Paul Schrader‘s Transcendental Style in Film (1972). Film 

scholars tend to argue that ―masters of Japanese cinema were able to transparently 

represent Japanese national character and traditional Japanese aesthetics.‖
50

 These 

two aspects; ―Japanese national character‖ and ―traditional Japanese aesthetics‖ 

have dominated nearly four decades‘ history of Japanese film studies done by 

western film scholars. 

Japanese New Wave, the cinema of Oshima Nagisa in particular, was 

embraced by Western film scholarship during the mid-1970s in the aftermath of 

Oshima‘s controversial film Ai no Korīda (In the Realm of Senses, Japan, 1977) 

which was released in western countries around that time. Since no other 

contemporaries‘ works were accessible, film scholars relentlessly focused on 

Oshima and analyzed only the handful of his films they had seen: In the Realm of 

Senses, Kōshikei (Death by Hanging, Japan, 1968) and Tōkyō sensō sengo hiwa 

(The Man Who Left His Will On Film, Japan, 1970). As expected, scholars 

compared Oshima to Ozu, and made a dichotomy: traditionalist Ozu and 

iconoclastic Oshima. Oshima‘s films, for many western film scholars, were received 

as the truly avant-garde, political Japanese films they had been dreaming of. Yet 

most academic writings about Oshima were decidedly problematic. In his article 

―The Question Oshma,‖ Stephen Heath remarks, ―Consider a film such as Letter 
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from an Unknown Woman, a film of which from one perspective-that of the question 

to cinema-In the Realm of the Senses is the direct and ruinous remake.‖
51

 

Surprisingly, while he is writing about Japanese filmmaker Oshima Nagisa and his 

film, in his article, Japan is a simply nonexistent Orient, and ―Oshima‖ as the name 

for avant-garde cinema, does not have any aspects unique to being Japanese. ―He 

(Heath) wrenches the films,‖ Peter Lehman criticizes, ―out of all specific social, 

cultural, and historical circumstances of reception and exhibition, thereby endowing 

them with qualities and forces which directly assert themselves.‖
52

  

Therefore, they could freely pair specific Japanese films and filmmakers 

to western counterparts. Noel Burch writes that Oshima‘s film (especially for 

Shinjuku dorobô nikki (Diary of a Shinjuku Thief, Japan, 1969)) has ―so often been 

referred to as an ―imitation‖ of Godard (as everyone knows, the Japanese are 

essentially imitators!).‖
53

 They accused Oshima‘s film of being an imitation of 

Godard‘s avant-garde style, and, compared to Godard who has developed a single 

style which progresses from film to film, Oshima does not have his own unique 

style. This view is wrong, as Lehman advocates, because Oshima sees ―all styles as 

having possibilities and does not believe that there exists a single more advanced 

politically correct style.‖
54

 Therefore, Lehman defines Oshima as an avant-garde 
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artist ―without an avant-garde style.‖
55

 

While Oshima was actively discussed among western scholars, Shinoda 

Masahiro, Yoshida Yoshishige, Suzuki Seijun, and Masmura Yasujo were virtually 

unknown to western scholars of Japanese cinema, or simply ignored. In fact, there 

was a deep black hole between canonical maestros: Ozu, Kurosawa, Mizoguchi and 

Oshima, Nagisa and Japanese new wave. David Desser‘s Eros Plus Massacre (1988) 

came out to fill this important gap. While criticizing previous studies of Japanese 

cinema, which saw it as a ―closed system‖ (Richie and Anderson) or a ―unified text‖ 

(Burch), Desser emphasizes the importance of social and cultural shifts and their 

impact on film while asserting that new wave cinema should be examined in 

relation to the cultural practices of that time. Western scholarship of Japanese film 

studies, Desser writes, barely noticed this radical movement and, therefore, 

Japanese New Wave cinema has remained unexamined because ―few film 

specialists seem willing to investigate the full range of the phenomenon.‖
56

 

Desser‘s seminal work was a leap forward for Japanese cinema history but no 

important study followed, and Japanese cinema history had to wait more decades to 

embrace the new generation historians in the new millennium (Yoshimoto 2000; 

Nornes 2003, 2007; High 2003; Cazdyn 2002; Daisuke 2007; Gerow 2010; 

Kitamura 2010; Russell 2008, 2011). However, David Desser evokes the quality of 

research and how it is important to write a history of a single national cinema, 

particularly a non-western one. Indeed, the subsequent decade saw the burgeoning 
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wave of adequately ―researched‖ national cinema historiography. 

Chinese Cinema Momentum (1990s and after) 

With the dawn of the 1990s, film historiography faced a new turn. Cinema studies 

as a discipline had rapidly fragmented, and Feminism, psychoanalysis, cultural 

studies, post-colonialism, and minorities‘ studies including black cinema 

scholarship, neo-formalism, political economy, and cine-economics divided the 

field into many fragmented sectors, each armed with irreconcilable theories, 

methodologies, and student groups. Film historiography, in this radically 

transforming field, partook in this wave, and struggled to secure its position.
57

 

Turning our attention to non-western cinema, the previous decade welcomed 

myriad new additions of national cinema historiography including Brazilian 

Cinema written by Robert Stam and Randal Johnson (1982), Donald Richie and 

Joseph Anderson‘s The Japanese Film: Art and Industry, which was updated and 

released its second edition in 1982, Carl J. Mora‘s Mexican Cinema: Reflections of 

a Society, 1896-1981 (1982), Peter Besas‘ Behind the Spanish Lens (1985), David 
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Desser‘s above discussed Eros Plus Massacre (1988), Randal Johnson‘s The Film 

Industry in Brazil (1987), Paul Clark‘s Chinese Cinema: Culture and Politics Since 

1949 (1987), Ali Issari‘s Cinema in Iran, 1900-1979 (1989), just to name a few. 

Since then, the Anglophone film studies discipline has embraced an unprecedented 

number of national cinema history books either for college lectures and graduate 

seminars or general intellectuals. If I provide quantitative data for an overview of 

the market, the number of books on Chinese-language cinema and television, 

excluding literary-based textual analyses, single-author studies, and non-UK/US 

university publications, e.g. Hong Kong University Press, have multiplied, from the 

mere four single-volumes before 1990 to a whopping seventy-plus books by the end 

of 2010.
58
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director studies - that were published since 2000.  

 

1) Translation: Dai Jinhua, Cinema and Desire (New York: Verso, 2002); Zhen Ni, 

Memoirs from the Beijing Film Academy (Durham: Duke University Press, 2002).  

2) Early History: Poshek Fu, Between Shanghai and Hong Kong: The Politics of 

Chinese Cinema (Stanford University Press, 2003); Zhang Zhen, An Amorous 

History of the Silver Screen: Shanghai Cinema, 1896-1937 (Chicago and London: 

The University of Chicago Press, 2005); Vivien Shen, The Origins of Left-Wing 

Cinema in China (London and New York: Routledge, 2005); Laikwan Pang, 

Building a New Cinema in China: The Chinese Left Wong Cinema Movement, 1932-

1937 (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield, 2002).  

3) General Issues: Yingjin Zhang, Screening China: Critical Interventions, Cinematic 

Reconfigurations, and the Transnational Imaginary in Contemporary Chinese 

Cinema (Michigan, center for Chinese studies, 2002); Ying Zhu, Chinese Cinema 

during the era of reform: The Ingenuity of the System (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003); 

Chris Berry, Postsocialist Cinema in post-Mao China (London and New York: 

Routledge, 2004); Chris Berry and Mary Farquhar, China on Screen: Cinema and 

Nation (New York: Columbia University Press, 2006); Gary Xu, Sinascape: 

Contemporary Chinese Cinema (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield, 2007); 

Rey Chow, Sentimental Fabulations, Contemporary Chinese Films (New York: 

Columbia University Press, 2007); Xiaoping Lin, Children of Marx and Coca-Cola: 
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Among these impressive titles, almost thirty were introduced to the 

US/UK market between 2001 and 2005, with the help of, I believe, Ang Lee‘s 

Crouching Tiger, Hidden Dragon (2000) and Zhang Yimou‘s Yīngxióng (Hero, 

2002)‘s tremendous success at the North American box office not to mention their 

worldwide phenomenon. During the period, the first comprehensive history book 

Chinese National Cinema, written by Yingjin Zhang, was published in 2004 as a 

new addition to Routledge‘s series on national cinema that was launched with Susan 

Hayward‘s French National Cinema in 1993.  

 

                                                                                                                      

Chinese avant-garde art and independent cinema (University of Hawaii Press, 2010); 

Yomi Braester, Painting the City Red: Chinese Cinema and the Urban Contract 

(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2010); Yingjin Zhang, Cinema, Space, and 

Polylocalityy in a Globalizing China (University of Hawaii Press, 2010). 

4) Hong Kong/Taiwan: David Bordwell, Planet Hong Kong (Boston: Harvard 

University Press, 2000); Yingchi Chu, Hong Kong Cinema: Coloniser, Motherland 

and Self (London and New York: Routledge, 2003); Law Kar, Hong Kong Cinema: A 

Cross-cultural view (Lanham, Maryland: Scarecrow press, 2004); Botang Zhuo, 

Hong Kong New Wave Cinema (Bristol, UK: Intellect, 2008); Vivien P.Y. Lee, Hong 

Kong Cinema since 1997 (Palgrave MacMillan, 2009); Guo Juin Hong, Taiwan 

Cinema: A Contested Nation On Screen (Palgrave Macmillan, 2011); Jeremy E. 

Taylor, Rethinking Transnational Chinese Cinemas: The Amoy Dialect Film Industry 

in Cold War Asia (New York and London: Routledge, 2011).  

5) Gender Studies/Histories: Song Hwee Lim, Celluloid Comrade: Representations of 

Male Homosexuality in Contemporary Chinese Cinemas (University of Hawaii Press, 

2006); Shuqin Cui, Women through the lens: Gender and Nation in a Century of 

Chinese Cinema (University of Hawaii Press, 2003).  

6) Industry: Shujen Wang, Framing Piracy: Globalization and Film Distribution in 

Greater China (Lanham, Maryland: Rowman and Littlefield, 2003); Michael Curtin, 

Playing to the World’s Biggest Audience: The Globalization of Chinese Film and TV 

(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2007); Kinnia Yau, 

Japanese and HK Film Industries: Understanding the Origins of East Asian Film 

Networks (London and New York: Routledge, 2010); Ying Zhu, Television in Post-

reform China: Serial Dramas, Confucian Leadership and the Global Television 

Market (London and New York: Routledge, 2008); Xueping Zhong, Mainstream 

Culture Refocused: Television Drama, Society, and the Production of Meaning in 

Reform-Era China (Honolulu: University of Hawaii Press, 2010). 
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Fig. 2 - Number of Chinese Cinema Books Published in the U.S. Since 1970 

 

On the other hand, cinemas of Iran, Argentina, and Korea were able to seize their 

positions in the academe. As figure 3 shows, Iranian cinema, since the first history 

book on the subject came out in as late as 1989, has been continuously researched, 

taught, written, and seven books were produced between 2005 and 2009 while 

Korean cinema and Argentinean cinema are now embracing their ―moments‖ in the 

new millennium.
59

 Considering academia is always two steps behind the actual 
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 Hyangjin Lee, Contemporary Korean Cinema (Manchester, UK: Manchester University 

Press, 2000); Kyung Hyun Kim, The Remasculinization of Korean Cinema (Durham, NC: 

Duke University Press, 2001); David E. James and Kyung Hyun-Kim, eds. Im Kwon-

taek: the Making of a Korean National Cinema (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 

2003); Eunjin Min, Jinsook Ju, and Han Ju Kwak, Korean Film: History, Resistance, and 

Democratic Imagination (Westport, CT: Praeger, 2003); Julian Stringer and Chi-Yun 

Shin, eds. New Korean Cinema (New York: New York University Press, 2005); Kathleen 
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market, in the case of Iranian cinema, these figures reflect the 1990s‘ sudden 

proliferation of Iranian cinema discourses that were ignited by a group of maverick 

directors, Abbas Kiarostami, Jafar Fanahi, Mohsen Makhmalbaf and his families, 

and Bahman Gobadi.
60

  

                                                                                                                      

McHugh and Nancy Abelmann, South Korean Golden Age Melodrama (Detroit: Wayne 

State University Press, 2005); Frances Gateward, ed. Seoul Searching: Culture and 

Identity in Contemporary Korean Cinema (Albany: SUNY Press, 2007); Darcy Parquet, 

New Korean Cinema: Breaking the Waves (London: Wallflower Press, 2009); Brian 

Yecies and Ae-Gyung Shim, Korea’s Occupied Cinemas (London and New York: 

Routledge, 2010); Jinhee Choi, The South Korean Film Renaissance (Middletown, CT: 

Wesleyan University Press, 2010). 

 

Tim Barnard, Argentine Cinema (Nightwood Editions, 1986); David William Foster, 

Contemporary Argentine Cinema (Columbia, Missouri: University of Missouri Press, 

1992); Horacio Bernardes et al. New Argentine Cinema: Themes, Auteurs and Trends of 

Innovation (Ediciones Tatanka, 2002); Jorge Finkielman, The Film Industry in Argentina: 

An Illustrated Cultural History (Jefferson, NC: McFarland and Company, 2004); Tamara 

Leah Falicov, The Cinematic Tango: Contemporary Argentine Film (London: Wallflower 

Press, 2007); Joanna Page, Crisis and Capitalism in Contemporary Argentine Cinema 

(Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 2009); Gonzalo Aguilar, New Argentine Film: 

Other Worlds (Palgrave Macmillan, 2011). 
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 Hamid Naficy, The Making of Exile Cultures: Iranian Television in Los Angeles 

(Minneapolis, MN: the University of Minnesota Press, 1993); Mahnaz Afkhami and 

Erika Friedl, eds, In the Eye of the Storm: Women in Post-Revolutionary Iran (New York: 

Syracuse University Press, 1994); Issa Rose and Sheila Whitaker, Life and Art: The New 

Iranian Cinema (National Film Theatre, 1999); Hamid Dabashi, Close Up: Iranian 

Cinema, Past, Present, and Future (New York: Verso, 2001); Richard Tapper, The New 

Iranian Cinema: Politics, Representation and Identity (London and New York: I. B. 

Tauris, 2002); Hamid Riza Sadir, Iranian Cinema: A Political History (London and New 

York: I. B. Tauris, 2006); Shahia Mirbakhtyar, Iranian Cinema and the Islamic 

Revolution (New York: McFarland and Company, 2006); Negar Mottahedeh, Displaced 

Allegories: Post-revolutionary Iranian Cinema (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 

2008); Hamid Dabashi, Masters and Masterpieces of Iranian Cinema (Mage Publishers, 

2007); Saeed Zeydabadi-Nejad, The Politics of Iranian Cinema: Films and Society in the 

Islamic Republic (London and New York: Routledge, 2009). 
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Fig. 3 - Number of Iranian, Korean, and Argentine Cinema Books Published in the U.S. 

As such, the past two decades saw the break point of national cinema 

historiography, particularly Asian cinemas, in Anglophone academe. What 

happened during this time and what were the logics behind this sudden watershed of 

previously ―ignored‖ region‘s film histories? Multiple factors should be considered 

to answer such inquiries. First, as Arif Dirlik boldly claims that the ―post-colonial‖ 

begins when ―Third World intellectuals have arrived in First World academe,‖
61
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due to increasing numbers of area studies in US academia, those non-western 

scholars do not necessarily belong to the cinema studies discipline. Area studies‘ 

cultural turn and comparative literature‘s disciplinary redirection toward more 

lucrative film studies since the 1970s transformed the field of national cinema 

studies. Let me scrutinize this factor in a more detailed manner. As Harry D. 

Harootunian historicized, the development of area studies programs in America was 

nurtured after the Second World War for a wartime necessity. He wrote; ―the 

systemic formation of area studies in the major universities was a massive attempt 

to relocate the enemy in the new configuration of the cold war,‖
62

and the American 

government, during the war, was in embarrassment due to the wartime discovery of 

the rarity of dependable information pertaining to, particularly, Asia and the Middle 

East. What area studies programs had contributed to the nation‘s understanding of 

the world outside of North America and Europe was immense. In the 1950s, under 

the height of the cold war system, American academe had to create something that 

explains development and change which is an alternative to Marxian conflict 

models. Harootunian claims: 

 

It was provided by structural functionalism, which 

rearticulated the social Darwinist conception of evolutionary 

adaptation and development and was reconfigured into an 

export model of growth called modernization and 

convergence theory (italics in original), what was eventually 

offered as both a representation of and a prescription for 

development was an evolutionary model of growth, as 
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opposed to a revolutionary one, which, if followed, would 

lead to the peaceful development of capitalism, and, 

presumably, democracy in the nonaligned world.
63

 

 

As such, since the 1990s, scores of radical, progressive scholars have noticed the 

importance of the University as an invisible and strong tool to produce knowledge 

of modernization and development under the guidance of America, particularly 

during the cold war era, and spread it out to the peripheral nation-states in 

America‘s world-economy system. They also scrutinized the way in which Ivy 

League schools and major state-funded universities, such as University of Michigan, 

Harvard, and Stanford, became helplessly reliant on the state‘s fund and in the end 

compounded something like, as Rebecca S. Lowen argued, a ―military-industrial-

academic complex.‖
64

 

Area studies such as East Asian studies programs have not paid full 

attention to cinema until recently. Yoshimoto Mitsuhiro, having traced the 

institutional and disciplinary history of Japanese film studies in Anglophone 
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 Rebecca S. Lowen, Creating the Cold War University: The Transformation of Stanford 

(Berkley and Los Angeles, CA: University of California Press, 1997). Along with Lowen, 

Noam Chomsky, Emmanuelle Wallerstein, Bruce Cumings, Harry D. Harootunian, and 
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academe, argues that for Japanese studies, film is ―dangerous‖ since, as popular 

culture, ―it poses a direct threat to the institutional legitimization of Japanese 

literature programs and Japanese studies,‖ moreover, unlike for literature, ―the role 

of language is less essential for film because of its audio-visual nature.‖
65

 However, 

with the dawn of the 1990s, East Asian studies programs became fully loaded with 

cinema specialists, mostly Chinese cinema scholars. Unlike Japanese studies that 

had been traditionally practiced by American scholars whose academic trainings 

were done after the immediate postwar sphere, Chinese studies programs had more 

China-born or China-experienced scholars, who had arrived in American 

universities before and after the Tiananmen massacre in 1989. Chinese cinema had 

far more demand and was sought after more than any other national cinema, and, 

with language and cultural knowledge competences, scores of young scholars have 

produced dissertations, anthologies, and single volumes year by year. Contrary to 

Cinema Studies‘ intercultural discipline that could never have respected the 

university‘s ―linguistic divisions‖ since the movies, Robert Ray claims, after all, 

―were not just ‗French‘ or ‗American‘ or ‗Japanese‘; they constituted a new 

language which similarly disregarded the old, neat distinction between music, dance, 

painting, and the plastic arts,‖
66

 area studies weighed more on language 

competencies, cultural backgrounds, and at least a few years‘ field research along 
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 Yoshimoto Mitsuhiro, ―Questions of Japanese Cinema: Disciplinary Boundaries and the 

Invention of the Scholarly Object,‖ Learning Places, 389. For his more recent 

observation of the absence of film studies as a discipline in Japan, see Mitsuhiro 
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with a certain degree of literary and critical theories. Therefore, gradually, instead 

of the first generations of Chinese film specialists, many of whom had to rely on 

translators, a new group of Chinese film scholars appeared. Chris Berry, Yomi 

Braester, Rey Chow, Poshek Fu, Sheldon Lu, Emilie Yueh-yu Yeh, Yingjin Zhang, 

Zhang Zhen, and Ying Zhu, to only name a few, have produced innovative works. 

Most of them came from area studies, i.e. Chinese studies, comparative literatures, 

Chinese literature, or communication studies, and not many new Chinese cinema 

scholars were strictly trained in the cinema studies discipline. The same logic 

applies to other national cinema scholarships such as Korea, Argentina, Iran, and 

Taiwan as well. The old tradition of film historiography in cinema studies where 

people believed that appropriately ―trained‖ cinema specialists can decipher and 

interpret any national cinema by using powerful cinema studies ―tools‖ has, at least 

in national cinema historiography, faded quickly. It is becoming more and more the 

field of ―specialists‖ of the accumulated knowledge of a specific country. 

Second, the role of the international film festivals and their radical 

transformations throughout recent decades should be counted as a major factor in 

the proliferations of national cinema histories. As a showcase of national cinema, 

until the mid-1960s, most post-war international film festivals sent invitations to 

countries that the festival committees had chosen. Which films screened at the 

festival was utterly dependent on each national committee‘s selecting process. 

Therefore, like ―the athlete who competes at the Olympic Games,‖
67

 each 
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participant country sent its seemingly finest products, normally up to four films, and 

the festival jurors made a final decision until the new system, the festival director, 

appeared under the aftermath of the auteur theory phenomenon in most European 

countries during the early 1960s. It was in the 1970s, Marijke de Valck argues, that 

Rotterdam and consequent new festival cities, which were not rooted in a project of 

national or geopolitical interest, emerged in the belief that ―film festivals ought to 

take responsibility for programming themselves and dedicate the services to the 

benefit of quality cinema.‖
68

 Valck and Thomas Elsaesser both emphasize the 

European specificities of the film festivals by defining it as a European institution, 

and they claimed that the phenomenon later dispersed throughout the globe as we 

are now witnessing the burgeoning of new film festivals in formerly periphery 

nations. Their susceptible Eurocentrism stemmed from, arguably, a collective 

epistemology that many Anglophone film historians have shared. Geoffrey Nowell-

Smith, in his recent Making Waves: New Cinemas of the 1960s, without hesitation, 

states: 

 

As a movement, the new cinemas spread outwards, 

beginning in Britain, France, and Italy and gradually taking 

in other parts of the globe….even as new cinemas emerged 

outside the original nucleus they continued to look to the 

center for validation.
69
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Therefore, the West set the standard, or form, then it disseminated to 

other parts of the world, i.e. periphery in this perception of world system. Nowell-

Smith, however, failed to notice, at least in Japan, that new wave had emerged 

before European new waves arrived in the local film sphere. In line with this, Valck 

and Elsaesser had little idea that, long before the 1990s film festival boom in Asia, 

the region had its own film festivals, not one but many, and they thrived and were 

sustained until the late 1970s, unlike the common beliefs. The number of 

international film festivals multiplied since the late 1970s, and, due to their 

ferocious competition to be recognized in the market, newly initiated film festivals 

as well as already established ones were hunting for virgin territories and, as a result, 

Chinese fifth generation, New Iranian cinema, Taiwanese and Korean New Wave, 

and often neglected parts of Europe such as Greece, Ireland, and Portugal entered 

the core business of world cinema. 

Third, many Asian governments turned their attention to cultural 

heritages, including cinema, and that made academic research proliferate, 

particularly film archives, university libraries, and national archives. As Yingjin 

Zhang states, ―the daunting problem facing the film historian has always been the 

lack of access to early films and film statistics.‖
70

 Writing national cinema history, 

especially Asian cinemas, was almost impossible for foreigners until recently since 

not many films had circulated in the West, and most sources were almost entirely 

written in local languages. Even if he or she luckily acquired the statistics, they 

were not always reliable. However, things have changed. The new Hong Kong film 
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archive officially opened its doors in 1993,
71

 and ever since, the institution has 

published an impressive amount of English-language books, anthologies, and 

catalogues that gave non-Cantonese speaking historians access to its film history.
72

 

Korean film archive has also been putting respectful energies to make the materials 

accessible by releasing DVDs of the restored old films, publishing books, and 

screening classic films with English subtitles. PRC‘s Beijing film archive, which 

had long been notoriously difficult about allowing access to primary materials, is 

now much friendlier to local and foreign researchers. Particularly the public 

releasing of one hundred classic (mostly silent) Chinese cinema DVDs (with 

English subtitles/inter-titles) in 2005 and 2006 ignited the new scholarship of 

Chinese cinema history. With the accessibility of the archives, new historical studies 

have emerged. In 2004, in addition to Yingjin Zhang‘s above mentioned Chinese 

national cinema, Poshek Fu wrote the short but powerful Between Shanghai and 

Hong Kong, and Zhang Zhen, who started research in the late 90s and could not 

benefit from either new silent film DVDs or the lenient archives policies, completed 

an influential study of Shanghai cinema during the silent era, An Amorous History 

of the Silver Screen, and the book sets the new standard for the Chinese film history 

field as well as national cinema historiography. 

Finally, the new theories of nation, nation-state, and nationalism in 
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various disciplines - sociology, literature, history, and political science - influenced 

the field of cinema studies. Since the discipline, at least in the US, mostly resides in 

or is affiliated with English departments or comparative literature programs, the 

new academic trends in the humanities and social science are easily transplanted to 

the cinema studies methodology. Benedict Anderson‘s Imagined Communities, 

published in 1982, was the decade‘s most oft cited academic work, not only in the 

humanities but in cinema studies as well, and his crucial idea that nationalism was 

invented by print-language has been implicated in many new studies.
73

 During the 

pre-talkie era, film did not have a specific ―spoken language,‖ instead; it had its 

own grammar of images. Therefore, people all around the world easily recognized it, 

i.e., it was moderately untouched by nationalism.
74

 However, as Alan Williams 

singles out, when sound came in, ―National barriers would definitively arrive only 

with (recorded) speech.‖
75

 Finally cinema became a ‗national‘ product. Indeed, the 

1990s was the decade that the discourse of ―the national‖ in national cinema was 

questioned, problematized, debated, and even attacked by many cinema studies 

practitioners by suggesting to shift the paradigm of national cinema studies from the 

film industry and production to the site of film consumption (Higson 1989), 

categorize seven, or eight, varieties of national cinemas (Croft 1993), call it a 
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―messy affair‖ (Tom O‘Regan 1996), claim that national cinema makes sense only 

as a relation not an essence (Elsaesser 1994), or abandon its locality, in the case of 

European cinema, and form ―European Cinema‖ against the hegemony of 

Hollywood cinema (Hill, 1994). But these heated floors looked somehow belated, 

considering the decades‘ trajectories of criticizing, redefining, and problematizing 

the concept of ―nation,‖ ―nation-state,‖ and ―nationalism‖ in the humanities 

(Hobsbawm 1990; Gellner 1983; Smith 1987, 1992; Bhaba 1990; Charterjee 1993; 

Duara 1995).  

However, the discourse of national cinema, before it fully matured, 

soon faced the new buzzwords ―globalization‖ and ―transnational.‖ The intellectual 

and popular awareness in globalization is coupled with a swelling perception that 

the conditions of individual, local communities or nation-states have significant 

consequences for communities in distant parts of the globe. This growing 

consideration of global interconnectedness is reinforced by the modern electronic 

media, which enables people in almost any part of the world to instantaneously 

share distant events, creating a sense of a global community (Appadurai, 1996).  

Cinema studies, along with social science and humanities disciplines, got 

on board immediately, and became an enthusiastic supporter of the globalization 

thesis. As such, the entrance of the concept of transnational cinema somewhat 

overlapped with cinema studies‘ interpretation of globalization, i.e. 

Hollywoodization of the world to reinforce it or resist against the monolithic, 

hegemonic concept. In Asian cinema studies, Sheldon Lu‘s anthology Transnational 

Chinese Cinemas (1997) initiated the new study of transnational cinema, and the 

whole notion of the transnational in cinema studies will be extensively discussed in 
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the section that follows. What I am going to do in the subsequent pages is, on the 

other hand, to delineate the post 1990s return to ―world cinema history‖ in the 

discipline and discuss how the academic field of national cinema historiography has 

reacted, incorporated, or claimed the alternative directions toward transnational film 

history in the new millennium. 

“New” World Cinema and National Cinema Historiography’s Transnational 

Turn 

The 1990s‘ burgeoning of national cinema studies in the Anglophone academia 

entailed many problems indeed. Although the film historiography of American 

cinema had gradually transformed to postmodern history that reflected the 

intellectual‘s active application of minority studies, feminism, multiculturalism, and 

aesthetic history throughout the period, ―the rest of the world‖ film histories are still 

reproving misrecognitions of the West, and, therefore, each new volume contained 

the national particularities; aesthetic tradition, cultural exceptionalism, and 

identification with the nation‘s history of the twentieth century. Although some 

parts of the world cinema, i.e. India and China incorporated with the growing 

postcolonial studies and cultural history, most national cinema histories followed 

analogous patterns; states‘ interventions which resulted in regulations, censorships, 

and government initiatives were strongly considered while narrating and analyzing 

the history of ‗important‘ films and filmmakers of respective nations. For instance, 

in the first English-language study of Korean cinema Contemporary Korean 

Cinema: Identity, Culture, and Politics, Hyangjin Lee boldly declared that ―since its 

inception in 1903, film in Korea has always been under governmental 
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censorship.‖
76

 Therefore, Lee, a protégé of the British cultural studies tradition, 

reconstructs the history of Korean cinema as a quintessential ideological battlefield, 

and overly focused on class struggles, anti-Hollywood movements, and the 

government‘s brutal oppressions over every cultural sector in Korea. On the other 

hand, Joo Jinsook, Min Eunjun, and Kwak Hanjoo accused the West‘s 

misrecognition of Korea in their collectively authored Korean Film history, stating 

that ―despite its rise in the global market and its recent political progress, Korea is 

still an understudied country […] Western studies of Korean culture are therefore, in 

comparison to those on China and Japan, very much in their infancy.‖
77

 In other 

words, although myriad scholars have questioned the validity of the concept of 

―national cinema‖ and even discarded it having labeled it ―obsolete,‖ ―monolithic,‖ 

and ―problematic,‖ film historians of ―undiscovered‖ nations have continuously 

produced this seemingly outmoded model of national cinema even in the new 

millennium. Here reside our great ironies. While we have been adding all sorts of 

prefixes like ―post‖ or ―trans,‖ national cinema studies are still there. And we are 

still teaching them. 

By the new century, more and more universities, whether research 

schools or teaching colleges, began offering larger undergraduate lectures or 

graduate seminars on cinema of particular nations in various departments, not 

limited to cinema studies, like comparative literature, sociology, history, 

anthropology, and political science, not to mention area studies. To fill the gap 
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between the number of classes open and academic textbooks‘ availabilities, most 

major publishers, during the last couple decades, have yielded many comprehensive, 

survey-type works on the subject. Although a number of revisionist film scholars 

have problematized and assailed the obsolete concept of national cinema since 

Andrew Higson‘s paradigm-shift article was introduced in 1989, most major 

universities, including cutting-edge cinema studies institutions like New York 

University, University of California Los Angeles, and University of Southern 

California, are endlessly offering national cinema courses under the headings of 

Italian cinema, French cinema, Spanish cinema, Indian Cinema, and Chinese 

cinema. Those mostly survey-type lectures are intended to educate and enlighten 

American college students who have not yet been exposed to cinemas outside of 

Hollywood.  

From the standpoint of today, therefore, one can easily find many 

impeccably-researched, elegantly written, and neatly structured works on each 

nation‘s cinema. We can now easily acquire a book on Iranian cinema, Nigerian 

cinema, Uzbekistan cinema, and Singapore cinema that, until a few decades ago, 

most American college students had never heard of. Should we celebrate now? 

Finally, cinemas from ―out of nowhere‖ are being widely circulated, discussed in 

the classroom, and retrospectives, special screenings, and even festivals are being 

held in the heart of the Western metropolis such as London, New York, and Paris. 

Due to these academic blathers, non-western doctoral degree holders from major 

Anglophone metropolitan universities secured their positions and have been 

continuously producing scholarly outputs on national cinema, i.e. Hollywood‘s 

long-time ―others.‖  
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On the other hand, along with the growing number of national cinema 

classes, we now are facing the growing field of ―world cinema‖ both in academia 

and university classrooms.
78

 Concerning particularly the number of academic 

publications that at least contain the word, ―world,‖ in their title, we can ask this: 

―Does that mean the aged concept of ―world cinema‖ is returning?‖ I argue that the 

twenty-first century‘s ―return of world cinema‖ is cinema studies‘ last expedient to 

regain its supremacy and legitimacy. To fight against the area studies and other 

emerging academic divisions that have actively been teaching and publishing on 

national cinema subjects, cinema studies should have found the method that 

effectively protects the discipline‘s boundary, takes the competitors out, and 

maintains a monopoly position in the knowledge market. The concept of ―world 

cinema‖ is, therefore, the one that only cinema studies can teach and write since it 

requires a wide knowledge of cinema histories other than one specific national 

cinema which explains why, in the new century, we are witnessing the sudden 

resurrection of this aged concept. The most widely assigned textbook of the subject, 

The Oxford History of World Cinema, is, in my view, nothing more than a 

compilation of ―condensed‖ national cinema histories, written by each cinema‘s 

renowned specialist. It is designed for use effectively in cinema studies‘ 

undergraduate or entry-level graduate classes that fits comfortably into the 

conventional fifteen-week schedule. What is different from the early twentieth 
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century‘s world cinema history is only its geographical, if not geopolitical, scope. 

Geoffrey Nowell-Smith, the volume‘s editor, writes:  

 

Coverage in the ‗national‘, or ‗world cinema‘, sections 

extends to all the major cinemas of Europe, Asia, Africa, 

Australasia, and the Americas. With some regret, however, I 

decided that in the area of Asian cinema (the world‘s largest) 

it was preferable to concentrate on a study in depth of the 

most important and representative national cinemas rather 

than attempt an overview of every film-producing country.
79

 

 

 

Thus, in addition to the more comfortable entries, India and Japan, the volume 

includes cinemas of three Chinas and Indonesia. Adding more nations, however, 

does not necessarily provide balance. Since the publication of The Oxford History 

of World Cinema, to fulfill the needs of university courses on ―world cinema‖ or 

―international film history,‖ a number of new textbooks have appeared (Hill et al 

2000; Chapman 2003; Gamm 2004; Chaudhuri 2005; Bradley et al 2006; Jay 

Scneider 2006; Gazetas, 2008; Nochimson 2010). For Nowell-Smith and 

subsequent other ―world cinema‖ specialists‘ world, ―flow‖ or ―wave‖ model which 

delineates that the cinema was first invented in the West and transmitted to the rest 

of the world remains the same. Therefore, even the most recent publications aimed 

at mounting a ―world cinema‖ textbook market are accepting, uncritically, the ―old‖ 

Rotha, Mast, and Louis Giannetti-type of ―world cinema‖ perspective. Their basic 

unit of the history is predominantly territorial entity, i.e. national cinemas.  

Martha P. Nochimson, for instance, attempts to cover wider geographical 
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terrains in her new textbook World On Film but in the end reassures the rigid 

concept of national cinema since ―world cinema‖ should be, according to her, a 

grand sum of each national cinema, in other words, cinemas of ―nation-state.‖ 

Quoted below is what Nochimson struggles to define: 

 

[T]there have been two dominant film cultures in Asia, Japan, 

and India, which have been prolific and engaged in a film 

dialogue with other nations. In some ways, Hong Kong can 

also be counted in this category, but its political status in the 

twentieth century is dubious; it has never actually been a 

nation. It was a British colony, then it attained a partial 

independence from England, and finally, in 1997, it was 

annexed by mainland China. Its film culture cannot be 

discussed in terms of the useful considerations about national 

film cultures.
80

 

 

Aristides Gazetas‘ An Introduction to World Cinema, on the other hand, recounts the 

history of ―world cinema‖ which is more or less identical to Mast and Rhode‘s 

master narratives in the 1970s. By repeatedly creating the same circle of critical 

thoughts that Hollywood has always been the dominant power in the world, other 

cinemas have had to define themselves by differentiating from, or opposing, 

Hollywood. Indeed, the definition of ―world‖ in film studies has changed since the 

early world cinema phases that designated the cinemas of advanced nations, ―core‖ 

of the world.
81
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Dudley Andrew, on the other hand, in his ambitious ongoing project to 

draw an atlas of world cinema, suggests shifting focus from a territorial (nation) to 

an oceanic (globe) model that encourages a ―reassessment of the idea of ‗new 

waves‘ in world cinema.‖
82

 Andrew argues that there are three sets of ―new waves‖; 

the 1960s, the 1980s, and the current century, and each wave reflects different 

phases of world cinema. While the original wave of the 1960s is territorial, i.e. 

national, Andrew argues, a second set of waves in the 1980s ―should be seen first as 

a regional phenomenon.‖ He writes: 

 

[A]s European art cinema was moribund, desperate festivals 

began looking elsewhere for signs of life. And life was found 

in what I call the second set of new waves. By the early ‗80s, 

as if sucked into a vacuum, came films from places never 

before thought of as cinematically interesting or viable: 

Mainland China, Senegal, Mali, Ireland, Taiwan, and Iran. 

This second set of waves is distinct from those of the 1960s 

not only in their provenance but in the way they functioned 

in a greatly changed international system.
83

 

 

A third set of waves was also instigated by film festivals and it is a 

―transnational‖ phase where there are no such ―jetlags‖ between West and East. 
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More and more ‗used to be‘ world cinema masters are now joining the realm of 

―global cinema‖ that is easily defined by Hollywoodesque CGI driven ―avatars of 

animation‖ as Chen Kaige‘s The Promise (2005) exemplifies.
84

 Andrew 

understands ―world cinema‖ as what had replaced ―foreign art cinema‖ during the 

1960s so that he had an excuse to remove any political and revolutionary mark in 

which the term had been sustained for many decades. Now world cinema is, 

according to him, a collective sum of art cinemas, or ―global art cinema‖ (Galt and 

Shoonover, 2009). Andrew‘s ―new waves‖ model is, therefore, no different from 

that of Nowell-Smith and subsequent followers‘ ―wave‖ and ―flow‖ in world 

cinema.  

Thomas Elsaesser, long time aficionado of European art cinema, defines 

world cinema as ―Historically, and semantically, a reworking of third cinema,‖
85

 

that is the cinema of third world countries, if not necessarily political cinema. Yet, 

the master trope of world cinema is clearly changing these days. One lucid 

symptom is, again, Elsaesser‘s recent article. He proclaimed that ―it is time to look 

at European cinema neither from ‗within‘ nor from ‗without,‘ but part of a more 

dynamic as well as fluid totality – that of world cinema.‖
86

 What he means by 

―world cinema‖ is very tactical. He argues that the traditional stance of European 
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cinema which has been represented by a group of auteurs has to be ―second-order‖ 

categories,
87

 and the geopolitical map of European cinema should be located in the 

―world,‖ since most striking cineastes in contemporary Europe come from Europe‘s 

former colonies, and Asian cinema which was previously considered as third world 

cinema has moved to the status of European ‗art‘ films especially in the 

International film festivals. Thus, Elsaesser urges the reconceptualization and 

redrawing of the map of world cinema.
88

  

As such, traditionally, world cinema has been continuously situated in 

the world as viewed from the West in the similar manner to what Edward Said 

claims: that the modern West depends on its colonies for ―self-definition.‖
89

 Most 

predominant discourses on world cinema, nevertheless, had viewed it either as a site 

of resistance (Third cinema theory‘s perspective) or as an unproblematic/natural 

concept of non-western cinema, i.e., every national cinema outside of Hollywood 

and the West. World cinema has too often created confusion with third cinema and 

non-western cinema. Since world cinema has become synonymous with non-

western cinema, and sometimes, third cinema, theorists of this tradition have 

produced a number of issues related to third cinema while asserting the problem of 

world cinema. Therefore, I suggest putting the concept aside, together with equally 
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problematic ―global cinema,‖ and, instead, we need to move on toward a 

transnational film history.  

Throughout the next section, thus, it is my aim to problematize the 

concept, national cinema historiography, itself, then I will move on to examine 

other alternatives - post-national, supranational, and regional cinema - that are no 

less problematic to replace national cinema historiography. As a final point, I will 

define and categorize ―transnational film history‖ by suggesting potential research 

subjects of the field while discussing the important but equally problematic 

―comparative film history.‖ 
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Section Two 

Overcoming the Nation: 

Toward a Theory of Transnational Film History: 

 

In one of the most recent studies of Korean cinema The South Korean Film 

Renaissance, Jinhee Choi overtly promulgates that the book at stake situates ―the 

influence of South Korean cinema in the world film scene within the context of 

globalization by focusing on how the South Korean film industry adapted to 

regional and global demands by modernizing industry practices and elevating film 

production value.‖
90

 Choi, by explicitly delineating that the present phase of 

Korean cinema is de facto a renaissance, argues, in the history of Korean cinema, 

there are two renaissances, or ―golden ages,‖ including the contemporary one. A 

precedent of today‘s affluence is the 1960s‘ Korean cinema when the number of 

commercially successful films ―soared in conjunction with the emergence of a new 

generation of Korean directors,‖
91

 such as Yu Hyun-mok, Shin Sang-ok, Lee Man-

hee, and Kim Ki-deok. Indeed, as both a spatial and temporal term, ―golden age‖ 

has long been circulated in Korean film studies. Kyung Hyun Kim‘s designation of 

the term is, in this account, a fairly representative one. He writes: ―it [the golden 

age] was one of the most profitable and active industries in Asia, producing at its 

peak from 1968 to 1971 over 200 films per year.‖
92

 Although there are significant 

discordances of the periodization of ―golden age,‖ in terms of when it began and 
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ended (Kim 2001; McHugh and Abelmann 2005; Shin and Stringer 2005; Kim 2007; 

Gateward 2007),
93

 it has more or less settled to view the 1960s as Korean cinema‘s 

―golden age.‖ Choi, by contrasting these two historical junctures, claims that the 

early renaissance eventually failed to achieve momentous recognition (from the 

West) since the Park Chung Hee government‘s attempt to modernize the film sector 

fell short for the sake of the regimes‘ highly authoritarian policy over film industry. 

Moreover, it is markedly different from the current renaissance which is a result of 

―the increasing globalization of the world film industry and of Korea‘s striving for 

cultural visibility,‖ according to her.
94

Given that, globalization is not necessarily a 

controversial and contentious process, and it neither leads to the erosion of nation-

state nor ends it. 

The 1990s‘ phenomenal buzzword, ―globalization‖ is often understood as 

courses of ―time-space compression‖ (Harvey 1990) or ―complex connectivity‖ 

(Tomlinson 1999) which has accelerated the cross-border movement of capital, 

commodities, and people, and as a result brought the world closer than ever before, 

and it is, more often than not, perceived as an economic experience encircling such 

trends as economic liberalization, deregulation and the heightened mobility of 

capital, commodities, services and labor around the world. In the field of cinema, 

media, and communication studies, globalization is, based on a political economy 
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approach, nothing more than the synonym of media imperialism, i.e. the 

Disneyization (Bryman 2004; Wasko 2001) or Hollywoodization of the world 

(Schiller 1969, 1972; Guback 1969; Mattelart 1979, 1983; Lee 1980; Tomlinson 

1991; Miller et al, 2005). Although the media imperialism thesis has been criticized 

for its overly simplistic view of the globalization process that cultural 

homogenization, brought on by the globalization process, is destroying the 

autonomy of indigenous cultures, it is still a widely circulating concept especially 

for countries where the Hollywood image industry dominates the market. In line of 

this, Robert Stam and Ella Shohat claim that globalization evokes ―a complex 

realignment of social forces engendering an overpowering wave of global political, 

cultural, and economic interdependency.‖
95

  

Indeed, by the 1990s‘ Korean society, ―globalization‖ was perceived as 

another name of American cultural imperialism. The wave of globalization, which 

had pressured Korean government to open the door of its film market, initially 

faced with strong resistances within the domestic realm. If Choi‘s project had 

started in the mid-1990s, therefore, her perspective would have gone completely 

different directions. For instance, Hyangjin Lee‘s Contemporary Korean Cinema 

was published in 2000. Lee was not aware of Korean cinema‘s global outreach in 

the new millennium, and, naturally, viewed the nation‘s cinema as a prey for 

Hollywood‘s global domination, i.e. ever-expanding capitalist mode of 

accumulation. The opening up of the Korean market to foreign film distribution 

                                           
95

 Ella Shohat and Robert Stam, ―From the Imperial Family to the Transnational Imaginary: 

Media Spectatorship in the Age of Globalization,‖ Global/Local: Cultural Production 

and the Transnational Imaginary, eds. Rob Wilson and Wimal Dissanayake (Durham, 

NC: Duke University Press, 1996), 146. 

 



 

 

  71 

 

companies in 1987, Lee argues, ―worsened the already shrinking Korean film 

industry‖ and the hope lay in the young filmmakers of the 1980s who had been 

armed with the historical consciousness and initiated the National Film 

Movement.
96

 Kyung Hyun Kim had an almost identical concern. Kim claims: ―the 

Korean film marketplace was effectively ―liberalized‖ without consulting 

filmmakers themselves, and the national cinema now had to fight a battle to protect 

its backyard, with the home team advantage removed.‖
97

 

As Alex Haley once wrote that ―History is written by the winners,‖ the 

new millennium‘s Korean film history was being written after the Gyeoul Yeonga 

(Winter Sonata, 2002) momentum in the early 2000s, and the ―new‖ Korean cinema 

and media successfully defended the influx of Hollywood capitals and achieved the 

second renaissance. Therefore, film scholars, holding distinctly shifted perspectives, 

are now arguing that the globalization itself, in the end, benefited Korean cinema 

whose industry is now celebrating the global recognitions and enjoying multiple 

penetrations to adjacent markets. In other words, neoliberal policy helped to build 

up Korean cinema‘s global competitiveness. Choi is, however, not the only one 

whose episteme lies in the neo-liberalism of ―Washington consensus.‖ Shared 

perspectives are everywhere and their rhetoric commonly includes affirmative 

expressions like ―growth,‖ ―success,‖ ―popularity,‖ ―penetration,‖ and 

―globalization.‖ In line with this, Jeeyoung Shin states: ―South Korean cinema has 

undergone remarkable growth over the past decade. By substantially improving 
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technical and aesthetic qualities, and by responding to the sensibilities of 

contemporary Koreans, recent Korean films have distinguished themselves from 

their predecessors.‖
98

 Joo Jeong-suk went further and promulgates that ―the 

dramatic transformation of the Korean film industry and the transnational advance 

of Korean popular culture can provide critics with a unique chance to reexamine the 

assumptions of the nature and process of globalization often seen as a form of 

cultural imperialism.‖
99

 If we accept Joo‘s assertion, Korean cinema is a method 

for dismantling the whole scholarship of critical globalization studies, and he posits 

himself in line with the reverse cultural imperialism school (Rogers and Antola, 

1985; Oliveira 1993; Jin 2007; Park and Curran 2000) and reorienting/re-centering 

globalization practitioners (Straubhar 1991, 1997; Curtin 2007, 2010; Iwabuchi 

2001) that explicitly argues that cultural imperialism, at least in East Asia, is over. 

As such, in a mere ten years, the whole scholarship of Korean cinema in 

Anglophone academe has thoroughly and completely transformed. What has 

happened? How and why are the new generations of film scholars in Korean cinema, 

almost simultaneously, singing a song of victory? When did they all become ardent 

supporters of the neoliberal mode of globalization? Instead of providing direct 

answers for those inquiries, let me move my focus slightly toward the Korean 

government‘s cultural policy in the new millennium. 

As a matter of fact, Asia has not been regarded as the major market for 
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Korea for many years due to her almost entire reliance on the West. Asia has just 

been an invisible, dark region for Koreans because for most Koreans the major 

target for products has been consumers in developed countries, that is, Western 

markets. However, like other Asian countries such as Japan and Taiwan, during the 

late 1990s, South Korea finally turned its attention to the Asian marketplace again, 

after having long ignored it since the 1960s, when the government embraced the 

―Globalization‖ slogan as a reaction to the economic globalization process as 

Samuel S. Kim has illustrated in Korea’s Globalization.
100

 In 2003, contrary to 

previous presidents‘ political slogans, ―Globalization‖ (Kim Young Sam‘s Segyehwa) 

and inter-Korean issues (Kim Dae Joong‘s sunshine policy), president Roh Moo 

Hyun‘s government was labeled ―an era of Northeast Asia,‖ and proclaimed that 

South Korea must actively participate in the new era by becoming a hub in the 

region (Shin 2006). Roh‘s policy and current trends in the Asian film marketplace 

have affected the nation-bounded South Korean film industry. Since then, with a 

new president and former entrepreneur Lee Myeong Bak, business effectiveness, 

neoliberalism, and export-driven policy have affected every sector of Korean 

society. 

Thus, recent discourses on the Asian cultural market continuously repeat 

that Korean cinema should co-operate with Korea‘s global corporations, IT business, 

and the government‘s foreign policies to penetrate Asian markets and exploit 

maximum profits to build a ―Global Korea.‖ Kim Joo-sung, President of CJ 

Entertainment, remarked: 
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The ultimate goal of the media business in CJ Entertainment 

is to produce and supply the best-quality contents in Asia, 

and grow to become ‗Asia‘s number one total entertainment 

group.‘ We want to be recognized alongside the pre-existing 

industrial players like semiconductor, manufacturers, 

shipbuilding companies, and automobile manufacturers, as 

one of the ‗world‘s best Korean companies.
101

 

 

As cultural critic Chen Kuan-Hsing disparages in the context of Taiwan, Korea is 

dreaming of a ―sub-empire‖ at least in the Asian cultural market.
102

 Under these 

political and economic circumstances, history, or ‗history projects‘ are requested to 

collaborate to the nation-states‘ official policy. The new studies of Korean cinema 

and its history are, thus, celebrating this new century, and, as the latest header of the 

region‘s cultural industries, they argue, Korea should bear the burden of the leader. 

Yet, in this collective project of reconstructing the nation‘s film history, what has 

totally disappeared is the history itself. This ―new‖ renaissance of Korean cinema, 

no matter it is defined, is the crest phase in the history of Korean cinema, and, under 

the strong conviction of the evolutionary, developmental model, contemporary 

Korean cinema is the nation‘s cinema history par excellence. Paul Willemen‘s 
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words echo in this context. For Willemen, globalization teaches us ―to forget history 

while equating capitalism as a mode of production with its contemporary US 

version,‖
103

 and it obfuscates the debate of cultural imperialism, 

colonial/postcolonial condition, and the uneven development of the cinema industry 

while de-historicizing and de-politicizing differences and real boundaries.  

What will happen if film scholars no longer write the history? Marc 

Bloch once said: ―when the passions of the past blend with the prejudices of the 

present, human reality is reduced to a picture in black and white.‖
104

 Let me tell 

you one example. It has been said, among Korean film studies, that Asian cinemas 

have embraced a ―new‖ era of regional collaborations since the turn of the century. 

What I mean by ―new,‖ however, does not signify that this business movement is an 

unprecedented one. Korean image industries‘ regional popularities and multiple 

coproductions with other Asian partners, as well as receiving continuous awards 

from the international film festivals led Korean film and media scholars to be 

exceedingly excited. Dal Yong Jin and Dong Hoo Lee claimed that ―cultural works 

in Japan, China, Korea, Hong Kong, and Taiwan were made largely for domestic 

markets…local filmmakers and broadcasters never collaborated out of their 

countries.‖
105

 Therefore this is necessarily a ―new‖ phenomenon, and it is closely 

related to the globalization process according to their ―hypothesis.‖ I do not 
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completely negate their arguments. Indeed, globalization has increased the speed 

and engendered the mode of practice and the size of production. The regional 

structure of film industry has, for sure, entered a new phase of cinematic 

collaborations in Asia. Yet, the discourse of a ―new‖ phenomenon neglects the 

history as if the past has nothing to do with, or cannot tell anything about the 

current dizzying speed of globalization - the perspective I resist and, indeed, have 

extensively researched and written substantially to rehistoricize the forgotten 

networks in Asia during the 1950s and 60s.  

While everyone sings a song of glory, the history has been abandoned. 

This is a great irony of Korean film historiography today. In its exclusive, fixed, and 

monolithic notion of national cinema, border-crossing agents – traveling films, 

capitals, and people - have long been overlooked and failed to secure pages to fit in. 

Korean cinema has been treated as if it is not a worthy object of transnational 

studies, compared to China, India, and European countries. And Korean film 

historians, therefore, have paid only scant attention to minorities (including women), 

diasporas, regional collaborations of the past, film industry and policy under 

American occupations, transnational stardoms, transnational formation of film 

genres, and the role of international or regional film festivals. None of the subjects 

above has been extensively researched, considered, or written by far.  

If globalization erases history, it is time to reconstruct and write the 

forgotten, neglected, and abandoned history of cinema. We should not follow the 

already established, familiar, and comfortable rhetoric of national cinema 

historiography. Instead, I argue that the history of national cinema should be 

accompanied with the transnational film history that, examines cinemas within, 
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beyond, and between the nation-states. Throughout the following pages, thus, I will 

scrutinize the limits of the national cinema model, and summarize the current 

discourse of transnational cinema. Finally, in the last section, I will introduce and 

theorize the concept of transnational film history. 

The Limits of National Cinema and Cinema Studies’ Transnational Turn 

The concept of transnational cinema has been widely circulated since the late 1990s, 

posited itself in the pantheon of ―catch-all‖ terms like globalization, and rapidly 

worn out as an academic cliché that almost every single new book, whether the 

study actually engages with the concept or not, contains ―transnational‖ in its title. 

However, like globalization, film studies and the discourse of the transnational has 

neither been rigorously theorized nor appropriately defined until recently. In the 

first anthology of this kind, Elizabeth Ezra and Terry Rowden assert that the pre-

dominant definition, ―the global forces that link people or institutions across 

nations,‖ is not in itself a new phenomenon. Instead, according to the authors, what 

is new are ―the conditions of financing, production, distribution and reception of 

cinema today.‖
106

 The authors are referring to Hollywood as their central foci, and 

they argue that the rapidly changing Hollywood film industry epitomizes the 

concept of transnationalism. Although the key role in U.S. cultural imperialism 

cannot be ignored, the impossibility of maintaining a strict dichotomy between 

Hollywood cinema and its ―others‖ also needs to be recognized. The cultural 

hybridization of Hollywood directors in recent years, and the aftermath of Asian 
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filmmakers and world-wide actors problematize the predominant dichotomy of 

―Hollywood‖ as the entertainment and ―foreign film‖ as ―art-house circuit‖ films 

since increasing number of ―foreign‖ popular films have gained popular success at 

the U.S. box office. Although Ezra and Rowden attempted to complete the difficult 

mission, defining transnational cinema, their constricted definition required further 

considerations. 

As a response, several academic activities, including conferences, 

journals, and single volume books and anthologies, sprang out here and there. 

Above all, the launch of a new journal, which is exclusively dedicated to the study 

of the subject, Transnational Cinemas, introduced its first issue in 2010. In this 

inaugural issue, Song Hwee Lim and Will Higbee contributed a thoroughly 

comprehensive and inspiring article, which maps out the current literatures of the 

subject, and ambitiously propose their new and definitive methodology, namely 

―critical transnationalism‖ in film studies. They delineate that the emergence of 

transnational cinema scholarships in film studies attributed to ―a wider 

dissatisfaction expressed by scholars working across the humanities with the 

paradigm of the national as a means of understanding production, consumption and 

representation of cultural identity in an increasingly interconnected, multicultural 

and polycentric world.‖
107

 Lim and Higbee categorized three main approaches film 

studies have applied to theorizing the transnational cinema studies that the authors 

find insufficient to interpret productively the interface between global/local, and 

national/transnational. The first group sees the national model as ‗limiting,‘ as 
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Higson argues, and focuses on questions of production, distribution and exhibition 

that I discussed in the previous section. A second approach discusses the subject as 

a regional phenomenon ―by examining film cultures/national cinemas which invest 

in a shared cultural heritage and/or geo-political boundary.‖
108

 Sheldon Lu‘s 

Transnational Chinese Cinemas and a series of works by Tim Bergfelder and other 

European film scholars, such as Sarah Street, Sue Harris, and Alastair Phillips 

belong to this category.
109

 Finally, the discourse of transnational cinema has 

strongly been associated with the study of diasporic, exilic and postcolonial 

cinemas. Having been influenced or collaborated with such cultural studies, 

sociology, and postcolonial studies scholars (Appadurai 1996; Gilroy 1995; Hall 

1990; Bhaba 1990, Ong 1996), this type of transnational cinema scholars focus, 

Lim and Higbee argue, on ―exile, diasporic or postcolonial film-makers working 

within the West and are keenly aware of power relations between center/margin, 

insider/outsider, as well as the continual negotiation between the global and local 
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that often extends beyond the host/home binary in transnational or diasporic 

cinema.‖
110

 Among the three approaches they examine, this last category needs 

further elucidation. 

Hamid Naficy is arguably the most representative figure in this category. 

In his seminal study Accented Cinema, Naficy proposed a new analytical term 

―accented cinema‖ which is a concept that is concerned with ―the films that 

postcolonial, Third World filmmakers have made in their Western sojourn since the 

1960s,‖
111

 and there are three types of films that constitute it: exilic, diasporic, and 

ethnic.
112

 Right through the study, Naficy defined transnational cinema which 

―concerned with the output of filmmakers who not only inhabit interstitial spaces of 

the host society but also work on the margins of the mainstream film industry.‖
113

 

Their ‗alternative‘ mode of production and aesthetics are characterized as 

independent, personal, artisanal, interstitial, third cinema, collective, ethnic, 

immigrant, or exilic.
114

 Along with Laura Mark‘s equally influential study The Skin 
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of the Film which ambitiously introduces her term ―intercultural cinema,‖
115

 Naficy 

and his theory is in the end inadequate to represent the concept of transnational 

cinema since postcolonial, interstitial, intercultural, exilic, and diasporic all can be 

subsumed to the wider term transnational cinema, and are not necessarily limited to 

their uses. Moreover, Naficy‘s interpretation of transnational cinema is, eventually, 

vulnerable when it moves across the boundary of ‗accented‘ cinema geographically 

and thematically, especially when we apply the concept to contemporary East Asian 

cinema. 

Indeed, cinema studies‘ implication of transnationalism, in many ways, is 

in debt to other disciplines‘ interpretations of the term, most representatively in 

sociology and political science that emphasizes the migrations of people, ideas, and 

goods across national borders. On the other hand, communication studies and 

particularly media industry scholars read transnationalism as the logic of new 

globalized film environment and economic condition – ―a special instance of 

globalization‖ as Randall Halle puts it.
116

 As such, in more recent studies, film 

scholars such as Chris Berry, Mette Hjort, Yoshimoto Mitsuhiro,
117

 and Song Hwee 
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Lim, by denying to provide a single, definitive definition of transnational cinema 

nor abandoning it altogether, suggest not ―taking the ‗transnational‘ for granted‖ 

and understand the term as ―multi-functional.‖
118

 In line with this, Mette Hjort, in a 

new anthology World Cinemas, Transnational Perspectives, argues:  

 

It would be helpful in my view to use the term ―transnational‖ 

as a scalar concept allowing for the recognition of strong or 

weak forms of transnationality…we need a detailed typology 

that links the concept of transnationalism to different models 

of cinematic production, each motivated by specific concerns 

and designed to achieve particular effects.
119

  

 

 

In a similar vein, Chris Berry, rather than abandoning it, proposes to 

rethink ―transnational‖ as a ―larger arena connecting differences, so that a variety of 

regional, national, and local specificities impact upon each other in various types of 
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relationships ranging from synergy to contest.‖
120

 He went further than this, and 

urges us to rethink the national cinema paradigm. Berry suggests a new analytic 

framework ―cinema and the national‖ in his recent book China on Screen, which 

was co-written by Mary Farquhar, by arguing, although current successes of Hong 

Kong and mainland Chinese filmmakers‘ productions in the U.S. brought the active 

discourses on the transnationalization of contemporary cinema, that ―the national in 

the transnational‖ is still valid and even more vital than ever.
121

 Berry and Farquhar 

stress that the cinemas of Hong Kong, Taiwan, mainland China, and Chinese 

diasporas cannot be discussed just in the ‗all too easy‘ umbrella term transnational 

cinema since the national presence in implicit/explicit ways in ―Chinese cinematic 

images and narrative repertoires,‖
122

 and the national factor in these films should 

be transformed from the ‗obsolete‘ approach of the national which took the national 

for granted, to the analytic framework of ‗cinema and the national‘ which considers 

the national as a contested and construed one, and can produce different views and 

focuses in this larger analytic framework.
123

 In other words, Berry urges us to 

depart from the old concept of ―national cinema‖ that locates films ―in relation to 

the assumed singular culture of a nation-state,‖ and consider the national as a 

multidimensional problem, which captures the ―complexity of the national in the 
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transnational era.‖
124

 

I have summarized and discussed the cinema studies‘ implication of the 

―transnational,‖ by providing key arguments, definitions, and debates. However, I 

should define and theorize a different level of concept that is a transnational film 

history (TNFH). At one level, generally speaking, the term TNFH denotes a history 

of transnational cinema which designates histories of exilic, diasporas, interstitial, 

and intercultural cinema. Or, if we use the definitions of media economics, 

communication, and film industry studies, then this history easily merges to the 

history or historical condition of Hollywood‘s global domination, i.e. the history of 

cinematic globalization from the beginning to the present. However, my definition 

of TNFH leaves the whole discourse of transnational cinema aside. Then, what is 

TNFH by the way? In the following pages, I will try to shape the preliminary, but 

strong enough to stand on its own, proposal of a new theory of TNFH. 

Transnational Film History: Theory and Practice 

TNFH is neither a fixed nor rigid notion but rather a flexible and inclusive one. As 

Chris Berry puts forward the ―rethinking‖ of the national cinema model, TNFH 

does not throw the previous model, national cinema, away. Instead, I propose to 

comprehend TNFH as a mutually beneficial concept. For the last seven decades, 

since the 1930s, the cinema studies discipline, together with area studies, have filed, 

and are still producing, a substantial amount of national cinema histories as I 

extensively historicized in the previous section, ranging from European more 

―advanced‖ cinemas to newly emerging Korean, Nigerian, Iranian, and Thai 
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cinemas. National cinema historiography, from its very inception, has adopted and 

developed a Darwinian evolutionary model, particularly for non-Western nations. 

Most new national cinema history books are published after the moment of the 

countries global recognition by way of the international film festival circuits. In 

other words, whenever ―new waves‖ emerge at the film festival, within a few years, 

they are followed by textbook histories. In fact, during the watershed epoch of 

national cinema histories in Anglophone academe, from the late 1980s to the 1990s, 

film historians, or film scholars in general, whose specialties reside in single 

national cinema, and who actually came from the country of their subjects, began 

their studies with almost identical sentences, such as, ―Many foreigners, 

disappointingly ignorant about China, are surprised to learn that the People‘s 

Republic makes almost 150 films a year, and exhibits them to an audience officially 

numbered at 27 billion?‖
125

 or ―The film industry in Egypt has a past. Its outlines 

began to take shape in the twenties, after which it developed slowly until 1927 

when Egypt began to comprehend and appreciate the artistic meaning of the 

cinema,‖
126

 or ―the beginning of cinema in Turkey dates back to the late 1890s, 

when private screenings were held in the palace for the sultan‘s court.‖
127

 The 

national cinema history model is indeed a powerful apparatus, especially for those 

who do not possess ―internationally recognized‖ film authors like Kurosawa Akira, 
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Mizoguchi Kenji, Satyajit Ray, Mrinal Sen, and/or Youssef Chahine. This type of 

―genre‖ literatures has two sets of ―consented‖ narratives; 1) auteurs-centered 

narrative and 2) state-intervention narrative as I already discussed. Most national 

cinema histories fit snugly into one or the other. Those histories, with only a few 

exceptions like contemporary Korea, PRC, Hong Kong, and India, have cried out 

for the recognition from the Anglophone cinema studies field, and promoted their 

―not-yet-fully appreciated‖ nation‘s respected film directors in their narrative. 

However, it is not my intention to blame the whole genre altogether, but raise a set 

of multiple problems. 

TNFH begins from a certain group of film scholars‘ collective 

discontents that the previous accounts of the dominant national cinema 

historiography - its post hoc evolutionary narrative, cultural essentialism, one-sided 

negative consequences of the state-interventions, and authors/masterpieces-centered 

descriptions - have failed to concede, or even suppressed, various transnational 

actors and agents that do not appropriately fit into the pantheon of national cinema. 

Cinematic coproductions, inter-state organizations, diasporas/exiles, and migrant 

film workers, non-nation based film festivals, cinematic movements, events, and 

people that naturally transcend the boundary of the nation-state, technological 

developments in the regional scale, cold war cultural policy and its impact on film 

culture and industry, regionally collaborated independent/avant-garde 

films/filmmakers, and many more subjects are left untold. Moreover, such aspects 

have been neglected, dismissed, and only briefly discussed in myriad national 

cinema histories. Therefore, in this section and throughout the entire dissertation, I 

will bring the forgotten subjects back to the history through the perspective of 



 

 

  87 

 

TNFH. However, as a theory, TNFH should be properly defined, categorized, and 

practiced. If this is the study of the ways in which past (or present) film cultures and 

industries have been shaped by the entente, negotiations, and multilateral 

relationships that have transcended the borders of nation states, the previous 

scholarships on world cinema, global cinema, and, more closely, comparative film 

history are not necessarily bounded in the single nation-state as well, and, moreover, 

in fact they are encouraging to the widening of the scope of national cinema studies. 

After that, how can my notion of TNFH be distinguished from other kinds of 

concepts, which also scrutinize cinemas beyond their national boundaries? I argue 

that TNFH stands out from other methods of writing film history above, and I will 

bring in the history discipline‘s debates on the transnational history, which was 

ignited in the early 1990s to expound and justify the value of TNFH. 

What is Transnational Film History? 

Since Ian Tyrrell‘s paradigm-shift article ―American Exceptionalism in an Age of 

International History‖ was first published in American Historical Review (AHR) in 

1991, the history discipline in the US has been debating the new concept of 

transnational history. While explicitly criticizing the legacies of nationalism and 

national exceptionalism in the study of American history, Tyrrell asserts that the 

national perspectives must be ―historicized and relativized by developing a new 

historiographical project organized in terms of a simultaneous consideration of 

differing geographical scales-the local, the national, and the transnational-in 

American historical thought.‖
128

 Having been influenced by French Annales school 

                                           
128

 Ian Tyrrell, ―American Exceptionalism in an Age of International History,‖ American 

Historical Review 96.4 (October 1991): 1033. 



 

 

  88 

 

of social history and World-system practitioners, particularly Braudell and 

Wallerstein, Tyrrell proposes several complementary ways to construct transnational 

history that are regional analysis, environmental history, and the study of 

organizations, movements, and ideologies. In response to Tyrrell, David Thelen, one 

of the most respected historians in the field, published an equally important piece, 

and Thelen wrote that he and other colleagues of transnational history ―wanted to 

explore how people and ideas and institutions and cultures moved above, below, 

through, and around, as well as within, the nation-state, to investigate how well 

national borders contained or explained how people experienced history,‖ and he 

continues, ―to make our project recognizable to others we tried to find a single term 

to encompass the many questions…we finally settled on transnational.‖
129

  

Thus, in the field of American history, by the new millennium, 

transnational history has been settled in the rather rigid discipline but it now to 

some extent has a consent definition which implies, according to Patricia Seed, ―a 

comparison between the contemporary movement of groups, goods, technology, or 

people across national borders and the transit of similar or related objects or people 

in an earlier time.‖
130

 Therefore, its central concerns are ―movements, flows, and 

circulation.‖
131

 Pertaining to the practice of transnational history, Erik Van Der 

Vleuten, a historian of science and technology, suggests three areas of transnational 
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history: the study of cross-border flows, the historical role of international non-

governmental organizations, and the de-centering of the nation-state from its 

position as the principle organizing category for scholarly inquiry, and spotlights 

other scales of lived history.
132

 

However, if transnational history is solely defined as the study of 

movements and forces that ―cut across national boundaries,‖
133

 as an international 

history practitioner Akira Iriye states, and applied the designation to this study, 

TNFH should be defined as the history of film movements, technology, 

organizations, people, and industries that are not bounded in a single nation-state. 

Yet it should not employ a comparative history method, coined by Marc Bloch in 

1925 (translated into English in 1953), which compares two or three nation-states. 

Comparative history is essentially ―a tool for dealing with problems of 

explanation.‖
134

 What does it mean if a historian ―compares‖? Bloch writes, ―He 

(the historian) selects two or more phenomena which appear at first sight to be 

analogous and which occur in one or more social milieus. He finds out how these 

phenomena resemble or differ from one another, traces their evolution, and, as far 

as possible, explains the similarities and differences.‖
135

The most obvious pitfalls of 
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the method is, however, the tendency to compare whole countries and to take for 

granted the primacy of the national unit of analysis, therefore, the method is in the 

end reifying national exceptionalism.
136

 Moreover, as Bloch himself acknowledges, 

comparative history as a method is exceedingly difficult to conduct, and 

comparisons are valuable only when ―they are based upon factual studies which are 

detailed, critical, and well-documented,‖
137

and therefore the method can only be 

achieved by ―a small group of historians,‖ like Bloch and other Annales school 

protégés. Hence, if we bring the comparative history method into the field of film 

history, by creating the new field ―comparative film history,‖ the end products will 

not be different from the previous national cinema history model since, by 

comparing with and contrasting to the ―other‖ national cinema, he or she will find 

and reinforce the particularities and exceptional qualities of their national cinemas. 

TNFH is, considering the pitfalls of comparative history, the most appropriate and 

effective method that is, borrowing from David Thelen, a single term to encompass 

the many questions, if not a ―catch-for-all‘ method. Although it entails certain 

degrees of ambiguity, TNFH is an exceptionally functional concept, and it, from its 

nature, requires a collaborative scholarship. 

TNFH is, if I may repeat, not an exclusive but rather an inclusive and 

flexible concept. I do not claim that the national cinema is an obsolete and therefore 

vanishing model. It is still there and functions in its own right. However, as many of 

us – film historians – have agreed, the previous national cinema model is 
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particularly vulnerable to and suspicious of boundary-crossing ideas, institutions, 

and people. TNFH, instead, is justly powerful when its research tasks are associated 

with the above subjects. And, indeed, some historians in the field of European 

cinema and Asian cinema have already done significant studies that are fairly 

appropriate for my definition of TNFH. Their studies are varied. But if I may 

categorize them, the previous studies that fit well under TNFH method are manifold: 

the historical study of cinematic coproduction, exile, diasporas, and migrant film 

workers and their inter-cultural influences, and non-governmental organizations and 

the role and impact of the international film festivals. To provide more concrete and 

comprehensible ideas of TNFH, therefore, I will demonstrate a few instances of 

recent scholarly works done by those new film historians. First, in the following 

section, cinematic coproduction studies will be discussed. 

Cinematic Coproduction: A Laboratory of Transnational Film History
138

 

Cinematic coproduction is, indeed, a notoriously dubious entity to most nation-

based film historians. Susan Hayward, while discussing France-Italy co-productions 

during the 1950s and 1960s, refers to co-productions as a ―murky area‖ and a 

―thorny problem,‖
139

 and in a similar vein, Roy Armes denounces the co-

production films as being ―designed for an anonymous international audience and 

with pretensions which were commercial rather than artistic.‖
140

 South Korean film 
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historian Lee Young-il, in his ‗bible‘ on Korean film history which was written in 

1968, uses the term ―denationalized‖ film
141

 when he refers to Hong Kong-South 

Korean co-productions, and Yu Hyun-mok, who directed Obaltan (The Aimless 

Bullet) in 1961, accuses co-productions as a ―problem‖ of national cinema which 

satisfied low-class audiences‘ shallow desires.
142

 Why has cinematic co-production 

constantly been considered to be a ―problem‖? British film scholar Mark Betz‘s 

account many be a guide to solving the puzzle. He argues that ―co-productions are a 

problem for national cinema, and that problem is connected with Americanization 

and cultural imperialism.‖
143

 Since for most Euro-American film scholars, popular 

cinema has been a synonym for Hollywood cinema, and to protect and distinguish 

Europe‘s ―highbrow‖ culture from Hollywood‘s ―lowbrow‖ mass entertainment, 

European art films, for them, had to be studied in terms of aesthetics and national-

cultural elements, not economics. Thus, popularity signifies a commercial betrayal 

of national tradition, and such genre films as spaghetti westerns, horror, and sex 

films in Italy, and ―Tradition of Quality‖ in France were despised and often ignored 

by most scholars in European cinema (Nowell-Smith and Ricci, 1998; Forbes and 

Street, 2000; Bergfelder, 2005 and 2006; Betz, 2001; Everett, 2005; Eleftheriotis, 

2001; Jackel, 2003, Elsaesser, 2006). 
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As such, historicizing the cinematic coproduction has not produced 

enough eminent researches yet, and it is still in its infant phase. Anne Jackel, a UK-

based cine-economist, has been constantly exploring this issue and her recent book, 

The European Film Industries, has expanded the scope and contributed to this field 

in great ways. Jackel traces an industrial history of European co-production. She 

asserts that co-productions between France and Italy during the 1950s and 1960s 

had greatly contributed to the resuscitation of the two industries, and argues that 

France-Italy co-production films were far less French-centered and more European, 

less conservative and more generous than French films. Jackel points out that many 

European art films were also co-productions.
144

 However, these films were hardly 

ever examined as co-productions. The name of the auteur transcends the discourse 

as Betz argued. In terms of French film history, the period prior to nouvelle vague 

was often regarded as a pro tem era. On the other hand, the study of co-production 

and popular cinema proves that the period (1950s) was not one of inert transition 

but one of intense cultural activity at a time of remarkable international economic 

and ideological changes. Similar to or having been influenced by Jackel‘s studies, 

Marc Silverman scrutinizes the 1950s‘ East Germany and French coproduction 

films
145

 and Tamara L. Falicov, an Argentinian film historian, reconstructs the 
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practice of Roger Corman-Hector Oliviera co-productions during the 1980s.
146

 Tim 

Bergfelder has recently added a new and seminal volume International Adventures: 

German Popular Cinema and European Co-Productions in the 1960s that remaps 

the 1960s German popular genre films and its remarkably linked network with other 

European film industries, by placing this history, in Bergfelder‘s words, ―within the 

wider parameters of European film history,‖ and he adds that the aim of the book is 

―to focus specifically on and to write a history of the hitherto under-researched and 

particular areas of production practices and distribution patterns and particular areas 

of contemporary reception.‖
147

  

If we turn our attention to another area of the atlas, East Asia, cinematic 

coproduction is still a rarely studied, if not totally ignored, subject except for a few 

studies done mostly by Hong Kong film historians (Yau 2000; Fu and Desser 2001; 

Kar and Bren 2005; Fu 2008). Kinnia Yau Shuk-ting, a Hong Kong-based film 

historian, is, however, by far the only scholar who has been studying the issue 

comprehensively. Her extensively researched Japanese and Hong Kong Film 

Industries, though, fell into the trap of comparative film history and failed to 

circumvent the danger of the method‘s defect by concluding that the early Japan-

Hong Kong collaborations, in the end, benefitted the Hong Kong film industry, not 

vice-versa. The tradition, she argues, generated the unique aesthetic style of Hong 
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Kong cinema in the 1960s.
148

 Apart from the previously mentioned hazard, Yau‘s 

comparative film history entails some fundamental problems since her contention of 

the early Asian film network, initiated by Japan during its imperial adventure and 

immediate postwar period, was designed to ―counteract the powerful network set up 

by the American film industry.‖ Therefore, by using the highly problematic and 

inappropriate expression ―friendship‖ between Japan, Hong Kong, and Manchuria 

in her text, she continuously blurs such pivotal issues as colonial expansionism and 

its exploitational nature.
149

 In view of this, film historians of Korea, Japan, and 

China should cooperate to better understand the history and construct the field of 

TNFH. As such, cinematic coproduction in Asia needs more research, and, as I 

illustrated above, cinematic coproduction is a ―laboratory‖ of TNFH. The subject 

lays over some of the most debatable, both spatial-temporal and historical, periods 

in twentieth-century Asia: the colonial period‘s coproduction between colonizer 

(Japan) and colonized (Korea, Taiwan, China, and Manchuria), the American 

Occupation period‘s collaboration with the ―new‖ colonizer‘s cultural agents, and 

the 1960s‘ inter-regional, and trans-regional networks between Korea, Japan, 

Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore, and even India.
150

 Those subjects are still in a 
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critical and historiographic void, and they are prevalent enough to merit serious 

study to revise the dominant notion of national cinema historiography in Asia when 

conducted collaboratively. 

Exile, Diasporas, and “Media Capital” 

Exiled, diasporic, and migrant film workers, including directors, cinematographers, 

and performers, have been rarely studied especially for those newly emerged 

national cinema histories. In European cinema studies, for the last few years, these 

―cultural travelers‖ who did not necessarily work in Hollywood after their 

departures but in other parts of Europe, particularly London and Paris, have been 

celebrated, and wielded a significant number of academic outcomes. Jan-

Christopher Horak, in 1993, expressed the difficulties histories of cinema have had 

in situating émigré activities within national borders. He writes: 

 

The history of exile film must not be considered as a 

peripheral aspect of the national canon of individual 

countries of exile; it needs to be seen as part of German film 

history, running parallel to the film of the ‗Third Reich,‘ as a 

piece of film culture associated with a non-fascist ‗other 

Germany.‘
151

  

 

Horak claims to take account of émigré filmmakers and their films into the 

boundary of German national cinema, and his assertion has its own value because, 

by the time he was writing the piece, German film historians had attempted to keep 

émigré film workers out of its national frame. However, émigré, exiled, and 
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diaspora film workers are crucially important actors in TNFH and should not be 

bounded in or brought back to the national cinema. Instead, I suggest shifting the 

frame toward transnational ground where films, people, movements, collaborations, 

and spaces are not restricted and caged in the nation-state. Therefore, we can 

examine how film directors and cinematographers ―absorbed contemporary ideas 

and practices in the visual and decorative arts, and in architecture and urban design, 

and reworked and disseminated these recurring visions, themes, styles and motifs to 

a wider public‖
152

 during the interwar period Europe, and the role of the cities in 

the period‘s Europe, i.e. Berlin, London, and Paris where ―definitions of the era‘s 

cinematic production became determined‖
153

 as Alastair Phillips traced the émigré 

filmmakers in Paris in City of Darkness, City of Light. Having considered the 

importance of cities, Michael Curtin provides, in this regard, a greatly useful 

concept he aptly named ―media capital‖ that are ―sites of mediation, location where 

complex forces and flows interact.‖
154

 Curtin examines cities like Bombay, Cairo, 

and Hong Kong which have long been centers for the finance, production, and 

distribution of films and television programs.
155

 Instead of accepting the media 

imperialism school‘s thesis that, following Herbert Schiller‘s classic definition, 
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―under the aegis of world system,‖ there is only ―a one-directional flow of 

information from core to periphery,‖ and it represents ―the reality of power,‖
156

 

Curtin‘s polycentric project entails more room to discuss transnational factors of 

global entertainment environment, and, for TNFH practitioners, the concept of 

media capital will help to historicize these centers of popular media products by 

avoiding the danger of ethnographic studies of how cinemas of each nation circulate 

as various formats in their localities, regions, and major metropolitan cities in 

America. In view of this, Poshek Fu‘s recent anthology China Forever: The Shaw 

Brothers and Diasporic Cinema is not only a timely addition to the film history 

literature but the representative work that TNFH has sought after. As the bold title 

connotes, Fu argues that, in the 1960s, the Shaw Brothers created a ―transnational 

network that linked all Chinese outside of post-revolutionary China into a cultural 

community in which images of a mythical China reigned.‖
157

 With calling the 

Shaw Brothers a ―diasporic cinema,‖ TNFH practitioners can approach the subject 

from multiple angles, perspectives, and epistemological considerations. The pivotal 

issue of the national, postwar diasporas in Asia, cinematic coproductions, film 

festivals, and transnational migrant cultural workers are all discussed in China 

Forever. TNFH practitioners, accordingly, should cross over their comfortable 

scholarly zones and co-operate with each other to draw many new atlases of TNFH. 
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Non-Governmental Organizations, Inter-State Institutions, and Film Festivals 

Finally, and no less significant than the previous factors, non-governmental film 

organizations, institutions, and international film festivals have not been 

historicized seriously, either. Indeed, nation-centered film history has little place to 

discuss such issues. ECAFE (Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East), 

UNESCO (United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization), 

ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations), APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic 

Cooperation), and, more recently, AFIN (Asian Film Industry Network), based in 

Korea, should be rigorously studied in terms of their roles to generate regional 

funds for education, training, and grants for young film directors that are never less 

important than the single nation-state‘s support and regulation for domestic film 

industry but have hardly been studied thus far. Those studies should be incorporated 

with postwar America‘s hegemony over Asia and Europe, and the 1950s and 1960s 

cold war cultural policy that influenced every aspect of semi-colonized, periphery 

nation-states‘ popular cultures. For instance, international film festivals have been 

the battlefield of regional power politics and international relations, and they are 

directly related to the local governments‘ cultural economies including tourisms and 

leisure, local media industries, and even job creations. George Yudice‘s term 

―expediency of culture‖ is, in this regard, the right tool to comprehend the current 

film festival economy.
158

 Yudice argues that ―art has completely folded into an 

expanded conception of culture that can solve problems, including job 

creation…culture is no longer experienced, valued, or understood as 
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transcendent.‖
159

 Culture now performs a function that enhances education, reduces 

racial prejudice, and brings cultural tourism as well as creates jobs and even makes 

a profit which completely transformed to what Yudice calls ―cultural economy‖ or 

―cultural capitalism‖ as Jeremy Rifkin terms. 

As a matter of fact, we are seeing the blossoming of film festival studies 

in the cinema studies discipline. University of St. Andrews, in Scotland, has been 

publishing its annual Film Festival Yearbook that contains cutting-edge new articles 

on film festivals since 2009
160

, and arguably the first historical study of this kind, 

Marijke de Valck‘s Film Festivals: from European Geopolitics to Global Cinephilia 

came out in 2008. Along with Valck, Elsaesser and Julian Stringer argue that the 

annual international film festival is a very European phenomenon, and the history of 

the international film festival, prior to the 1970s, can be condensed into three 

European film festivals, Venice, Cannes, and Berlin, if we exclude the relative 

latecomer Moscow, which was initiated in 1959.
161

 Their Euro-centric perspectives, 

however, ignore ‗the other‘ film festivals in other parts of the globe indeed. In his 
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widely circulated article, Elsaesser brought in Pusan, the main film festival in Korea, 

as a clear example of how the ―phenomenon‖ disseminated to Asia during the 

1990s.
162

 In line with this, Dudley Andrew presented comparable ideas in his 

public presentation at the tenth anniversary Pusan International Film Festival in 

2005.
163

 What Valck, Elsaesser, and Andrew, and their ―wave‖ models, failed to 

notice is, however, the very presence of the Asian Film Festival which initiated in 

1954, only three years after the inception of the Berlin film festival, and subsequent 

flows of film festivals within the region, were not necessarily influenced by the 

European festivals models, not to mention the Communist block‘s answer to the 

Asian Film Festival that was inaugurated by PRC and North Korea during the late 

1950s. Yet, the Asian Film Festival and other postwar regional film festivals in the 

non-Western world have not been properly historicized. There is a single rationale 

behind this paucity of scholarships. The Asian Film Festival and other equally 

important festivals in Asia during the Cold War phase were not bounded in a single 

nation. They were mostly regionally constructed entities, and were closely tied to 

non-governmental organizations or cultural policies of the postwar hegemonic 

supremacy of Washington. Therefore, upon the tradition of national cinema 

historiography, those early film festivals found no place to fit in despite their 

tremendous impacts over each national film industry throughout the period, as I will 

discuss in chapter three. Contemporary film festivals in Asia, therefore, should be 

discussed together with their predecessors. This is why TNFH is important. 
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Conclusion: Rescuing Film History from the Nation 

Borrowing from Prasanjit Duara, we need to ―rescue‖ film history from the nation. 

Duara, a historian of modern China, provokes modern history and its close tie to the 

nation-state that are fundamentally inseparable. Nations, he writes, ―emerge as the 

subject of History just as History emerges as the ground, the mode of being, of the 

nation.‖ In the end, nations are not ―born full-brown out of nothing.‖
164

 Most 

History projects of modern capitalist nation-states, what he termed ―the production 

of national histories,‖ glorify the ancient or eternal character of the nation, i.e. the 

myth of the origin, and often project modern future, by overcoming a ―dark middle 

age of disunity and foreign contamination.‖
165

 Along this line, Eric Cazdyn argues 

that the writing of any national film history is ―inextricably tied to the larger history 

of the nation itself‖ and, for a Japanese film historian, almost every history of 

Japanese cinema has used ―the history of the nation to chart its course.‖
166

 In the 
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end, national cinema historiography is a by-product of the history of the nation. 

National cinema historiography no longer solves the problem despite its 

effectiveness in college educations. We use the textbooks although we all 

acknowledge the false universe of them. Though I do not negate the value of 

college education, film history, as an academic discipline, should reach out beyond 

this purpose. In this study, consequently, I suggested a new sub-field of cinema 

studies - TNFH. Certainly, TNFH is not new at all inasmuch as transnational cinema  

studies itself has its own lineage for at least a decade, but it has not, if I am not 

completely wrong, been consistently and rigorously defined and/or theorized. As I 

repeatedly claimed, TNFH is an open category. Any historical research that is not 

bounded in a single nation-state can claim its transnational quality of study. For the 

last few years, we have witnessed the burgeoning of film histories that have 

significantly turned their attentions toward the transnational. TNFH is indeed very 

difficult to achieve. Any TNFH practitioner should perform considerable sites-

specific researches that are not limited to a single nation-state. Therefore, although 

he/she is not required to speak multiple languages, to be a transnational film 

historian, one should acquire substantial knowledge on two or more national 

cinemas as a prerequisite quality. TNFH is not the ultimate solution, nor a catch-for-

all term. However, it will function as an alternative model to the previous national-

centered film historiography. As a mutually-beneficial method, TNFH is not yet 

fully defined, and it needs further refinements and collaborations with fellow film 

historians. Countless research subjects are awaiting TNFH practitioners, and this 

dissertation is just a humble part of a collective enterprise.
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Chapter Two 

Conceptualizing the Transnational Asian Studio System: 

Technology, Nation-State, and Globalization in Cold War Asian Cinema 

 

Introduction 

There came into existence a cultural and industrial phenomenon that I call the 

―Transnational Asian Studio System (TNASS)‖ in the 1950s, roughly between 

1953and 1959, in postwar, post-colonial Asia. It was in full swing during the 1960s, 

showed significant signs of demise in the early-1970s and finally evaporated in 

1976.1 TNASS had its shared market, geo-linguistic and geo-cultural terra based on 

cultural proximities, core, semi-periphery, and peripheral hierarchy which had 

constantly challenged but largely sustained its initial structure, and its spatial-

temporal boundary whose principal axes were Hong Kong, Korea, and Taiwan, and 

Japan functioned as a parameter in every juncture the system faced. 

Under the U.S. driven cold war political, ideological, and economic 

sphere, often grouped under the regional structure ―free Asia bloc‖ against the 

Soviet-led ―communist bloc,‖ each country belonged to this meta-stable entity. 

Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, the Philippines, Singapore, Malaysia, and Indonesia 

competitively showed the rapid growth of the number of vertically or semi-

vertically integrated motion picture studios that aspired to rationalize and 

industrialize the system of mass-producing motion pictures known as the 
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Hollywood studio system. The term TNASS, therefore, calls attention to and 

arouses its formal tie to its American counterpart. As a widely held common belief, 

the Hollywood studio system was an ultimate ideal, and what film executives of 

TNASS aspired to was to adopt the Fordist mode of scientific management of mass-

production. However, unlike Hollywood, TNASS was never a single definable 

system that possessed a unified structure and a mode of production. TNASS was not 

a totalitarian mode of studio operation in each national cinema industry in the 

region, which means that this is not a history of each individual motion picture 

studio in Asia during the period. Instead, I claim that TNASS is a structural entity 

which evokes a process of industrial/rational development of motion picture 

production in Asia that invokes a desire to achieve an American model of modernity, 

and helps drive the industry as a modern business under two types of nation/city-

states: the militarized states, often branded ―developmental states,‖ of Taiwan and 

Korea and laissez faire, and colonial city-states, namely Hong Kong. 

By the beginning of the 1960s, five important motion picture studios 

stood out; Shin Films in Korea, CMPC and GMP in Taiwan, and Shaw Brothers and 

MP&GI in Hong Kong. Those studios were equipped with several large 

soundstages built exclusively for motion picture productions, had contracted stars 

and directors in their arsenal, hired several hundred creative personnel, and to 

various extents were associated, collaborated, supported, or controlled by each 

newly independent or still colonial government. Each churned out more than twenty 

films per year (see fig.4), co-produced and distributed films with each other, and 

aggressively attempted to expand the markets beyond their comfort zones. However, 

these studios were not analyzed under the perspective that explains the logic of the 
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system in one umbrella theory or perspective. Each of the studios completely 

belonged to their respective national cinema history, and was narrated under the 

tradition of national cinema historiography which I discussed in the previous 

chapter. Therefore, the dynamic cross-border activities: co-productions, inter-

cultural influences, trans-regional stardoms, the regional division of labor system, 

and inter-regional consumptions of their products have been for a long time 

dismissed, forgotten, and simply not researched. I argue that the study of TNASS 

reveals what Asian cinema studies has missed, and rehistoricizes what we have 

ignored. Therefore, my aim at stake is to theorize and historicize this significant 

postwar phenomenon in Asian cinema by adopting the perspective of TNASS.  

Bruce Cumings, in his now classic account of the origins and 

development of northeast political economy, asserts that an ―understanding of the 

Northeast Asian political economy can only emerge from an approach that posits 

the systematic interaction of each country with the others, and of the region with the 

world at large.‖2 Cumings, influenced by world-system analysis, proclaims that the 

industrial development, often praised as a ―miracle‖ in Japan, Taiwan, and Korea 

should not be comprehended as an individual country phenomenon but a ―regional 

phenomenon‖ that entails contemplation of the origins in the first part of the 20
th

 

century created by Japan, and re-erected after the War under the novel U.S. 

hegemony. Having been inspired by Cumings‘ revealing insight, this study is the 

first endeavor to take into account the regional phenomenon, the ascendency of film 
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studios, from the perspective of TNASS. 

 

 

Fig. 4 - Number of Films Produced in Hong Kong, Korea, and Taiwan (1961-1975) 
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Definition: Transnational + Asia + Studio System 

The overarching term TNASS should be defined. By designating the term 

―Transnational Asian Studio System‖ I should elucidate and delineate this 

ostensibly incongruent, ambiguous, and even seemingly dubious usage of the term. 

TNASS invokes three, not one or two, highly contentious concepts; the 

Transnational, Asian cinema, and the Studio system. Let me begin with the 

Transnational. Transnationalization in cinema is, as I discussed in the previous 

chapter, often regarded as ―the global forces‖ that connect people or institutions 

across nations which mean the ―novel‖ state of financing, production, distribution 

and reception of cinema.3 However, as I have comprehensively scrutinized in the 

previous chapter, the critical method I coined for this dissertation is transnational 

film history (TNFH), and my definition of TNFH is the history of film movements, 

technologies, organizations, people, and industries that are not bounded in single 

nation-state, and three possible broad topics of TNFH are; 1) the historical study of 

cinematic coproduction, 2) exile, diasporas, and migrant film workers and their 

inter-cultural influences, and 3) non-governmental organizations and the role and 

impact of the international film festivals. TNASS passes through all three subject 

areas. Therefore, by naming ―transnational‖ hereinbefore ―Asia,‖ this term 

explicitly promulgates that its spatial and temporal boundaries will transcend, cross, 

and go beyond the comfortable nation-states‘ border-lines. 

Second, the term Asian cinema is no less problematic than the 

transnational, and it has been assaulted by many scholars for the last few decades. 
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In this study, however, I insist upon using the already problematic term ―Asian 

cinema.‖ The concept of ―Asian cinema‖ entails its problematic nature from the 

coining of it. Here we can raise a number of questions. If there is an Asian cinema, 

there must be an Asia as a cluster of cohesive cultures. Kwai-Cheung Lo states, 

―Asia is nothing more than a geographical concept that loosely comprises myriad 

coexisting and diverse ethnicities, traditions, religions, languages, and cultures,‖ he 

adds, ―the only historical reason that Asia has been and still is considered a unit is 

its intricate relation to the West.‖4 In light of this, Yoshimoto Mitsuhiro valiantly 

declares that ―Asian cinema‖ is not a self-evident idea. It is a ―product of specific 

institutional; demand and geopolitics of film reception and scholarship.‖5 Asian 

cinema has been invented in film studies in the U.S. as the ―other‖ or the ―rest‖ of 

Hollywood, which helps to reinforce the status of Hollywood as a worldwide 

cinematic ―norm.‖ ―Asia‖ in TNASS, I argue, should be maintained since, by 

identifying ―Asia,‖ TNASS automatically conjures up the presence of America and 

its hegemony over the region, which is crucial to comprehend TNASS. Moreover, 

in the 1950s and 1960s, as Western hegemony over the region was in transition, 

there were no clear-cut definition of East Asia, South Asia, and Southeast Asia, and 

most academic discourses done in that period identified themselves as ―Asians.‖ To 

make things more complicated, the business structures, productions, distributions, 
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exhibitions, and receptions of the motion picture studios this study examines, Shaw 

Brothers, Shin Films, CMPC, GMP, and MP&GI, were dispersed throughout Asia, 

not limited in what we now call ―East Asia,‖ and Chinese diasporas‘ demographic 

changes went through political mayhems, economic transformations, and 

geographic dismantling which made the bonded regional identity even more 

problematic. Therefore, the films they had mass-produced traveled from the country 

of their origins to anywhere they could reach as long as each nation‘s politics did 

not intervene. 

Third and last, the studio system automatically connotes the archetypal 

Hollywood. As many film historians have already exhaustively researched, the 

Hollywood Studio system is a well-established system that had evolved for 

handling film production, distribution, and exhibition during the first three decades 

of the twentieth century (Gomery 1985; Balio 1984, 1987; Schatz 1981, 1988; 

Bordwell et al, 1985; Storper and Christoperson 1987; Storper 1989, 1993; Maltby 

2003). This particular system, as Douglas Gomery pointed out, ―guaranteed its 

major participants enormous profits, while maintaining effective barriers to keep 

potential competitors out.‖6 Like other American industries at the time, the film 

industry‘s production, distribution, and exhibition branches corresponded to ―the 

manufacturing, wholesaling, and retailing activities.‖ And like its complements, the 

motion picture industry was ―vertically integrated in the main, with a handful of 

companies doing the lion‘s share of the business.‖7  Its production has been 
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characterized as the Fordian mass production system, Janet Staiger characterizes 

film production as ―assembly line‖, and the studio system had evolved into a highly 

efficient system which produced ―interchangeable‖ and ―standardized‖ feature films, 

newsreels, animations, and shorts to provide its mass-produced motion pictures to 

subsidized theatres.8 To make a maximized profit of exhibition, the industry 

implemented the chain store strategy as its practice for mass-marketing.9 Fordism 

or the famous ‗American system‘ of mass production was a ―creature of particular 

American circumstances,‖10 as Michael Storper describes. However, what I would 

like to discuss here is not a close analysis of the structure of the Hollywood studio 

system but the collective desire to construct the studios in Asia during the 1950s 

and 1960s when Hollywood itself was moving toward a Post-Fordism or ―flexible 

production‖ as Storper calls it. Constructing and operating a Hollywood-type of 

―modern‖ motion picture studio was, as a matter of fact, what Run Run Shaw, Loke 

Wan-tho, Li Han-hsiang, and Shin Sang-ok, the regional motion picture moguls of 

the time, aspired to the most.  

TNASS is not a plural term which invokes the multiple studio systems 

in the region but a singular term that designates that there is only one system; 

however, I do not argue that each Asian country had one seemingly consensus 
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system of film production that includes genre diversification, star systems, business 

structures, and management systems. They were noticeably varied. In its place, thus, 

what I wish to delineate here is that TNASS is not an evidently visible system but a 

blueprint that each Asian film personnel aspired to reach out but failed to achieve, a 

quintessential Hollywood system of film production - an embodiment of modernity. 

As such, what emerged in postwar East Asia, predominantly Hong Kong, Korea, 

and Taiwan, had more commonalities when discussed as a single unique system 

regardless of the fact that there are evidently dissimilar economic policies, 

institutions, political experiences, and historical backgrounds. Given that, what I 

term TNASS is a system that emerged, in the height of cold war politics over the 

region, under the two different types of states; developmental state (Korea and 

Taiwan) and market-oriented state (Hong Kong). As many economists and 

historians have argued, there are deep barriers when they are grouped together to be 

discussed under a single umbrella term or a concept. But if we consider TNASS not 

as a plural concept but a singular term that examines transnational initiations of the 

system, the dynamics between national cinemas, in terms of their industries, politics, 

and inter-state collaborations, can be revealed and will generate a new domain of 

TNFH. Before I specifically examine these two different models –Developmental 

State Studio and Market-Oriented Studio - the pages that follow will map out the 

spatial-temporal boundaries of TNASS and then single out four characteristics of 

TNASS. 

Spatial-Temporal Boundaries 

TNASS has spatial-temporal boundaries. In terms of its spatial boundary, TNASS 

had, for two decades, its own economic, political, and ideological boundary. For the 
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last couple of decades, film historians in Korea, Taiwan, and China have scrutinized 

each other‘s colonial experiences. Cinema, the epitome of mass culture, was 

considered as a more lucrative subject than any other mass media issues regarding 

its contentious role of colonizer-colonized nexus of the period.11 Under the 

Japanese empire‘s ―New Filmic System‖ design, each colony was exceedingly 

linked under the banner of ―Dai-tō-a Kyōeiken (Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity 

Sphere)‖ that is possibly a historical precedent of TNASS, and was actually revived, 

in some extent, in the mid-1950s with a new outfit, the Asian Film Festival (AFF). 

However, though it seems analogous, TNASS, I argue, should be comprehended as 

a disjuncture with the colonial projects, and it is evidently a de facto postwar 

experience through and through. 

As a consequence of cold war politics over the terrain, with Japan as an 

economic and cultural agency of the U.S., the Federation of Motion Picture 

Producer‘s Association of Asia (FPA) was initiated around the time of the Korean 

civil war armistice, and its annual event, AFF, which I define as an annual summit 

of the region‘s leading motion picture studio executives, functioned to maintain the 

spatial boundary of the system. As the first inter-Asian film organization in the 

region, FPA began in 1953 by the will of a Japanese film executive, Nagata 
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Masaichi, a president of Daiei studio in Japan who went on a tour of Southeast Asia 

and met film executives in the region which resulted in the formation of the 

organization on November 18. The first and second festivals took place in Tokyo 

and Singapore respectively. Its member countries, Hong Kong, Korea, Taiwan, 

Indonesia, Thailand, Malaya/Singapore, and Vietnam participated in the festival as 

of the early periods. In the festival, it was film executives, not film directors and/or 

performers, who dominated the spotlight. What Asian film moguls were seeking 

was not showing their latest films to the audience but making business contracts, 

negotiations, and checking out other countries‘ technical improvements. More often 

than not, ideological conflicts heated the floor of the festival and, for sure, anti-

communism and the American way of modernity was each participant‘s shared 

sentiment. 

Accordingly, I argue that the history of AFF, particularly the first decade 

of the event, was a result of the US-driven Cold War politics that enunciated the 

new map of ―free Asia,‖ an anti-communist bloc that was controlled by the new 

hegemonic regime, America, by way of financial aids, cultural dominations that 

disseminated the American way of life, and military base camps in various cities in 

Asia, particularly in Okinawa, Korea, and Taiwan, what Bruce Cumings pertinently 

termed ―Archipelago of Empire‖ that in fact established a ―territorial empire.‖12 

However, by the mid-1960s, after its first decade as a cold war film festival, the 
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association transformed into the showcase of three represented film studios in Asia; 

Shaw Brothers, Shin Films, and CMPC, and the new power-structure was 

maintained until the rupture and fissure of the system around the mid-1970s due to 

the regional political/economic change made by the U.S.-Sino normalization and 

the Chinese government‘s open door policy toward Chinese diasporas around the 

world. Since then, the Sino factor has played a major role in post-TNASS in the 

region‘s film industries. Hence, the spatial boundary of TNASS has been gradually 

narrowed down to a core group; Hong Kong, Korea, and Taiwan. Southeast Asia, 

although AFF was initially begun there, largely disappeared and AFF became a 

battlefield between what we now call ―East Asia,‖ a meta-stable geopolitical entity, 

borrowing from Zbigniew Brzezinski, which is a temporized regional order that 

effectively substituted, by the practice of the Cold War, two preceding brands; ―Far 

East‖ and ―Greater East Asia‖ that had been shaped by the colonial forces - Great 

Britain and Japan, respectively.13 

In its temporality, TNASS was instigated in 1954. Bearing in mind every 

facet of the region‘s motion picture commerce, the year 1953 confirms considerable 

rationale as to why it is alleged as year one of the system: the end of the Korean 

civil war and Korea‘s re-entrance into the regional political, economic, and cultural 

entity; Japan turning its attention to Southeast Asia and the initiation of FPA; the 

colossal exodus of Chinese motion picture diasporas who were settled in Southeast 

Asia; and the Shaw Family and Loke family took over the Singapore, Malaysia, and 
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Hong Kong film industries. On the other hand, the system can be claimed to date 

back to the era of the Japanese empire, contentiously. FPA was not the first venture 

to link the regional film industry, and, as many film historians have incessantly 

stated, FPA can be viewed as another effort to consolidate the Pacific-war period‘s 

―Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere‖ as I discussed above. However, I argue 

that the initiation of TNASS is strictly 1954 since the system is at any rate the 

progeny of cold war politics, and it should not be discussed without bearing in mind 

the economic, political, and ideological weight of the U.S. In a similar vein, TNASS 

officially ended in 1976. In that year, Shin Films had overtly closed its production 

the preceding year. PRC relinquished its decade-old Cultural Revolution. And 

America, ―the first American empire,‖ Alice Amsden termed recently,14 

demonstrated signs of diminishing its hegemonic dominion. Finally and most 

importantly, the main actor of the system, Shaw Brothers, turned its attention to 

Television, and Chinese-language diasporas‘ world embraced the TV age. 

Geo-linguistic Boundary and Cultural Proximity 

TNASS has, apart from the spatial-temporal boundaries, a geo-linguistic boundary 

that ultimately reshaped the geography of the system. As I will scrutinize 

throughout the study, Hong Kong, predominantly Shaw Brothers, by the late 1960s, 

was to be crowned as the hub of regional cinema. Two factors: cultural proximity 

and geo-linguistic regional aspects thrust Shaw into the dominion. John Sinclair 

delineates that ―geo-linguistic region‖ as ―all the countries throughout the world in 

which the same language is spoken‖ and, he states, ―just as the United States 
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dominates the English-Speaking world, so there are other notable instances where 

the country with the largest number of speakers of a particular language in its 

domestic market is also the source of most audiovisual exports in their language.‖ 

Wildman and Sizwik, in a similar vein, claim that ―producers in countries that 

belong to large natural-language markets, have a financial incentive to create larger 

budget films and programs that generally have greater intrinsic audience appeal, a 

clear advantage in international competition.‖15 TNASS shares its common and 

most widely used language, Chinese, and the Hong Kong film industry and 

Taiwan‘s Guomintang government (KMT) shared the ideal to produce Mandarin 

cinema that spread the idea of cultural China in the region.16 

It explicates, besides, the reasoning behind one of the strong competitors‘ 

failure--Shin Films in Korea. Shin Films, and the studio‘s owner Shin Sang-ok who 

established the studio in the late 1950s, had an ambition to modernize, industrialize, 

and rationalize the studio that would enable the mass-production of cinema under 

the ideal model of American Fordism. Shin dreamed of being a regional cinema 

mogul but he miscalculated and overlooked two important factors above; geo-

linguistic and cultural proximity aspects. Although Korea possessed, in some ways, 

a ―cultural proximity,‖ using Joseph Straubhaar‘s definition that is a comparative 
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advantage factor based on cultural similarities that go beyond language,17with other 

Asian countries, it had clear limitations in reaching out to the wider audiences in 

Asia, and Shin Films‘ gamble to consolidate Anyang movie studio, the biggest 

motion picture studio ever built in Korea, in 1966 and expand the size and volume 

of the studio in an unprecedented level proved disastrous, resulting in a total 

collapse of the business. Shin Films failed to find a universal genre that appealed to 

the audience in Asia who were supposed to share ―cultural proximity‖ with Korea, 

including such elements as dress, nonverbal communication, humor, religion, music, 

and narrative style, which Straubhaar characterized. Shin Films‘ focalization on 

popular domestic genres – historical epics based on the history of Korea, tear-

jerkers, and comedies found no place to be exported to except for a certain period in 

Taiwan when Japanese cinema was provisionally blocked in 1963 and 1964. Shin 

Films‘ strategy of co-producing films with Hong Kong was, in fact, only a 

supporting role to upgrade Shaw Brothers film‘s production value that drove Shin 

into a catch-22 situation, which I will discuss in detail later in this chapter and 

chapter four. 

In short, TNASS encompasses its spatial boundary of ―free Asia‖ bloc 

which contains vast networks of newly sovereign nation-states in the region ranging 

from Indonesia and the Philippines to Korea, Taiwan as well as Japan and Hong 

Kong but slowly but surely narrowed its boundary down to Korea, Taiwan, and 

Hong Kong by the mid 1960s. In its temporal boundary, TNASS began in 1953, the 

year when AFF held its first gathering, and ended around 1976 as America‘s 
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hegemony over the region dwindled and the unprecedented ascendency of other 

popular media – television - and, most importantly, PRC‘s openness to other 

Chinese-language territories reshaped the atlas of the film industry. TNASS also has 

a common ―geo-linguistic region‖ where cultural proximity functioned all over the 

place. Shaw Brothers efficiently utilized its comparative advantages, and Shin Films, 

even with the studio‘s constant challenges to broaden its market into Asia, 

eventually failed and closed down its business in 1975. As such, I have exemplified 

and argued the geographical, periodical, and cultural borders of TNASS, yet the 

question of ―how‖ still remains unanswered. Accordingly, in the subsequent pages, 

three factors that set off, maintained, and nurtured TNASS will be discussed. 

Three Engines that Fuel the System 

The logic that gave rise to TNASS is manifold; urbanization, mass influx of 

American culture, swift industrialization of each developmental and laissez faire 

economic policy of nation-state/city-state, and collective yearning to pull off mass-

production streamline of cinema. In other words, the utmost task the film moguls in 

Asia faced was to carry out the needs of each other‘s ever-expanding local 

audiences since the rapid urbanization in Asia at the time was something 

unprecedented. Newly independent countries in the region faced an abrupt influx of 

migrant workers. The number of city residents hiked, and, accordingly, film 

industry was boosted by these new patrons but was soon troubled by the surplus of 

movies. In the Philippines, the ―big four‖ needed to swell their markets to make a 

profit. Hong Kong also experienced a comparable pattern, and its population tripled 

to reach 2 million by 1950 from a mere 550,000 in 1945. Likewise, the population 

of Seoul doubled after the war (fig. 5). 
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Fig. 5 - Number of Residents in Seoul and Hong Kong in the 1950s 

 

Along with the overflow of migrant workers to the metropolis, in the 

1950s and 1960s Hong Kong, Taiwan, and Korea, not to mention Japan, faced a 

rapid influx of American culture, i.e. ―core‖ modernism. Post-war/post-colonial 

Asian people encountered phantasmagoric material goods produced by an advanced 

capitalistic economy, and, as Chungmoo Choi argues that ―the seduction of, desire 

for, and resistance to the power of fetishistic late capitalism weave the tapestry of 

the post-colonial nation‘s history.‖18 For example, American cinema was banned in 
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Korea during the war period. Therefore, the American occupation periods‘ sudden 

arrival of Hollywood films fascinated the newly liberated people. This alluring 

charm of what Miriam Hansen called ―vernacular modernism‖ led the battle 

between critics and audiences throughout that time.19 Hollywood cinema had 

immense popularity among the audiences, and filmmakers in general and Shin 

Sang-ok in particular dreamed of adopting the ―advanced‖ studio system.  

On the other hand, in Hong Kong, a colonial city, foreign influence was 

extremely strong in the 1960s. Western movies (mostly from America), TV series, 

books, and magazines were exceedingly popular. The Beatles came to Hong Kong 

in 1965, and western pop music was absorbed by teenagers and college students, 

and played an enormously important role in forming local culture. In Leung Ping-

kwan‘s words, ―not only was the city‘s outlook changing, but the lifestyle and the 

way people thought about themselves were changing as well.‖20 All throughout the 

1960s, Hong Kong‘s industrial economy boomed along with the film industry. 

Unlike Western nations, Michael Hoover and Lisa Strokes write, Hong Kong has 

experienced both the features of ―early and late capital accumulation 

simultaneously,‖ and its development has been rapid.21 

Under the strong influence of American goods, way of life, and cultural 
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products, Fordism was regarded as an ultimate norm to be adopted and followed to 

achieve modernization. Indeed, for those underdeveloped and newly independent 

countries, modernizing the industry and rationalizing the system were collective 

catchphrases of most film executives of the time. Constructing the state-of-the-art 

soundstages, adopting a Fordist-type mass-producing assembly line and its effective 

management system, and ―borrowing‖ modern technologies such as synchronizing 

the sound, color cinematography, special effects, and camera works were all film 

executives in Asia‘s ultimate dream. Throughout the 1950s, operation of 

managements, business structure, human resources, distribution practice, 

diversifying genres, and control of labors were all discussed, shared, and adopted 

before and after AFF, and a small number of passionate film executives, Run Run 

Shaw, Loke wan-tho, Li Han-hsiang, and Shin Sang-ok, were each other‘s 

competitors, and, at the same time, they benefited from each other throughout the 

informal network of AFF. Given that, I argue, there were three engines that fueled 

TNASS; International coproduction, transplanted modern film technology, and 

finally and most importantly, the inter-state division of cultural labor helped drive 

the system.  

First Engine: International Coproduction 

International coproduction in Asia was fostered by AFF since its inception. AFF 

stimulated the regional collaboration that often materialized in the form of 

cinematic coproduction between member countries. Although in some countries, i.e. 

Hong Kong, the Philippines, and Thailand, coproduction practice emerged as early 

as the late 1940s, not to mention the colonial coproduction between Japan and her 

colonies; Korea, Taiwan, and Manchukuo, it was through AFF that most postwar, 
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postcolonial coproduction businesses were initiated, negotiated, and actually 

performed. 

As I delineated above, rapid urbanization and the influx of American 

culture, industrialization, and collective desire to mass produce films are all pre-

conditions that triggered off the coming out of TNASS. Their shared aspiration was 

to rationalize and industrialize the streamline of production, and deliver high-

quality products that lured the postwar metropolitan inhabitants in Asia. As such, 

coproduction was considered one of the superlative solutions for expanding the size 

of the market. In theory, it doubles the audience if two countries produce films 

together. However, there were some obstacles: each member country‘s protective 

economic policies, the rapidly shifting, unstable geopolitical conditions, the rise of 

nationalism, and ever-increasing market influence of Hollywood cinema (and 

Indian cinema in the Indonesian market). Indonesia, Thailand, and Korea all had 

similar ―import quota systems‖ and penetrating the most lucrative market, i.e. Japan, 

seemed to be unfeasible. Coproducing with one or two members, since each 

associate is practically the representative figure in their domestic market, was 

considered the most effective way out of the predicament. 

With this logic, the Philippines-Hong Kong co-production Sanda Wong 

was produced in 1955. Cantonese film producer Chapman Ho and Gerardo de Leon, 

a prominent Philippine film director of the time, joined the project by casting Lola 

Young and Jose Padilla Jr. The film in fact opened a possibility to share each other‘s 

market since Sanda Wong made enough profits for both countries. However, this 

HK- Philippines joint venture did not last long, since except for a few successes, 

such as She nu si fan (Golden City Pagoda, 1957), these films were mostly 
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dismissed by the audience due to the films‘ lack of ―cultural authenticities‖ and 

generally inconsistent directions.22 The next phase of international coproduction in 

Asia emerged in the early sixties. Shaw Brothers was in fierce competition with 

Loke Wan-tho‘s MP&GI, and was in dire need to operate its recently launched 

motion picture studio in Clearwater Bay.23 On the other hand, Shin Films wanted to 

prove its capacity to produce ―big pictures,‖ and partake in the new government‘s 

economic policy. As a result, Shaw and Shin agreed to coproduce films, and made a 

contract right after AFF, held in Korea, in 1962. As a consequence, from 1964 to 

1967, four big-budget ―color‖ epic films were completed and distributed in each 

market. All four co-production films, Dalgi (Last Woman of Shang, 1964), 

Heukdojeok (That Man in Chang-An, 1966), Daepokgun (The Goddess of Mercy, 

1967), and Cheolmyeonhwangje (King with My Face, 1967), shared the budget, 

casts, directors, and production duties, all necessary and sufficient conditions for 

being approved as coproduction practices in any standard. Nevertheless, 

coproductions between two companies were discontinued after the release of The 
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Goddess of Mercy in 1967. Shaw Brothers, as I comprehensively analyze in chapter 

five, was no longer in need of coproducing due to the studio‘s redirection toward 

wuxia pian, new school martial arts films, the genre that does not necessarily 

require outdoor shootings that is one of the primary factors Shaw Brothers had 

sought after Korea as well as Taiwan.24 Instead, this initial practice swiftly 

deteriorated by the early 1970s, and the sectors of Korea and Taiwan film industries 

eventually decayed to serve as Hong Kong‘s subcontractors by supplying cheaply 

produced, low-quality kung fu and sexploitation films. 

Second Engine: Transplanted Film Technology and “Catching Up” Policy 

In the 1950s and 60s, by collaborating with technically superior Japanese cinema, 

the rest of the countries were able to grasp the latest filming techniques. Since 

almost no directors and technicians of the region, except Japan, were allegedly 

experienced or trained to film color photography as well as do its lab processing, 

working with Japan was valuable ―tutoring‖ for Asian film personnel. Run Run 

Shaw, for the most part, was among the most techno-savvy executives, and 

passionately hoped to lift up the standard of Shaw & Sons‘ cheaply produced 

Mandarin products that he was never satisfied with. As a cogent instance, during the 

first AFF, Run Run Shaw and Nagata Masaichi made an agreement to produce 

Yōkihi (The Princess Yang Kwei-fei, 1955) Shaw Brothers put up thirty percent of 
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the film‘s total budget and the film was directed under Mizoguchi Kenji‘s touch. 

Nagata Masaichi had been longing for another international film festival fame since 

the success of Rashomon in 1951, and, with more exotic flavor, Nagata was 

convinced that this new Mizoguchi film would attract the West but his desire 

proved only to be a collapse both commercially and artistically. The film remains 

one of the least consistent works in Mizoguchi‘s opus. A year later, Toho went on to 

co-production with Shaw for producing Byaku fujin no yoren (Madame White 

Snake, 1956) which was based on a well known story not only in both markets but 

in the Philippines and Korea as well. Anderson and Richie denounce the films as 

―rather dull‖ and Mizoguchi and Toyoda were largely ―wasted.‖25 Daiei and Toho 

had gradually lost their interest in Hong Kong by the early 1960s but, from the 

above co-production experiences, what Shaw gained was the necessary know-how 

of the color photography processing and Japan‘s rational division of labor system 

that led operating the filming procedure to become faster and more reliable. 

Throughout this ―learning,‖ Run Run Shaw established the gigantic motion picture 

studio ―Movie town‖ in the early 1960s and adopted the system he acquired during 

the early collaboration with Japanese studios. He later hired a number of Japanese 

film personnel for both diversifying genres and raising the number of annual 

outputs using expensive but effective Japanese quick hands. 

I claim that this mode of production is, at heart, a process of ―catching 

up‖ to technologically advanced cinema, i.e. Hollywood and Japan. Peter J. 

Katzenstein‘s insightful study reveals that Asia‘s technological order has been 
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defined by a ―relatively hierarchical regional division of labor even though first 

Japan and other Asian states later have improved rapidly their technological 

profiles.‖26 Postwar Japan extricated itself from a position of technological 

backwardness by instituting a strict government-guided screening system for 

importing foreign technology, especially from the United States and Western 

Europe. As Japan mastered the techniques of color photography and development, 

widescreen process, synchronization, and cutting-edge special effects, the Hong 

Kong film industry, during the mid to late 1950s, co-produced a number of epic 

films with Japan‘s Daiei, Toho, and Shochiku, by making use of the AFF network. 

In tandem with Hong Kong film industry, Shin Films and CMPC were also in need 

of experienced hands. Japan played major roles during the technical formations of 

those studios as well. Arguably the first Korea-Hong Kong co-production film 

Igukjeongwon (Love with an Alien, 1958) was the film that experimented with color 

photography not with the Japanese studio but with creative personnel - Japanese 

director and cinematographer (see chapter five). With those ―borrowed‖ 

technologies, Run Run Shaw built the studio, and by 1962, proclaimed that the 

studio had finally entered the age of color cinema. However, most ―big‖ projects 

were still photographed by a Japanese hired hand, Nishimoto Tadashi.  

Shin Films entered the mode of co-production at this juncture. With the 

co-production, Shin Films‘ aim was not different from what Shaw had sought while 

co-producing with Japanese studios the previous decade. As a new technological 
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transmitter, Hong Kong, this time, influenced Shin Films‘ productions. Although 

Shin Films, along with other leading studios in Korea, were experimenting with 

color photography and processing in 1961 for two Chun-hyang films (see chapter 

four), Hong Kong clearly had better techniques, and, most of all, Shaw possessed 

several contracted technicians from Japan not to mention of Nishimoto Tadashi.27 

All of them, in fact, needed to sell their films outside their local market, and Hong 

Kong, which had vast distribution circuits, was a central marketplace and that led 

Hong Kong to become a ―media capital‖ in the region as Michael Curtin argues. 

Accordingly, the East Asian cultural sphere of the ‗60s should be characterized by 

inter-dependency and alliances rather than ―invasions‖ and ―exploitation.‖ 

Third Engine: Inter-State Division of Cultural Labor 

There was a specific form of division of labor, which created a regional hierarchy 

that emerged in the mid-1960s then solidified by the end of the decade when Asian 

film industry had faced the changing regional ―order.‖ The international division of 

labor, Alice H. Amsden defines, began at the ―turn of the twentieth century with 

improvements in communications, transformation, and technology transfer,‖28 and 

in this region to which we are referring, it was Japan who shaped it through her 

colonies, during the Japanese empire era, by taking advantage of low-wages 
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countries‘ labor-intensive production techniques. The regional hierarchy and 

division system of labor were largely well sustained throughout the Japanese 

imperial period, but the Korean Civil War let the division of labor face the new 

regional order, and now, every new industrializing country began to vie with each 

other. Amsden scrutinizes the case of Korea. While analyzing the beginning of the 

exporting of textiles in the 1960s, she argues that ―there is no evidence that Korea 

challenged the advanced countries, particularly Japan, on any basis other than lower 

wage rates.‖29 Indeed, low wages and effective, hard working labor were de facto 

postwar Korea and Taiwan‘s comparative advantages, and the film industry was, in 

this standpoint, no exception. 

As a mass-production movie factory which had supplied films to 

―neighbor‖ Chinese communities of Southeast and East Asia, Hong Kong cinema, 

by the end of the sixties, firmly held the dominion in the region not as a ruling ―core‖ 

political and economic power but as a local zone, borrowing from Janet Staiger 

(2002), of media production financed by inter-Asian capital. To expand and 

stabilize each other‘s studio systems, during the early 1960s, motion picture moguls 

in TNASS needed to produce more genre films that could compete with 

Hollywood‘s epic films which were tremendously popular among the audiences. 

Moreover, Korea and Taiwan, two developmental states, in slightly different 

rationales, needed to justify and proclaim the foundation of the nation-states. Anti-

communism became a shared national ideology both in Korea and Taiwan, as well 

as most post war independent countries in the region, and the catchphrase of the 
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economic development was the driving force to mobilize every sector in each 

society in the region. Therefore, as Giovanni Arrighi argues, the surge of 

nationalism under the Cold War regime created ―conditions for fierce inter-Asian 

competition between relatively low-wage industrialized and higher-income 

countries.‖30 In film industries, this condition applies perfectly. During the mid-60s, 

Korea and Taiwan exploited their low wages and skilled labor that in fact attracted 

Hong Kong film executives since the city-state was relatively a higher income 

colony, and most of all, could transmit US dollars to each studio without any 

intervention. 

Korea, Indonesia, Taiwan, and Thailand, whose economies were almost 

entirely reliant on foreign aids and whose film industries were not protected by the 

government, were in dire need of US currency, ―greenbacks,‖ and it led them to 

board the international coproduction train with relatively more economically stable 

countries such as Japan and Hong Kong. Acquiring US dollars was, for them, 

almost a religious mission, and film industries were pressured by the state to attune 

with the government‘s foreign trade policy. For instance, when Korea‘s Sijibganeun 

nal (The Wedding Day, 1956) won the best comedy award at AFF in 1957, the 

country‘s first achievement at the international film festival, the whole country was 

excited and one film critic proudly wrote: 
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Our (Korean) film industry successfully proved that the 

cinema can be participated in the movement of rebuilding 

country. Now it is time to move on and acquire dollars (U.S. 

dollars) in line with Rhee government‘s export-

encouragement policy!31  

 

This holistic attitude grew to be the government‘s economic policy, and during the 

1960s, the Park Chung Hee regime in Korea greatly pressured every division of 

Korean industry to get hold of foreign currencies. Shin Films, the leading motion 

picture studio in Korea, needed to keep step with the country‘s economic 

undertaking, but how? Film moguls in Korea and Taiwan made use of comparative 

advantage, that is, low wages and human resources who were well trained, hard-

working cultural workers. With the government‘s omni-directional efforts to export 

―anything‖ that could acquire foreign currencies, from the late 1960s, cultural 

sectors in Korea, for example, including film studios, were requested to export 

human resources.32 

As an apparent example, Last Woman of Shang, a Hong Kong-Korea 

coproduction film, had big battle sequences in the script and required at least two to 

three thousand extras to make the sequence look ―real.‖ Between 1960 and 1962, 

Shaw Brothers and its gem Li Han-hsiang co-produced three epic films with Japan‘s 
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Toho, and shot most outdoor sequences, including a couple of major battle 

sequences, in the Kyoto area. However, due to Toho‘s strict work conditions and 

high wages the project was postponed and delayed repeatedly. By the time Shaw 

released those films, the studio‘s expenditure was too high to make enough profits. 

Shin Films, for Shaw, was the perfect match.33 Shin Films committed to covering 

the expenses for the outdoor shooting in Korea. It mobilized three thousand extras 

for the major battle sequences, and the result was satisfying both to Shaw and Shin. 

Low wage was Shin‘s competitiveness in the business, after all. However, as soon 

as Shaw‘s whole production system transformed to mass-produce Wuxia films and a 

few years later, kung fu, this equal partnership had changed as well. After Five 

Fingers of Death, another coproduction film with Korea, unexpectedly penetrated 

the global market in 1973, between 1973 and 1976, Shaw Brothers, and the newly 

inaugurated Golden Harvest Pictures which was formed by ex-Shaw publicity 

manager Raymond Chow, embarked on multiple co-productions with Britain, Italy, 

Germany, Australia, and America, particularly with Warner Brothers and American 

International Pictures. These ―low end‖ genre films34 were cheaply produced, badly 
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dubbed, and sometimes heavily edited to meet the distributor‘s needs. To provide 

kung fu cinema to the world market, the Hong Kong film industry was in need of 

more second tier films. Between 1970 and 1975 and after, Korean and Taiwanese 

independent studios, as well as majors were deteriorated to the mere small factories 

for those cheaply made, indistinguishable, quickly circulated genre films until the 

―kung fu craze‖ in the west faded away and finally vanished around the late 1970s. 

In sum, throughout the sections above, I have illustrated the rationale of 

the rather sudden emergence of TNASS in the 1950s as being due to rapid 

urbanization and industrialization, influx of American cinema, and the collective 

desire to realize modern motion picture business. Having discussed that, I proposed 

three ―engines‖ that speed up TNASS. International coproduction between countries 

in TNASS is the heart of the system since it calls upon and couples with the other 

two engines; transplanting technologies and inter-state division of cultural labor. 

While coproducing films, film executives in TNASS endeavored to produce more 

ambitious ―big‖ pictures which exhibited exotic landscapes in color cinemascope 

that could appeal to markets other than their own. Throughout the network of AFF, 

they vied with, learned from, and exploited each other. However, within a decade, 

motion picture studios in TNASS, by and by, went on different paths due to their 

nation‘s economic and political stances as well as global film industries‘ rapid 

transformation. In this study, I group them into two distinct models; developmental 

state studio and market-oriented studio, and they will be scrutinized in terms of 
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their origins and business history and structure, government relationship, and their 

role and fate in TNASS in the following and final section. 

Two Models of the System:  

Developmental State Studio and Market-Oriented Studio 

Ha-joon Chang, a UK-based economist, while proposing the conceptual entity ―East 

Asian Model (EAM)‖ that explains the extraordinary growth of East Asian 

economy during the last four decades, claims that there is a need to divide the 

region into two sectors, and if we ―exclude the two city-states (Hong Kong and 

Singapore) and look only at the ―big three‖ (Japan, Korea, and Taiwan), we can 

identify enough commonalities between them to warrant the talk of a model,‖ so 

when Chang discusses EAM, he is referring to the Big Three, that is, Japan, Korea, 

and Taiwan.
35

 By the same token, TNASS, as well, needs to be divided into two 

separate models. In that sense, I call the 1960s South Korea and Taiwan‘s studio 

system, epitomized by Shin Films, CMPC, and GMP, ―developmental state studio‖ 

which were helped by the state‘s policies and, at the same time, were highly 

regulated and controlled by the state‘s trade, industrial, and investment policies. 

Those studios were set up during the late 1950s and early 1960s in both countries, 

and prospered by the late 1960s until the time when the government‘s initiatives 

went down and the competition had gotten fierce, and their export-driven policy 

failed in the end. On the other hand, market-oriented studios, Shaw Brothers and 

MP&GI, had a fundamentally different system. Hong Kong‘s famous non-

interventionism, so called, free market and free trade policy let the studio maintain 
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its own policy, and Shaw brothers was from the beginning a Chinese-diasporas 

business which had already built a vast network of its theatres and real estate. My 

intention of dividing is, yet, necessarily different from Chang‘s EAM. TNASS is an 

umbrella term comprised of two different models, developmental state-studios and 

market-oriented studio, but has a quintessential commonality when we discuss the 

mode of production. It is a pursuit of a modern, Hollywood type of studio system 

which has a rational and effective management system, fast and reliable assembly 

line, established genres, and star system, although the two models eventually went 

on to different paths. 

However, I do not claim that TNASS was a copycat of Hollywood studio 

system or was significantly influenced by its mode of production. Each studio in the 

region, in fact, learned from and was stimulated by other Asian studios that as a 

matter of fact were far more reachable and adoptable than spatially distant 

Hollywood. Since there is no information about creative personnel who had worked 

at Hollywood in those countries, Hollywood-modernity was an imagined-modernity, 

and instead movie executives of Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong were headed 

toward Japan, which had already adopted the Western system of movie making. 

Shin Films and Shaw Brothers were the most ardent imitators of Japanese studios 

since both of them had sound experiences in Japanese cinema as their background. 

Therefore, TNASS as a mode of production is a process of acquiring a seemingly 

Hollywoodesque mode by way of the Japanese system. In this system, coproduction 

was a method to catch up with other Asian studios, and their major concerns and 

desires were to produce color, widescreen, synchronized, and new and urbane genre 

films that surely appealed to the ever-changing tastes of local movie patrons. 
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Expanding the market was another driving force. The governments of Korea and 

Taiwan, particularly, proclaimed to acquire foreign currency as a national agenda, 

and pressured the film industry to export cinema. All of the above caused the rise 

and fall of the developmental state studios. 

 

 

Fig. 6 - Annual Feature Productions of Shin Film, Shaw Brothers, MP&GI, and GMP  
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Motion Picture as a State Business: Developmental State Studio 

In the sixties, Shin Films of Korea, CMPC, owned by KMT, and GMP of Taiwan 

emerged as three healthy studios in the region. By analyzing these new studios, I 

use the term ―developmental state studio‖ that is a state-sponsored and financed 

movie studio which benefited from and, at the same time, was exceedingly 

regulated by the state that surfaced in two of the late industrialized countries. Alice 

H. Amsden argues that there are two models to explain late industrialization: an 

institutional one and a market-oriented one. Instead of ―invention‖ and ―innovation‖ 

which fostered the early industrialization led by the West, Amsden claims, late 

industrializing societies ―base their growth on ‗learning,‘ on borrowed technology 

that gains advantage from low wages, state subsidies, and incrementally increased 

productivity.‖36 Therefore, during the 60s, developmental state studio emerged in 

Asia, and, in this section, I will closely discuss Shin Films, and to some extent GMP, 

as two apparent cases of developmental state studio. I define their mode of 

production as a ―late studio system‖ based on ―catching up‖ and ―learning‖ process, 

what the developmental state school theorists have extensively attributed to Korean 

and Taiwanese economic development since the 1960s (Johnson 1982; Evans 1985, 

1995; Amsden 1992, 2003, 2007; Woo 1991, 1999; Pempel 1999; Wade 2004). 

The theory of the developmental state came out of the consensus 

discontent by a group of economists who criticized the classic model of the success 

of the East Asian economy which the East Asian countries succeeded on the basis 

of free-market, free-trade policies, as Chang argues, ―namely, the kind of policies 
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and institutions that constitute the Anglo-Saxon model‖ and adopting this 

interpretation, he criticizes, ―there is no point in talking about the East Asian model, 

because it is essentially the same as the Anglo-Saxon one.‖ Chang also negates the 

second wave of debates that had negated the EAM that each country differs from 

each other in terms of their institutions and policies, and therefore ―we cannot talk 

of a regional model.‖37 

Since the 1970s, due to the public dissatisfaction with the Vietnam War, 

the oil price spike, high rate of unemployment, and the U.S. government‘s dubious 

policies, the classic notion of Keynesian economic theories that the American 

government had adapted since the Roosevelt era was being questioned. Keynes 

accentuates the role of the government, and, ―with properly designed government 

policies that cooperate and augment private initiatives,‖38 Keynes claims that the 

country could develop a stable, fully employed capitalist economy. However, the 

1970s unfavorable circumstances led most Keynesians conundrum. The Chicago 

school, led by Milton Friedman, took the supremacy. In his classic text Capitalism 

and Freedom, Friedman, in 1962, wrote that the Western civilization‘s greatest 

achievement, that is the freedom of the soul, has been threatened under the name of 

―democratic socialism‖ and its practitioners who believed capitalism is a ―defective 

system‖39 and whose catchwords are ―welfare‖ and ―equality.‖ As a neo-classic 
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economic theorist, Friedman suggests two principles that bring the freedom back in. 

that are; 1) the scope of government must be limited, 2) government power must be 

dispersed.40 Friedman and the Chicago school was in debt to F.A.Hayek who truly 

believed that socialism and its concept of ―social justice‖ is essentially only a 

mirage, and pursuing ―democratic socialism‖ is in the end nothing more than ―the 

road to serfdom.‖41 An equally important economic theorist for them was Joseph 

Schumpeter and his notion of ―creative destruction‖ which is, according to 

Schumpeter, the essential fact about capitalism.42  

As such, by the late 1970s, neo-liberal economic policies took the 

ascendency in both America and the UK. These so called ―Washington Consensus‖ 

economic policies are easily characterized as ―free market,‖ ―neoliberal,‖ ―tax and 

spending cuts,‖ ―privatization,‖ and ―deregulation.‖ In view of this, the post- 

1980s‘s East Asian economic development, often called ―miracle,‖ from a neo-

liberalists‘ perspective, was nothing more than the end result of their fanatical 

beliefs that the above mentioned characteristics of neo-liberal economic policies 

were the primary engines for economic success. Therefore, unlike some Latin 

American countries‘ ―Import Substituting Industrialization‖ that had failed to boost 

the economy in the end, the East Asian export-oriented model worked fantastically 
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and are therefore ―model cases‖ of what Jeffrey A. Frieden termed ―Global 

Capitalism,‖ but this type of perspective is, as Chang and others have criticized, not 

necessarily accurate since Korean and Taiwanese economies were strictly regulated 

by the states while Hong Kong and Singapore fit more within the parameters of 

Frieden‘s concept. In Frieden‘s words: 

 

The history of the modern world economy illustrates two 

points. First, economies work best when they are open to the 

world. Second, open economies work best when their 

governments address the sources of dissatisfaction with 

global capitalism.43 

 

Beginning in the 1980s, there emerged a radical group of thoughts that made an 

attempt at ―bringing the state back in‖ (Evans, et.al, 1985). As Rueschemeyer and 

Evans point out, effective state intervention is ―assumed to be an integral part of 

successful capitalist development.‖44 The state‘s role for the economic development, 

particularly late industrializing countries including the case of Germany and Russia, 

had been discussed by a number of theorists before the developmental state theory 

emerged in the early 1980s (Gerschenkron 1962; Polanyi 1957). For instance, 

economic historian Alexander Gerschenkron wrote: 
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[I]ndustrialization always seemed the more promising the 

greater the backlog of technological innovations which the 

backward country could take over from the more advanced 

country. Borrowed technology was one of the primary 

factors assuring a high speed of development in a backward 

country entering the stage of industrialization.‖45  

 

Having been influenced by Keynes, Gershenkron, and Polanyi, Chalmers Johnson 

wrote his classic text MITI and the Japanese Miracle in the early 1980s. He is de 

facto the pioneer who coined the term ‗developmental state‘ and establishes it as a 

third category alongside liberal (America) and Stalinist conceptions. Johnson 

delineates the logic behind the academic absences of this sort of study by arguing 

that, in the Anglo-American countries, ―the existence of the developmental state in 

any form other than the communist state has largely been forgotten or ignored as a 

result of the years of disputation with Marxist-Leninists.‖46 He distinguishes the 

communist economy from the Japanese economy by singling out the former as plan 

ideological and the latter plan rational. In state that were late to industrialize, such 

as Japan, Johnson argues, ―the state itself led the industrialization drive, that is, it 

took on developmental functions.‖47 In sum, Johnson invoked the concept of 

‗developmental state‘ to characterize the role that the Japanese state played in 

Japan‘s extraordinary and unexpected postwar enrichment. The work of Johnson 
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was later succeeded by Alice Amsden, Robert Wade and Meredith Woo who 

enlarged the theory of developmental state and, using the very concept, interpreted 

the individual nation-state‘s cases such as Korea and Taiwan while revealing the 

two late industrialized states‘ secret of success; corporatist politics and guided 

market (Wade 1990), disciplined market (Amsden 1989), governed interdependence 

(Weiss and Hobson 1995), and the control of finance (Woo 1999) respectively.48 

Admittedly, what I call developmental state studio is greatly indebted to 

the theory of developmental state. Developmental state theory has, however, its 

apparent drawbacks as Frederic Deyo argued a ―dark underside.‖ The theoreticians 

paid only scant attention to its militaristic, gender-biased, undemocratic, and lack of 

state welfare, as well as exclusion of workers.49 In addition, it has been criticized 

that developmental state theory is in the end ex post facto rationalization and the 

theory‘s replicability to other newly industrialized states in Latin America or Africa 

is also being questioned. However, despite all the above mentioned setbacks, the 

perspective of developmental state is still a strong tool and the motion picture 

studios in Korea and Taiwan can be analyzed under this frame which is not limited 

to the previous literatures‘ conventional narratives that the military regime‘s 

―suppressed‖ and ―brutal‖ cultural policies had procrastinated the development of 
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film industry, and most film personnel, including film producers, had no other 

option than just to follow the authority. On the other hand, in this study, I argue that 

it was film producers who actually got involved in the state‘s film policies, and, at 

least in the early 1960s, welcomed the state‘s intervention and the results were 

mutually beneficial unlike the previous beliefs, at least in the early honeymoon 

period. Therefore, by discussing Shin Films, I am, for the most part, stressing the 

relation between the studio and the government to elucidate the unexpected growth 

of the studio in postwar Korea and its swift collapse, due to the conflict with the 

authority, after its short glory in the mid-60s. 

Shin Films and Park Chung Hee Regime 

Shin Films was incorporated into TNASS in 1962 with the triumphant success at 

AFF with its film Sarangbang Sonnimgwa Eomeoni (Houseguest and a Mother, 

1961) and Pokgun Yeonsan (King Yeonsan, 1962). The studio energetically 

interacted with the transformation of the system during the mid-to-late 1960s, in 

tune with the government‘s policies, and went into the peak period in 1968 and 

1969, then fell down quickly due to the system‘s restructuring when Shaw Brothers 

and the Hong Kong film industry firmly seized the hegemony of the system around 

the end of the decade. As I lay emphasis on the state‘s role of forming the studio in 

the developmental state studio model, Shin Films should not be discussed as a 

separate entity in Korea‘s unprecedented developmental government, the Park 

Chung Hee regime. Starting with the coup on May 16, 1961, Park Chung Hee‘s 

government accelerated economic growth, urbanization and modernization. The 

Park regime comprehended the motion picture as one of the strategic industries 

such as textiles and light industries that should be controlled, planned, and driven 
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by the government. Since October 1961, the Ministry of Public Information (MPI) 

took charge of all cultural policies. The Motion Picture Law (Yeonghwabeop, MPL) 

was launched in 1962 and revised four times (1963, 1966, 1970 and 1973).50 In 

1961, sixty- four companies were consolidated into sixteen.51 Building a studio was 

part of an array of conditions, which had to be registered with the Ministry of 

Education and Information to become one of these licensed production companies. 

The MPL controlled production registration, censorship, import quotas, screening 

permits and license suspensions. According to the MPL, only licensed production 

companies could make films. Under the law, independent productions could not 

exist or else they operated illegally. Thus, the law was advantageous just for a 

handful of film executives, and it was Shin Sang-ok who benefited most. 

Shin Sang-ok was, for the government, a model entrepreneur. Having 

been supported by Park‘s government, and Shin‘s close liaison with Prime Minister 

Kim Jong-pil, Shin Films, owned by Shin, had accelerated the modernization of the 

system. Once he established a mass-production system, Shin Sang-ok actively 

engaged with multiple co-productions with Hong Kong and Taiwan, and tried to 

export Shin Films‘ outputs overseas using his formal and informal network in Hong 

Kong and Taiwan. Shin Sang-ok, in an interview with Chosun ilbo in 1965, claimed, 

―after the liberation, the primary mission of Korean cinema has been to materialize 

the possibility of industrialization of film industry which grows out of the 
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underdeveloped system of cottage-like film companies Korea had sustained until 

very recently.‖52 In his autobiography Naneun Yeonghwayeotda (I Was Movie) that 

was published shortly after his death in 2005, Shin recalled that his dream was 

―rationalization and industrialization‖ of film enterprises. He added, ―I thought that 

the stabilization of ‗Korean-style major system‘ and cinema-intensive capitals were 

the most effective ways to leap forward.‖53 Indeed, Shin had yielded a ―major‖ 

motion picture studio in Korea that mass-produced various genre films and at its 

zenith the studio churned out more than thirty films per year. However, in 1975, 

Shin Films completely collapsed. He himself explained why and how he gave birth 

to the Shin Films ‗empire‘ and how it collapsed. According to Shin,  

 

Right after the success of Seong Chun-hyang, I was 

convinced of the possibility of ―cinema as an enterprise.‖ 

What I dreamed of was a Korean-style major company, and I 

put all my energy to materialize it. However, the reality I 

faced was harsher than I expected. First, to run a major 

company, Korea should have at least 1 billion population but 

we only had less than half of an essential condition. Second, 

to make profit, exporting the movies was the only option. 

However, censorship and many regulations made us 

impossible to make competitive genre films that could 

appeal to abroad. Yet, I tried my best to find a solution.54 

 

 

                                           
52

 Chosun ilbo, August 31, 1965: 5. 

 
53

 Shin Sang-ok. Naneun Yeonghwayeotda. [I was Movie] (Seoul, Korea: Random House 

Publishing, 2007), 18. 

 
54

 Ibid., 74. 

 



 

 

  146 

 

As a matter of fact, as many historians pointed out, one of the reasons 

Shin Films failed to establish a ―vertically integrated studio‖ was his ignorance and 

negligence of the importance of the ―exhibition‖ sector among three crucial 

elements; production, distribution, and exhibition. In the end, the studio could not 

secure capitals from its exhibition circuits. Shin explained this, saying: 

 

My utmost task was to build a modern motion picture studio. 

Once I completed the studio, more equipment and skilled 

labors were needed. I invested a large amount of money to 

purchase modern equipments whenever I could. To make the 

company run, I needed to produce movies continuously. The 

more film we churned out the more theatres wanted. We 

could buy at least a couple of theatres; however, instead of 

purchasing movie theatres, I invested to secure more modern 

filmmaking gears from abroad. As a consequence, to keep 

the promise we made with the theatres, I was stuck in a 

―catch 22‖ situation that I should provide success-guaranteed 

films constantly. Otherwise, they will leave for other 

companies.
55

 

 

What haunted Shin and most of his contemporaries was a specter called ―motion 

picture studio.‖ If I borrow Allen J. Scott‘s literal definition of the studio, it denotes 

―nothing more than a specialized establishment or firm equipped with soundstage 

facilities for the shooting of films and allied products.‖56 In pre-World War II 

Hollywood, the majors owned enormous lots containing multiple stages together 

with extensive back lots for open-air filming, and they accordingly came to be 
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frequently referred to as the studios. Constructing and operating the Hollywood-

type of ―modern‖ motion picture studio was, as a matter of fact, what Run Run 

Shaw, Li Han-hsiang, and Shin Sang-ok aspired to. Throughout AFF, each of the 

industry moguls examined each country‘s newly completed genre films, specifically 

their technical attainments, and compared each other‘s films to Japanese products 

that were shown at the festival. Almost every year the AFF-forum held at least a 

couple of workshops on the latest filming technologies; color process, 

synchronizing, widescreen cinematography, zoom lens, and special effects. The 

Japanese film industry, during the 1960s, was struggling against the popularity of 

television, and, for that reason, Japanese film studios were eager to develop 

Hollywood‘s latest wonders. In the Hollywood mode of production, Bordwell and 

Thompson argue that any technological change can be explained by three causes; 

production efficiency, product differentiation, and adherence to standards of quality. 

In fact, a new technology cut costs by ―saving time or physical capital,‖57 and, 

particularly after the 1950s, the industry was able to differentiate its commodities to 

fight against television.  

However, unlike Hollywood and Japan, television, for Hong Kong, 

Korean and Taiwanese film industry, was still in its infancy during the 1960s, and 

the aftermath of television which swept over the whole industry showed its signs in 

the early 1970s58. Hence, Shin Sang-ok‘s obsessive longing for upgrading and 
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modernizing Shin Films‘ equipments and facilities should be discussed in relation 

with developmental states‘ belatedness complex. By the time Shin Sang-ok annexed 

Anyang motion picture studio, Shin Sang-ok was in need of following certain 

models to operate this ―grand‖ motion picture studio effectively. Shin Sang-ok 

recalled: 

 

With Anyang motion picture studio I merged with in 1966, I 

began to realize my long-time visions; industrialization of 

cinema and conquering Asia. In our peak point, Shin Films 

had 250 staff members under contract, over thirty directors 

worked for Shin Films, and mass-produced almost thirty 

films per year. Shamefully, I was not able to see all films we 

produced and released since we provided two to three films 

per month during those times.59 

 

 

Hwang Ki-sung, a former director of the planning department, stated that Shin 

Sang-ok was not interested in investing in exhibition elements of the ―vertically 

integrated studio.‖ Hwang said, ―we [Shin Films] received an offer to purchase 

Gukje theatre - the best movie theatre in town. It was one of those years Shin Films 

had enough capitals to expand its exhibition network. However, Shin, instead, built 

a large warehouse for a prop department.‖60 In the end, Shin Sang-ok was not a 
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savvy businessman like Run Run Shaw but ultimately, a film director. In this aspect, 

Shin Sang-ok was, in many ways, comparable to Li Han-hsiang who established the 

GMP, another example of the developmental state studio, in Taiwan in 1963. 

At the acme of his career, Li Han-hsiang left Shaw Brothers in 1963 right 

after the tremendous success of Liang Shan Po yu Zhu Ying Tai (The Love Eterne). 

Taiwan‘s Union pictures, MP&GI‘s Taiwan distributor, pledged to finance if Li, 

who had not been happy with Run Run Shaw‘s monarchial style of management, 

established a studio in Taipei. Li sought greater independence, artistic control, and 

financial reward. Similar to what Shin Sang-ok aspired to, Li had a vision to create 

a ―director-as-producer‖ system. At the end of 1963, Li moved to Taiwan along with 

his staff members, and launched GMP, which was ―a vertically integrated studio 

that also allowed for the mode of independent production.‖61 Loke Wan-tho of 

MP&GI poured USD 5 million into both Union and GMP in 1964.62 Union Pictures 

were based on distribution-exhibition business but, due to the territory‘s thriving 

mandarin film production and The Love Eterne phenomenon, the company turned 

its attention to the production, and Li Han-hsiang was, of course, the superlative 

partner. Indeed, the mid 1960s was the blossoming period for Taiwan‘s motion 

picture studios. CMPC‘s new helm Henry Gong Hong, who brought AFF to Taipei 

in 1964, initiated a series of films called ―healthy realism‖ which is a type of 

melodrama ―with a strong civic message of conscientiousness, charity, hygiene, and 
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environmentalism,‖ according to Yeh.63 Ke nu (Oyster Girl, Taiwan, 1964) and 

Yang ya ren jia (Beautiful Duckling, Taiwan, 1965) are two most representative 

films of the kind, and Oyster Girl won the best picture award at AFF-Taipei in 1964. 

Under Henry Gong Hong‘s management, CMPC‘s production output number 

increased to over twenty per year that opened a new age of motion picture studio. 

GMP, in this context, was positioned as a unique entity since the studio was not 

owned, controlled, or supported by the government (KMT) but launched by 

transnational capitals, mostly from the Singapore-Hong Kong nexus, and brought 

diverse genres (costume, sing-song, comedy, melodrama, and thrillers) to Taiwanese 

cinema although GMP had maintained its operation in such a short span of business 

operation. 

In terms of its business structure, GMP was much like ―Shaw Brothers 

in miniature--an integrated, self-contained production complex,‖64 but GMP was 

more democratic by way of Li‘s style of decision-making. He gave more chances to 

young and inexperienced directors, and put more time and energy into producing 

films more precisely and meticulously. However, in 1965, Li lost his major backers. 

In a calamitous plane crash, Loke Wan-tho and Taiwan Studio‘s director Long Fang 

were both killed. Cathay Organization, a mother company of MP&GI, with the 

death of Loke, reorganized the company, and the investment for GMP had to be cut 

off. Li Han-hsiang was in a catch-22 situation of finding ways to survive. Li, after 
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all, was not a businessman, and had already overspent for the studio‘s outputs. By 

1970, GMP ceased its operation. The studio, from 1964 to 1970, had made only 

twenty-two films in its seven-year history. Among them, Li only directed six films 

including the lavish epic film Shang ji (Xi Shi: Beauty of the Beauties, 1965), the 

most extravagant Mandarin film ever made in Taiwan and a box office sensation.65 

Li himself was a prominent film director whose talent was specifically laid on 

historical films, and GMP faced severe financial crisis due to Li‘s mismanagement, 

lack of distribution and exhibition network, and overinvestment on production 

department that are all applicable to Shin Films. 

However, although GMP and Shin Films had many common elements, 

there were two definite disparities. First, Shin Films had a strong bond with the 

Park Chung Hee regime, and benefitted from the informal network with the nation‘s 

top politicians whereas GMP was backed up by Singapore-based Loke Wan-tho, 

and failed to reach Taiwan‘s KMT government.  Second, Shin Sang-ok aimed to 

materialize a ―major company‖ that could compete with Shaw Brothers and Japan‘s 

major studios. However, unlike Shin, Li Han-hsiang wanted to manage an 

independent production where each director could devote himself to produce ―high 

quality‖ films. After all, Li left Shaw Brothers because he disliked the working 

conditions there. Having considered these two discrepancies, Shin Sang-ok was a 

replica of Run Run Shaw, but had always lingered on his roots as a film director. 

Shin himself wrote, ―People tend to distinguish Shin Sang-ok the film director from 
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Shin Sang-ok the producer. However, that is not correct. Sing Sang-ok as a producer 

is just the other side of the coin.‖66 

The fate of developmental state studio overlaps the state‘s internal 

policies. Since the late 1960s, the Park regime set off the audacious export-oriented 

economic policies, and Shin, like other film personnel of the time, was forced to 

contribute to the government‘s guidelines. However, as I have discussed throughout 

the chapter, the government‘s intervention was eventually beneficial to Shin Films. 

The Park regime supported Shin for establishing a modern and profitable motion 

picture business that could export its outputs to foreign markets. Although 

continuous decision errors and reckless management that scattered the business 

from film production to the music business and educational institutions, and Shin‘s 

inveterate quandary, lack of talent in the company, drove the studio financially on 

the verge of impoverishment, Shin continuously coproduced or distributed 

counterfeit coproduction films in the domestic market which led to the business‘ 

total collapse. By the early 1970s, the Park regime no longer supported Shin Films 

and the studio finally closed its operation in 1975. 

Market-Oriented Studio: Shaw Brothers 

The Hong Kong film industry has gone through what Steve Fore argues the 

principle of ―positive non-interventionism.‖67 Shaw Brothers was developed under 

the 1960s Hong Kong version of Laissez faire economic policy. Corporate tax rates 
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were low, there were no restrictions on the movement of currency, and customs 

procedures were quick and efficient. During that time, Hong Kong probably had the 

most lenient censorship system in Asia. All the factors above are perfectly suited to 

Washington Consensus‘ neo-liberal doctrine, and Milton Friedman would have 

praised Hong Kong‘s film policy if he were interested in cinema. Indeed, flexibility 

and relaxation led the studios to experiment with diverse genre films, and the Hong 

Kong film industry‘s unique position, which needed to satisfy transnational Chinese 

communities around Southeast Asia, helped to gain ―global currency‖ quickly, at 

least in Asia. Therefore, Hong Kong and the grandest studio ever to exist in 

Chinese-language territory, Shaw Brothers, slide well into the model of market-

oriented studio. Michael Curtin, in his recent work on the media capitals, in line of 

this, branded Hong Kong a media capital in which it is a ―site of mediation, location 

where complex forces and flows interact.‖68 He adds: 

 

Hong Kong is one of these competing media capitals, as a 

consequence of its status as a nexus for economic and 

cultural flows within and between Chinese societies through 

the 20
th

 century. The city benefits from a relative lack of 

censorship and from open trade policies, both of which 

encourage transnational alliances of talent and resources.69  

 

For Curtin, Fore, and most researchers on Hong Kong cinema, the success of Hong 

Kong cinema relied on the city-state‘s economic policy, and Shaw Brothers 
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benefited from it the most. In fact, the unparalleled growth of Shaw Brothers in the 

1960s paired with the city‘s raising status as a financial center in the region. 

Economist Catherine Schenk argues that Hong Kong emerged as an 

International Financial Center (IFC) like its precedents, London, Tokyo, and New 

York, by the late 1960s. Her argument is particularly significant since most 

conventional history of HK in the international economy skips from the early 

twentieth century to the 1970s. The financial history of the 1950s and 1960s is 

usually neglected in favor of the more dynamic and easily documented period from 

the 1970s. Thus, instead of paying attention to the importance of Hong Kong as a 

financial center, the previous studies easily defined Hong Kong during the 1960s as 

a manufacturing center. The rationale behind the successful departure of Hong 

Kong as an IFC is surprisingly identical to its film business. Schenk singles out 

three elements: 

 

HK had all three of the classic attributes of an IFC: political 

stability, infrastructure and regulatory freedom. In addition to 

these defining attributes, HK benefited from its commercial 

past, which left a legacy of financial expertise and 

institutions. These advantages were heightened by political 

instability and poor communications in the Asian region, and 

by tight regulation over the world as a whole. It might be 

argued therefore that the first two factors were responsible 

for establishing HK as a regional financial center, and the 

last gave HK its global importance.70 
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Hong Kong film industry had all three characteristics, and took 

advantage of them. However, it is hard to proclaim that Hong Kong acquired the 

status as a core of TNASS in the early 1960s since Singapore was still the 

headquarters of the Chinese diasporas‘ film industry, and the production centers 

were dispersed in Malay, Singapore, and Hong Kong. Run Run Shaw had just 

completed the massive studio in Hong Kong in 1961while his brothers were still 

maintaining a production company in Malaya and Singapore. The major 

competitiveness of Shaw Brothers and MP&GI was their enormous distribution and 

exhibition networks, which were laid out in Southeast Asia. It was not until the mid-

1960s, though, that the sign of Shaw Brothers‘ regional dominion appeared. To 

discuss the market-oriented studio and its validity especially for Shaw Brothers, 

accordingly, it is necessary to summarize Shaw Brothers‘ trajectories briefly. 

As many historians have already pointed out, Shaw Brothers, or ―Shaw 

Enterprise,‖ is a unique subject for cine-economists. Stephanie Po-yin Chung, a 

Hong Kong based historian who has written widely on Shaw Brothers, asserts that 

despite transplanting the western industrial model into Asian culture, the Shaw 

Enterprise retained ―the very nature of traditional Chinese family business-being 

run by family patriarchs,‖71 and she termed this particular type of business as a 

―fraternal enterprise.‖.72 Chung put great emphasis on the role played by four 
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patriarchs, Runje, Runde, Runme and Run Run Shaw, and scrutinized the manner in 

which Run Run took over the family‘s affairs in the late 1950s, and adopted a 

vertically integrated system, which had expedited to reserve the hegemony of the 

region during the 1960s and 1970s. By claiming a convincing reasoning that Shaw 

Enterprise is, ultimately, a Chinese merchant, Chung states, ―as émigrés of China, 

many of these self-made Chinese merchants worked their way up through hard 

work, frugality, and strong personal networks in coastal China and Southeast Asia. 

The case of Shaw Brothers is evidence of this development.‖73 

Nevertheless, her study, despite its impeccable research, omitted or 

somewhat overlooked the consequence of the Southeast Asian connection while 

underscoring the studio‘s Shanghai-Hong Kong factors. Overseas Chinese 

communities in Southeast Asia, Singapore/Malay particularly, had played a vital 

role in establishing Shaw Brothers as a pan-Chinese movie studio. Aaron Magnan-

Park wrote that ―capital was often raised abroad, from pre-sales to Chinese 

exhibitors in, say, Singapore or Malaysia, who retained a very high degree of 

control over the actual production of the films.‖74 The firsthand rationale of 

relocating the production hub to Hong Kong in 1958 was due to the intense rivalry 

to secure the overseas Chinese audiences in Southeast Asia. Kean Fan Lim notes 

that the ―power of Southeast Asian financier-cum-distributors was so strong that 
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Hong Kong producers ceased to make Cantonese pictures.‖75  Instead, to meet the 

swelling demands, Hong Kong producers were coerced to manufacture Mandarin 

pictures. Shaw Brothers was not an exception. The Singapore/Malay market had 

been dominated by Shaw Malay Production by the mid-1950s as the sole major 

studio in the region.76 However, with the infiltrating of Cathay, the competition 

ignited. Instead of making local cinema with vernacular languages, Shaw Brothers 

decreed to produce more Mandarin films for thriving Chinese communities. Hong 

Kong, consequently, was a legitimate base camp for making Chinese films because 

the elder brother, Runde, with his sons, had operated a Shaw & Sons Ltd. since 

1949. Whereas Runde was in charge of the studio‘s more than seventy Mandarin 

films made by Shaw & Sons, he was less enthusiastic about film making than real 

estate, a highly prominent business due to the skyrocketing land prices in post-war 

Hong Kong. Runde Shaw proudly decreed, in January 1957, ―Shaw‘s production of 

oriental films, promotion of noble amusement and beautiful town life in Southeast 

Asia are clearly visible.‖ Between 1957 and 1959, Runde Shaw, along with Run 

Run Shaw, set sail on the far-reaching expansion venture, the so called, ‗theatre-a-

month‘ project in newly independent Malay. By capitalizing 19,000,000 HKD, the 

project was to construct 22 new, modern movie theatres in 24 months.77  In 1962, 
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Shaw Brothers had retained 9 amusement parks. When Love with an Alien was 

released in Shaw Brothers‘ Southeast Asian circuits, the company ‗held‘ 127 

theatres in Malaya, Singapore, north Borneo, Vietnam, Thailand, Hong Kong, and 

Taiwan.78 

Runme and Run Run, nevertheless, were not contented with their elder 

brother‘s tedious, cheaply made Mandarin films. MP&GI consummated a cycle of 

box office triumphs with their well-made films, which displayed modern subjects 

such as western songs and dances, changing family values, women‘s rights, and 

crazes of American cultures. To fill the bill for their wide chains of theatre circuits, 

and to vie with MP&GI, Run Run Shaw repositioned to Hong Kong, and 

promulgated the outset of Shaw Brothers Ltd. while Runme was sojourning in 

Singapore to take care of Shaw Malay Production. Hence, in 1958, Shaw Enterprise 

was divided into two locations; Hong Kong and Singapore. As a family, they did 

not have an apparent distinction of each other‘s roles. They were, rather, closely 

associated each other. Shaw Enterprise, hence, had a wide chain of movie theatres, 

modern leisure parlors, and immense real estate under their family name, Shaw. 

By 1960, Loke Wan Tho‘s MP&GI was somewhat ahead of Shaw 

Brothers in Southeast Asia (see table 1). MP&GI had a colossal success with the 

musical Mambo Girl, and commanded two mega-stars Grace Chang and Linda Lin-

dai, and rising starlet Lucilla Yu-ming along with Asian ‗Cary Grant‘ Peter Chen-ho. 
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Eileen Chang‘s preeminently sophisticated script and, Loke Wan-tho‘s keen 

sensibilities of the latest fads in the region led the company to outstrip the industry. 

An Oxford-educated executive, Loke Wan-tho favored to tell the tale of 

contemporary Southeast Asia. MP&GI‘s sophisticated stories of love, family ties, 

urban cityscapes, and the influence of western cultures appealed to the post-war 

generations in Southeast Asia. As Poshek Fu states, Loke sought to build ―a modern 

venture around the modern entertainment of motion pictures which he believed 

would both prove his entrepreneurial spirit and modernize the everyday culture of 

Southeast Asia.‖
79

 MP&GI, like Shaw Brothers, entered the industry as a 

distributor, which had over a hundred theatres in Southeast Asia based in Singapore. 

To fill their theatre‘s annual line ups, over 400 films per year, and feed for the needs 

of Chinese diasporas over the region, both productions had decided to relocate their 

production center to Hong Kong. 

Starting from 1957 to its final completion in 1967, Run Run Shaw‘s 

ambitious studio was modeled after Hollywood studios, particularly Columbia 

studios, and Japan‘s Daiei and Toho. It had twelve sound stages, dubbing and 

processing studios, canteen and staff quarters, and a color process laboratory. As 

Run Run was clearly in the mindset of the Hollywood-type of modern studio system, 

he had more than 500 members of resident contract staff.
80

 Among them, there 

were 15 screenwriters, 24 general writers, and many technicians. With the 
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completion of the Clearwater Bay studio, Shaw Brothers was able to create a 

vertical integration with its production, distribution, and exhibition network.
81

 With 

a huge and stable Southeast Asian market, before Shaw Brothers‘ studio closed in 

Singapore in 1967 for political reasons, and Chinese diaspora‘s market in the States 

and Europe, Shaw Brothers monopolized the Hong Kong film industry which David 

Bordwell calls the regional cinema par excellence.82 Run Run also recruited 

talented people like Raymond Chow, and he, before he moved out and established 

Golden Harvest, was Run Run‘s right arm who was in charge of the publicity and 

production process of Shaw Brothers films. In addition, similar to what Hollywood 

studios did before the Paramount decree, Run Run kept a stable cast and crew by 

offering long-term contracts before Golden Harvest shifted the paradigm into what 

Storper calls ―the flexible production system‖ since the 1970s. 

 

Year 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 

Shaw Bros. 12 12 16 17 19 9 17 15 19 19 43 

Cathay 

MP&GI 

14 14 19 29 16 15 13 15 5 7 15 

Cantonese& 

Mandarin 

Independents 

206 263 397 208 209 197 206 184 171 124 108 

 

Table 1 – Annual Feature Productions of Shaw Brothers and MP&GI in Hong Kong, 

1957-196783 
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After the recession of the early 1970s, Storper and Christopherson argue, in 

American cinema, ―the major studios maintained a firm grip on the financing and 

distribution of high-budget theatrical releases and moved into production for 

television. They also reduced their permanent workforces and in some cases sold 

production facilities in order to reduce fixed capital stock.‖84 As a motion picture 

studio in the rising international financial center, Hong Kong, Shaw Brothers 

possessed all aspects of market-oriented studio; non-government intervention, 

relaxed censorship, low corporate tax rates, flexibility on the flow of currency, and 

quick and efficient customs procedures. Adding to this, focalizing and mass-

recycling of a few box-office-proven genre films to exploit the market rewarded 

huge turnovers that enabled them to compete with regional challengers effectively 

and firmly posited and sustained the studio as the center of TNASS until the system 

slowly but surely decreased in the mid 1970s that I will delineate in the chapter six. 

Conclusion 

This chapter provides a conceptual and historical framework that serves for the 

entire dissertation which explores ways in which postwar East Asian cinema, under 

the U.S. driven cold war political, cultural, and economic sphere, was shaped by the 

practice of transnational collaborations and competitions between Hong Kong, 

Taiwan, Korea, and Japan by way of co-producing, initiating the inter-regional 

organization, co-hosting the film festivals, and sharing desires to establish the 

motion picture studio system from the analytical framework of TNASS. I have 
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illustrated the more or less two decades of TNASS, from 1954 to 1975, when every 

division of the system dynamically interacted, produced, and consumed each other‘s 

product that, in the end, yielded vertically or semi-vertically integrated studio 

systems in the region. 

There are, though, marked dangers to put forward this kind of study. A 

good deal of oversimplification, caricature, reductionism, and totalizing/ 

trivialization can easily undermine the whole structure since, in this study, I am 

writing a kind of grand narrative. Admittedly, the five motion picture studios I am 

scrutinizing in this study do not represent the whole film industries in Hong Kong, 

Korea, and Taiwan, and once we get into specific national cinema‘s realms we will 

easily find historical moments, agents, and networks that do not necessarily fit into 

the conceptual model I am proposing here. Moreover, some will criticize that the 

perspective of TNASS exaggeratedly stresses the postwar studios in the region, and 

situates minor factors in the core of the period‘s film culture and industry as if those 

―trivial‖ factors – coproductions, film festivals, and studio system - are more 

important that other moments, aesthetics, masters, and cultural heritages, in the 

history. However, having considered all possible setbacks, and after years of 

research on the subject, I have concluded that there was a historical phenomenon. 

TNASS did, despite its indisputable abstractness, exist in postwar, cold war Asian 

cinema industry and culture, and, more than that, the system had influenced, shaped, 

and transformed the period‘s cinema. In addition, TNASS, by its nature, should not 

be distanced from the discourse of American hegemony over the terrain and the 

intellectuals‘ holistic beliefs of America‘s novel mission and burden as a ―liberal 

empire‖ (Ferguson 2004). In other words, if the Bretton Woods system created East 
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Asia, which is, in Douglas MacArthur‘s words, ―western civilization‘s last earth 

frontier,‖85the region‘s cinema is, indisputably, the descendants of ―empire.‖ 

TNASS emerged under the new hegemony of America, and had rapidly transformed 

through various transnational agents in the 1950s. Gradually, however, TNASS had 

reshaped since each nation-state, if we call them ―nation-state,‖86 and its economic 

and political policies changed rapidly in the 1960s. 

 

                                           
85

 Quoted in Cumings, Sea to Sea, 398. 

 
86

 Giovanni Arrighi argues that the ―Pax Americana (italics in original) in East Asia 

transformed the periphery of the former Sinocentric tribute-trade system into the 

periphery of a US-centric tribute-trade system, through the coercive exclusion of 

Mainland China from commercial and diplomatic intercourse with most of its East 

Asian neighbors.‖ Arrighi, instead, called East Asian countries, Korea, Taiwan, and 

Japan, ―semi-sovereignty‖ of the most successful capitalist state. See Giovanni Arrighi, 

―The Rise of East Asia and the Withering Away of the Interstate System,‖ Marxism, 

Modernity and Postcolonial Studies, eds. Crystal Bartolovich and Neil Lazarus 

(Cambridge and New York: Cambridge University Press, 2002), 29-30. 
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Chapter Three 

The Emergence of the Asian Film Festival: 

Postwar Asian Film Industry and Japan‘s Re-entrance in the Regional Market 

in the 1950s 

 

 

It is my present wish that everyone engaged in the motion picture industry in 

this paqrt of the world will work together in close harmony, full 

comprehension and appreciation of each other’s problems and points of view, 

untouched by politics or blased ideology, freely and with open mind. 

 – Nagata Masaichi.
1
 

 

 

In April, 1955, Kim Kwan-soo, president of the Korean Motion Picture Association 

(KMPA), received a call from Mary Walker, an administrative assistant of The Asia 

Foundation (TAF), a San Francisco-based non-governmental organization. By the 

time Kim arrived at TAF‘s newly constructed office in Kwanhoon-dong, which was 

a three-story modern construction in the heart of postwar Korea,
2
 Philip Rowe, a 

Representative of the Seoul office, was waiting for Kim at his office. Kim had been 

acquainted with him from the time when Rowe worked at the United States 

Information Service (USIS) and was indirectly involved in the occupation 

authority‘s media policy.
3
 In the immediate postwar period, USIS began to target 

                                           
1
 ―Film Meet Starts Off,‖ Nippon Times, May 15, 1955: 2. 

 
2
 Postwar Korea in this context denotes Post-Korean War unless it is otherwise indicated. 

 
3
 Rowe, a former right arm of Jim Stewart of USIS, who was in charge of the special unit 

for motion pictures, exhibits, radio, and publication in Seoul headquarters, launched a 

mobile motion picture operation that was alleged to have reached every county in South 
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―opinion-formers directly through books, motion pictures, and personal contact,‖
4
 

as Nicholas J. Cull‘s exhaustive study reveals, and therefore the agency had 

maintained a close relationship with the country‘s intellectuals like Kim.
5
 Rowe, 

after greeting Kim, inquired whether he was aware of the Federation of Motion 

Picture Producer‘s Association of Asia (FPA), and suggested that he be present at 

FPA‘s annual event, The Southeast Asian Film Festival, which would shortly be 

holding its second assembly in Singapore. The initial occasion took place in Tokyo 

the year before but Korea was not invited while Free China (Taiwan) sent its 

delegates to Tokyo. TAF, Rowe stressed, would allocate three travel grants for 

                                                                                                                      

Korea in mid-1948. 

 
4
 Nicholas J. Cull, The Cold War and the United States Information Agency: American 

Propaganda and Public Democracy, 1945-1989 (Cambridge and New York: Cambridge 

University Press, 2008), 123. 

 
5
 Kim, during the Japanese occupation period, was an ardent pro-Japanese intellectual who 

served as an executive officer of the Association of Chosun Theatre Culture, a pro-

Japanese organization, supported by the Governor General of Korea, established in 1942. 

After the liberation, Kim swiftly reformed his ideology, and got involved in the film 

industry. With his verbal fluency in both English and Japanese, Kim seized a chance and 

made his way to work with USIS. In the society of the civil war in Korea, USIS held an 

omnipresent power, and it closely collaborated with the CIA for investigating and 

collecting information about the latest movements of socio-politics in the war-time 

Korea. Kim, together with Choi In-kyu, produced anti-Japanese films right after the 

liberation such as Jayumanse (Hurrah Freedom!, 1946), and, in 1954, a year after the 

armistice, Kim, again, went into a new direction, anti-communism. In Pohwasog-ui 

sibjaga (A Cross in Gunfire, 1955), a film set in the middle of the Korean War, a Korean 

lieutenant (Kim Jin-kyu) and his troops sacrificed their lives for the sake of wounded 

American soldiers who were isolated and attacked by the Chinese Army. The anti-

Japanese rhetoric promptly converted to the infusion of anticommunism, and, by doing 

so Kim successfully proved his patriotism to the society. In a same year, Kim was elected 

as a president of KMPA. For more about Kim and his ideological transformation 

throughout the time, see Lee Jai-myeong, ―Kokumin Yonguk [National Theatre] in 

Colonial Korea: Focusing on the Activity of the ―Association of Chosun Theatre Culture.‖ 

It is a paper presented at the symposium on the Culture in Late Colonial Korea at York 

University, Toronto, Canada. September 25, 2008. 
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attending the festival. With the ―greenbacks‖ given to him by TAF, Kim called two 

other film industry power men: Yoon Bong-choon, Chairman of the Motion Picture 

Director‘s Association; and Lee Seong-cheol, Chief of the Motion Picture Unit, 

Ministry of Culture and Information (MCI). They embarked on the journey to 

Singapore, and that was the first link Korean cinema made with the region‘s film 

industry after the devastating war‘s armistice just a couple of years before. However, 

what I am laying stress on is that Korea‘s taking part of the organization was not 

fostered by Japan or Korea‘s intention but by TAF‘s proposition which aims, 

according to the official catalogue, to make a ―significant contribution to 

development in Asia and to Asian-American understanding and friendship.‖
6
 

Charles Armstrong once argues that the cultural arena ―broadly conceived--from the 

realm of arts and letters to that of mass media and popular education--was the site 

of an intense political struggle in East Asia.‖
7
 He accentuates that postwar Korea 

has been penetrated so profoundly by American culture, perhaps on a level that no 

other country in Asia has reached, and the position of the U.S. government and its 

cultural agencies such as Christian organizations, Boy Scouts, 4-H Club, and private 

foundations: Rockefeller, Ford, Carnegie, and TAF were crucial to shaping the 

attitude toward America and its culture. Among them, TAF, I argue, calls for a 

further examination since the organization had greater influence on the 

configuration of the cinematic sphere in the terrain.  

                                           
6
 Cho Tong-jae and Park Tae-jin, Partner For Change: 50 Years of The Asia Foundation in 

Korea (The Asia Foundation, 2005), 13. 

 
7
 Charles K. Armstrong, ―The Cultural Cold War in Korea, 1945-1950,‖ The Journal of 

Asian Studies 62.1 (February 2003): 72. 
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The history of TAF dated back to 1951. Known as The Committee for 

Free Asia (CFA) established in 1951 as a private non-profit organization 

incorporated under the law of the state of California, it was renamed as TAF by the 

time it launched its Seoul office in 1954. TAF, disparate from other international 

voluntary agencies, principally supported intellectuals in Korea by considering 

them the driving force of Korean society. Therefore, the Korean Research Center 

was established and the Kwanhoon-dong office opened its library where local 

university students and scholars were able to access English-language magazines 

and books donated by various institutions of America.
8
 TAF also supported and co-

financed a number of literary magazines and awards including Sasanggye(World of 

Thought), Yeowon (Women‘s Garden), and Hyundae Munhak (Modern Literature).
9
 

Rowe had a keen interest in the role of cinema, probably due to his occupation 

period‘s experiences in USIS, and brought a lesser-known Hollywood producer, 

Jonathan Miller, to TAF as a technical consultant in 1955. As a former manager of 

TAF-Seoul Cho Dong-sin states, TAF had primary emphasis on culture at least 

during the organization‘s early years, and, thus, the early development of Korean 

cinema should consider ―TAF‘s endeavors to improve Korean film industry in the 

                                           
8
 Memorandom from Laurence G. Thompson, TAF representative, to Choi Yu, Minister of 

Education, March 21, 1958, Nara Repository and Presidential Archives, Seongnam, 

Korea. 

 
9
 In its first year, six English citizens were placed in five major universities for the English 

Teacher‘s Program in Korea. TAF also supported two literary magazines; Hyundae 

Munhak, the oldest one of its kind, and Sasanggye, and the first popular magazine for 

women, Yeowon. The Freedom Writer‘s Award (jayumunhaksang) is particularly 

important. The award, from 1954 to 1959, was given to the writer who fled from North 

Korea and wrote books containing eyewitness accounts of experiences in North Korea. 

The first awardee, Chang Cheol-su‘s book A Captive Life in North Korea became a 

national bestseller and was a cultural phenomenon in post war Korean society. 
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1950s.‖
10

 Miller, according to Cho, had spent a few years in Japan as a technical 

consultant for the Motion Picture Producers‘ Association in Japan before moving to 

Korea. Miller was also deeply involved in the inauguration of AFF.
11

 Together with 

Kim and Miller, Rowe co-financed the institution of the Korean Motion Picture 

Cultural Association (KMPCA), a pro-government and pro-American organization. 

Lee Byeong-il, Lee Yong-min, and Kim Kwan-soo who participated in AFF in 1956 

were de facto founding members of KMPCA. Miller served in the position as a 

technical consultant for two years, and during his stay, in 1955, Miller and Rowe 

arranged for a set of filmmaking equipment to be shipped from the U.S. for a 

donation to the KMPCA. Consequently, one 35mm Mitchell camera and other 

technical equipment including an automatic film developer and lighting facilities 

arrived in Seoul in July 1956.
12

 KMPCA was now converted into a rental agency of 

the equipment. Since the Korean film industry of the time seriously lacked filming 

equipment, KMPCA‘s Mitchell camera, the only one in Korea, in fact, became a 

dream of film directors in Korea.
13

 TAF was, certainly, to most Korean film 

                                           
10

 Cho Dong-sin, ―Asea younghwage-eui chochanggi bihwa‖ [The Untold Stories of the 

Early AFF],‖ Korea Cinema (June 1972): 34-35. 

 
11

 Ibid. 

 
12

 Donga ilbo, July 7, 1956: 5. 

 
13

 The first film using Mitchell camera was Kim Ki-young‘s debut film Jugeom-ui sangja 

(The Box of Death), released in June 1955. The film was financed and produced by 

Liberty Production, a subsidiary unit of USIS. USIS was not the only institution of this 

kind. It was the only official organization. In the 1950s, TAF, Voice of America, Christian 

Organization, and many other non-governmental institutions helped to shape the society 

altogether. Among them, to film personnel, TAF was the most influential although the 

conventional history of Korean cinema keeps denying or ignoring the very presence of 

TAF in Korean cinema of the 1950s. 
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personnel, a gateway to America. 

However, I raise an issue on the subject of these lesser-known 

activities of TAF under Philip Rowe and Lawrence G, Thompson, a second 

representative who worked from 1956 to 1958. TAF was, from the beginning, fully 

funded by the U.S. government, especially the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), 

but its CIA bond was not publicly acknowledged until the truth was finally unveiled 

by a former CIA agent which was printed by a leftist-inclined magazine Ramparts 

and subsequently The New York Times that, in the end, shocked the world in 1967.
14

 

Like other non-governmental institutes that were operated in the cultural battlefield, 

such as Beacon, Kaplan, and Ford Foundation, TAF was another camouflaged 

association shaped and carried by the CIA, and trailed the direction of the U.S. 

government‘s foreign cultural policy.
15

 Victor Marchetti recalls that TAF had the 

objective ―to disseminate throughout Asia a negative vision of Mainland China, 

North Vietnam, and North Korea,‖ and he continues, ―it (TAF) sponsored scholarly 

research, supported conferences and symposia, and ran an academic exchange 

program, a CIA subsidy that reached 88 million dollars a year.‖
16

 In a 

memorandum from the CIA to the U.S. State Department, it is evidently affirmed: 

                                           
14

 Wallace Turner, ―Asia Foundation got CIA Funds,‖ The New York Times, March 22, 

1967: 17; See also Sol Stern, ―A Short Account of International Student Politics and the 

Cold War with Particular Reference to the NSA, CIA, etc,‖ Ramparts 5:9 (March 1967): 

29-39. 

 
15

 Roland G. Simbulan, ―Covert Operations and the CIA‘s Hidden History in the The 

Philippines,‖ Lecture at the University of the The Philippines-Manila, Rital Hall, Padre 

Faura, Manila, August 18, 2000. Assessed at 

   http://www.derechos.org/nizkor/filipinas/doc/cia.html 

 
16

 Victor Marchetti and John D. Marks, The CIA and the Cult of Intelligence (New York: 

Knops, 1974), 157. 
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The Asia Foundation (TAF), a central Intelligence Agency 

proprietary, was established in 1954 to undertake cultural 

and educational activities on behalf of the United States 

Government in ways not to open to official U.S. agencies. 

[…] TAF is now experiencing inquiries regarding its sources 

of funds and connections with the U.S. government from the 

aggressive leftist publication Ramparts. […] Some 

immediate defensive and remedial measures are required.
17

 

 

A mere five days after The New York Times‘ report was in print, Washington 

resolved not to support TAF any longer, and ordered that ―covert funding of TAF 

shall be terminated at the earliest practicable opportunity,‖ while suggesting TAF to 

go on as a ―private institution, partially supported by an overt U.S. Government 

grant.‖
18

 

Consequently, it became apparent that the rationale underneath TAF‘s 

unconditional grants to Kim and two others in 1955, and the subsequently given 

―greenbacks‖ was under the political considerations and interests of the U.S. 

government. Utilizing the vast network of CIA-financed agencies, the U.S. 

government and its cultural policy aimed to consolidate the regional film executives 

by forming the most authoritative organization and put forth Japan as a procurator. 

Kim, hence, was not the only recipient in the territory. Indeed, TAF and other 

agencies backed up many Asian film personnel. Chang Kuo-sin, a Hong Kong 

delegate and a committee treasurer of AFF, and president of Asia Pictures, was 

                                           
17

 Memorandum from the Central Intelligence Agency to the 303 Committee, Department 

of State, INR/IL Historical Files, Minutes of 303 Committee, 6/22/66. 

 
18

 Memorandum from the Central Intelligence Agency to the 303 Committee, Department 

of State, INR/IL Historical Files, Minutes of 303 Committee, 3/27/67. 
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another ardent pro-US figure who had founded the Asia Press with financial 

backing from the US government by way of TAF and Free Asia Association. He, 

with sizeable funds from such organizations, established Asia Pictures in 1953, and 

produced films until its official closure in 1959, after the withdrawal of U.S. 

support.
19

 In Indonesia, under the Technical Cooperation Administration (TCA) 

programme, a part of the Colombo Plan, Indonesian government‘s film production 

unit, the Indonesian National Film Studios in Jakarta, received USD 380,000 from 

American‘s Foreign Operations Administration for purchasing new film 

equipment.
20

 Moreover, ten film technical experts were dispatched to Indonesia, 

and they, in the end, stayed for six years,
21

 and, during the early 1950s, a group of 

employees of the government‘s film unit and prominent film personnel were sent to 

the United States to be trained.
22

 It is noteworthy that Indonesia, in the early 1950s, 

for the American government, was far more important than other Asian countries 

regarding the nation-states‘ geographical and political decisiveness. As such, the 

case of Korea, Hong Kong, and Indonesia might be only small fragments of what 

the U.S. government had done to intervene in the regional politics during the Cold 

                                           
19

 Law and Bren, Hong Kong Cinema, 154-155. 

 
20

 ―Indonesian Studio to Get U.S. Grant,‖ Nippon Times, May 16, 1954: 7. 

 
21

 Since the Colombo Plan was a US-UK joint cooperative plan for economic development 

in the countries of South and Southeast Asia which, in the end, fostered America‘s 

authority over the region, particularly former British Far Eastern colonies (Malaya, 

Singapore, North Borneo, Sarawak, and Brunei), the plan, apart from financial aid, laid 

weighty emphasis on education. See Antonin Basch, ―The Colombo Plan: A Case of 

Regional Economic Cooperation,‖ International Organization 9.1 (1955): 1-18. 

 
22

 Krishna Sen, Indonesian Cinema: Framing the New Order (London and New Jersey: 

Zed Books Ltd, 1994), 24-25. 
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War phase. But one question still remains vague. To what degree was FPA 

important to TAF, the CIA, or Washington? 

I argue that the history of AFF, particularly the first decade of the event, 

resulted from the US-driven Cold War politics that enunciated the new map of ―free 

Asia,‖ an anti-communist bloc that was 

controlled by new hegemonic regime, 

America. FPA was the first inter-regional 

motion picture organization, and actively 

intervened in every sector of film culture 

in each member country that resulted in, I 

claim, TNASS. Particularly, AFF played 

a crucial role to revitalize the region‘s 

cinematic network, by way of 

coproducing films, exchanging stars, 

providing location shooting incentives, 

learning the latest technical inventions, and gauging each other‘s state of 

filmmaking. The cultural, economic, and political logic(s) that gave rise to and 

modified AFF and Japan‘s involvement in the organization, however, has long been 

neglected and forgotten in the history, and when it being discussed, the authors pay 

scant attention to the festival, simply giving a brief statement about the event under 

the dominant national cinema history model (see chapter one). The shortage of 

primary and secondary materials makes the study of AFF a conundrum. One 

possible explanation is that since the mid-1980s, with the inauguration of the Hong 

Kong International Film Festival in 1977, the importance of AFF has rapidly 

Fig. 7 – Official logo of FPA 



 

 

  174 

 

declined in the region, and, therefore, AFF as an academic subject evaporated.
23

 It 

is time to redress. Although incessant depreciation of the presence by local critics 

for its lack of reputational merit outside of Asia, AFF retained its position in the 

region that each of the participants traded, competed, learned, and consumed each 

other‘s latest films. Nonetheless, after the significant waning of the intensity of the 

Cold War Asia and the Japanese film industry‘s downward spiral, beginning in the 

sixties, AFF gradually transformed its position and identity. AFF, therefore, should 

be read under the bigger perspective that observes the flow of geopolitical 

conversion from the U.S. led cultural cold war in Asia to the showcase of the 

developmental state‘s project to propagate the new country as well as regional 

cinema moguls‘ galvanizing expansion to maximize the market and the capital, 

which ultimately yielded TNASS. 

The State of AFF Studies 

In 2005, for the first time in the history of the Asian Film Festival (it was renamed 

as the Asia-Pacific Film Festival in 1982) Kuala Lumpur celebrated the fiftieth 

anniversary of the Asian Film Festival (AFF) by organizing the exhibition on the 

history of AFF.
24

 Accompanying the historical event, the festival committee 

planned to publish a comprehensive festival catalogue that summoned the fifty 

                                           
23

 For more about HKIFF‘s early formations and its impact over the region, see Stephen 

Teo, ―Asian Film Festivals and Their Diminishing Glitter Domes: An Appraisal of PIFF, 

SIFF and HKIFF,‖ in Dekalog 3: On Film Festivals (London and New York: Wallflower 

Press, 2009), 109-121; the current state of HKIFF is analyzed superbly by Ruby Cheung. 

See Ruby Cheung, ―Corporatizing a Film Festival: Hong Kong,‖ Film Festival Yearbook 

1, 99-115.  
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 Throughout this article, I will use AFF for every film festival held under FPA since its 
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years‘ history. However, surprisingly, no country holds the records nor the official 

festival catalogues. Dr. Rais Tatim, Minister of Culture of Malaysia, in his brief 

forward, lamented about the paucity of primary materials to compile the heritage of 

the festival. He writes bitterly: ―no one man or entity keeps in the store the 50 years 

struggle and the success of the APFF.‖
25

 In reality, since the mid-1980s, the 

importance of AFF has rapidly declined in the region, and no single study on the 

festival was made until Kinnia Yau-Shuk-ting, a Hong Kong-based film historian 

published a pioneering but brief article in 2005.
26

 Oddly enough, in the study of 

Asian cinema the presence of the Asian Film Festival has been repeatedly 

marginalized. Though Dr. Tatim and his staff members tried to write a cogent essay 

of AFF‘s history, it evidently proves how the lack of historiography can be 

problematic. In the catalogue, the history of postwar Asian cinema begins with, 

predictably, Rashomon: 

 

It [Asian cinema] took a surprise move, one that was not 

even a box office hit in its own country, to turn the heads 

of the international film community and pay attention. 

The film was Akira Kurosawa‘s Rashomon, an 

unassuming little Japanese masterpiece that won the 

prestigious Best Foreign Film award at the Annual 

Academy Awards in 1951.
27
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 Asia-Pacific Film Festival 50
th
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26 Kinnia, Yau Shuk-ting, ―Shaws‘ Japanese Collaboration and Competition as Seen  
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It is odd that the catalogue did not acknowledge the Venice Film Festival 

which most textbook histories of Asian cinema conventionally consider when they 

discuss the film, but the authors put forward the Academy Awards instead. 

Admittedly, the significance of the film and its successful landing at the 

international film festival circuit should not be undervalued nor overly 

problematized but, by narrating the history of AFF with Rashomon‘s triumph in the 

west [America], the fifty year‘s history of AFF, and Asian cinema at large, was 

comfortably subsumed into the rubric of the western ‗discoveries‘ of Asian cinema. 

The catalogue‘s approach is, therefore, hardly surprising since most accepted 

narratives of AFF history begin with the unexpected victory of Rashomon.
28

 Yau 

argues that the achievement of the film‘s international film festival circuit and 

subsequent distributions in major western cities, New York, Paris, London, and 

Rome, led Japanese cinema to turn its attention to the outer world including its 

                                           
28

 Rashomon‘s triumph influenced numerous regional film executives, directors, and 

policymakers in Asia. Ho Hyeon-chan, a renowned film critic in Korea, claimed that 

Korean cinema ―should go to Venice and win the prize as Japan did a decade ago…to be 

recognized and receive awards, Korean cinema should put forward our local color in 

tandem with Asian themes that could appeal to westerners‖ (Silver Screen, August 1965: 

65). In line with this, but much earlier, Shaw Brothers had dispatched a large number of 

delegates to the 1960 Cannes International Film Festival with the studio‘s The 

Enchanting Shadow, the most expensive epic film ever produced by the studio. Run Run 

Shaw aimed to expand the studio‘s limited market—Hong Kong and Malaysia—and sell 

films to the outside world. He had well recognized the weight of European film festivals 

and how a single film could change the whole industry. Similar to what Ho considered 

for Korean cinema, Run Run Shaw‘s tactic was to put the accent on ―Asian‖ themes, 

which signified music, costumes, dance, and production design as well as the historical 

background of medieval China, preferably the ―Ming‖ Dynasty. However, The 

Enchanting Shadow failed to receive much attention from either festival participants or 

Euro-American distributors. Run Run Shaw came home with empty hands but his 

challenge continued nonetheless. See ―The Colourful Cannes Film Festival,‖ Southern 

Screen (July 1960): 30-33; ―Shaws March Into World Market,‖ Southern Screen (July 

1963): 2-3. 
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former colonies. In consequence, as I will scrutinize in the pages that follow, 

Nagata Masaichi of Daiei, who produced Rashomon, went on a tour of Southeast 

Asia and met film executives in Manila, Hong Kong, Jakarta, and Malaya, which 

resulted in the formation of FPA, a host organization of AFF on November 17, 1953. 

Its aim was, Poshek Fu asserts, ―to become the Asian equivalent of the Cannes and 

Venice Film Festivals, a prestigious event at which filmmakers competed and made 

business deals.‖
29

 Within a year, the first AFF was held in Tokyo, and, from the 

third event, South Korea joined the organization as an observer which was 

promoted to a full member from the fourth installment in 1957. At the third AFF in 

Hong Kong, Alexander Grantham, governor of Hong Kong, at the opening 

reception, gave his welcome speech. He, interestingly enough, remarks that ―it [the 

festival] teaches me some geography, for I had never realized before that Japan was 

part of Southeast Asia!‖
30

 Whether or not his speech influenced it, Yau claims that 

it was Grantham who insisted on renaming the event, the festival was renamed after 

Hong Kong gathering, from Southeast Asian Film Festival to Asian Film Festival, 

and it was maintained until it was renamed again in 1982 as the Asia-Pacific Film 

Festival with the presence of Australia and New Zealand.  
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 Poshek Fu, ―The Shaw Brothers Diasporic Cinema,‖ China Forever: The Shaw Brothers 
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 AFF-HK catalogue (1956). For more about Alexander Grantham and his governing 
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Yau, Law Kar, and Fu all agreed with this consensus narrative but they 

overemphasize the role and strategy of Shaw Brothers that took over the supremacy 

roughly from the early-1960s. Their argument is, indeed, not wrong at all and is a 

decidedly comprehensible narrative if we consider that they all recount the national 

history of Hong Kong cinema and from that perspective, it was Run Run Shaw who 

benefited the most among the executives. Shaw, in Law‘s words, ―utilized festival 

awards to bolster the company‘s reputation in Southeast Asia.‖
31

 In a similar vein, 

Yau, by focusing on the role of Daiei and Shaw Brothers, claims that the history of 

the festival, especially between 1954 and 1969, demonstrates how ―Shaws 

established its close tie with Japan‘s Big Five, and replaced them as the leading 

studio in Asia.‖
32

 However, by narrowing the history of AFF into the struggle of a 

few film magnates whose true aim was to take over the hegemony, the previous 

studies of AFF overlooked myriad factors that played out in the formation of the 

festival, and ultimately depoliticize the significance of the festival, particularly, the 

fact that the festival is, indeed, an offspring of the Cold War. By reducing the 

historical meaning of the festival to a mere Shaw Brothers‘ business tactic, Yau and 

Law misplaced the festival and, instead, narrated the Shaw Brothers‘ success story, 

and therefore fell short to elucidate how Japan, a former imperial power, re-entered 

the regional film industry as a leading force of FPA although each Asian country 

had not recovered yet from their traumatic experiences of the Pacific War and 

Japanese colonial rule, and how the region as a whole was subjugated under the 
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hegemony of America who had ultimately redrawn the imaginary and geographical 

map of Asia. This is why the early history of AFF is important. 

In view of this, AFF is without doubt a political film festival. Valck 

argues the consequence of film festivals on various levels: politics, ideology, and 

the restored national film industry (Berlin), tourism for off-season (Venice and 

Cannes), rebuilding the run-down city (Karlovy Vary and Rotterdam).
33

 Upon her 

categorization, AFF is grouped with Berlin International Film Festival as a 

―political-purpose institution‖ and progeny of cold war politics. Heide Fehrenbach 

claims that the single most influential person behind the birth of Berlin festival was 

Oscar Martay, a film officer of the Information Services Branch of the Office of U.S. 

High Commissioner for Germany (HICOG), and it is often said that the idea first 

came to his mind when he attended the Venice festival. As an occupied force‘s 

cultural representative, Martay and America, borrowing historian Geir Lundestad‘s 

phrase ―empire by invitation‖ (1986), wanted to promote Berlin as the ―Western 

cultural showcase of the East‖
34

 which shows the image of a ―revitalized Berlin to 

serve as proof of Western economic superiority and cultural dynamism.‖
35

 

American authorities, at least for the first five years before the West German federal 

government became an official cosponsor, contributed financially to the event 

although the US‘s involvement was never officially announced. Both the US and 
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UK who occupied seats in the festival committee pressured other committee 

members to exclude Eastern European countries from the festival‘s invitation list. 

Therefore, the festival, naturally, became the political front that explicitly placed its 

political and ideological messages in the spotlight. 

FPA slides well into the rubric of a political institution for at least its 

first several years. However, AFF, in a fundamental way, differed from Berlin, 

which explicitly pronounced that it had a political purpose, since the U.S. 

government was not involved in the organization directly. Instead, Japan led the 

organization, and, curiously, it was not the US authorities but each participant who 

voluntarily made the festival an ideological battlefield under the realm of the Cold 

War system in Asia. As an evident instance, Nagata Masaichi, as president of FPA, 

proclaims at the third AFF in 1956:  

 

We can say proudly, without any other ulterior motives of a 

political and ideological background, but only through self-

reliance, we have overcome insurmountable difficulties in 

maintaining this project and we are now here to hold the 3
rd

 

annual film festival.
36

 

 

What he meant by ―political and ideological background‖ denotes communism, and 

that ideally AFF would be a politics-free event as long as the films came from ‗free 

Asia.‘ In that sense, therefore, AFF is, ironically, an exceedingly political and 

ideological entity.
37

 Indeed, for example, the most heated issue was the presence of 
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North Korea and PRC. Indonesian delegates, Malik and Ismail, claimed to include 

North Korea and PRC in the committee at the first AFF in Tokyo, but his claim was 

the most contentious subject during the first and second forum of the festival in 

1954 and 1955 respectively. Kim Kwan-soo, in an interview with a local newspaper, 

said, 

 

At the festival, we had a long discussion concerning which 

country will host the next year‘s festival. Indonesia was the 

most active among nations, but I refused because Indonesia 

seems to be a pro-communist country. For example, 

Indonesia claimed to include North Korea and PRC in the 

festival‘s committee last year. As you know, this festival was 

established to promote the culture and ideology of free Asia 

to the outer world. How could such a communist country 

join the festival! Japan vetoed the proposal more strongly, 

and we, Korean delegates, followed Japan‘s opinion. We also 

refused a co-production offer from one of the Indonesian 

film producers due to the same reason. We should not unite 

with such a pro-communist country.
38

 

 

 

What surprises me the most is not his strong opposition toward Indonesia 

but his alliance with Japan. It seems that Kim is proud that he was in line with 

                                                                                                                      

passionate anti-communist, and he collaborated with the Philippines government 

producing three films that were against Communism during the early 1950s. Djamaludin 

Malik, an Indonesian representative, had a close link with Suharto, then a commander of 

Diponegoro Division, responsible for Central Java. Suharto, together with Malik, was 

financially aided by an Indonesian-Chinese entrepreneur Liem Sioe Liong, and Malik, 

with his colleague Usmar Ismail, showed a somewhat ambivalent attitude toward China 

and communism. Malik was sympathetic to the ascendant power of the communist party 

in Jakarta, and, for getting funds, he was in dire need of the Chinese entrepreneurs in 

Indonesia 
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Japan, only a decade after the formal closure of thirty-five years of Japanese rule in 

Korea. In mere ten years, the fear of Japan‘s remilitarization in Korea and other 

former colonies in the region had converted to the logic of anti-communism 

altogether. In consequence, the hatred toward Japan during the occupation period in 

most Asian countries turned to the fear of communism, and under this consensus, 

anti-red matrix, Japan emerged as an adopted ―reeducated‖ son and the financially 

self-sufficient ―big brother‖ in the region at least in the realm of film industry in 

Asia. Therefore, Indonesia‘s proposal to include India, North Korea, and PRC was 

denied by the member countries, particularly Japan, Taiwan, and Korea, since, as 

Kim expressed in a Korean newspaper, repudiation affirmed that the aim and 

purpose of FPA was to ―protect ‗free Asia‘ from the invasion of the communist 

force throughout the cinema.‖
39

 

AFF possesses, in view of this, to some extent, vulnerability, and its 

identity had changed several times due to the instability of the region‘s political 

atmosphere. Nonetheless, after the significant waning of the intensity of the Cold 

War in Asia and the Japanese film industry‘s continuing recession, at the beginning 

of the sixties, AFF gradually transformed its position and identity. The most 

conspicuous amendment is the intrusion of the state, markedly Korea and Taiwan, 

the two representative ―developmental states.‖ With the strong intervention of the 

state, the map of regional film industry had altered. As an apparent example, Korea 

hosted its first AFF in 1962.  
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At the opening ceremony, Park Chung-hee, the new president of Korea 

who assumed the reign of the government by the coup the year before, gave a 

welcome speech, and all participants visited the 38
th

 Parallel as well as the military 

camp in the suburbs. The festival was, in the end, the site of political enunciation to 

prove that the new state had successfully taken off, and the spirit of the 

underpinning was built based on the ideology of America-led capitalism and anti-

communism, which denotes the negation of North Korea and PRC.
40

 Run Run 

Shaw, who benefited the most from AFF, was, indeed, the only politics-free 

personnel since the inception of the festival. All the way through the 50s and 60s, 

Shaw Brothers, using AFF as a functional window to promote its year-to-year 

outputs and a conciliation site for co-productions with associate participants, firmly 

seized the hegemony of the regional film industry throughout the mid 60s to the 

early 70s. In the following section, how the festival was initiated, and what was the 

logic behind this exceedingly political organization will be thoroughly illustrated. 

The initial constitution of the organization included representatives from seven 

countries; Japan, Taiwan, Indonesia, Malaya, Hong Kong, the Philippines, and 

Thailand. They all gathered in Manila in 1953, a mere six months after the armistice 

of the Korean War on July 27. It was, as I briefly discussed above, Nagata Masaichi 

                                           
40
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of Daiei who initiated FPA. Then, who is Nagata Masaichi and what was his 

purpose of forming the organization? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Fig. 8 - Map of FPA Members in 1956 
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Nagata Masaichi and the Beginning of FPA 

Yomota Inuhiko defines Nagata as an ―idea 

man,‖
41

 and Richie and Anderson called 

him a ―businessman‘s businessman.‖
42

 

Shiro Kido of Shochiku habitually called 

Nagata Masaichi the ―smooth-talking 

opportunist.‖ At the official reception of the 

third AFF in Hong Kong, Loke Wan-tho 

gave him the name, ―Mr. Motion Picture‖ of 

Southeast Asia.
43

 This Kyoto-born film 

executive first entered film business as a 

studio guide of Nikkatsu in 1926, and in ten 

years he was promoted to a manager of the production. He is well known for his 

Machiavellian instinct to take hold of power when he surreptitiously sided with 

Kawazura Ryuzo, the chief of the Information Bureau, and made his way of success 

by persuading the bureau to reduce the whole film industry into three 

conglomerates: Toho, Shochiku, and Daiei. As a president of Daiei, he brought 

Nikkatsu, his former workforce, under the umbrella of Daiei.
44

 Nagata‘s fortune, 
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though, seemed to end with Japan‘s defeat. Now the war had ended, and Japan was 

kept in tow by the Occupation Forces led by Douglas MacArthur. The hunting of 

"war criminals" was a task for the Occupation force, even to the entity of the film 

industry. Among those Nagata was on the list of war criminals, and was removed 

from the industry for "rehabilitation." The process was completed in 1948, Nagata 

was fully reinstated, and as an ―idea man,‖ he was busy with new plans and ideas. 

Nagata‘s accidental contract and production of Kurosawa‘s Rashomon is now well 

known, and Anderson and Richie as well as Kurosawa Akira‘s own autobiography 

have illustrated it in detail.
45

  

Before Nagata‘s Southeast Asian adventure begins, two factors should be 

considered. First, his acquaintance with two important figures, Mori Iwao of Toho 

and Kawakita Nagamasa, a head of Towa, should be examined. Mori became the 

studio chief of Toho Film Company in 1937 which was established in the same year 

as a result of a merger of four companies: PCL, PCL Studio, JO Studio, and Toho 

Film Distribution Company. Mori had a close association with Kawakita, a Beijing-

born Japanese who had imported European films and distributed through Mori‘s 

Toho.
46

 Kawakita was truly a cosmopolitan in Japanese cinema. He was a producer 

of the first Japan-Germany co-production The New Earth (Die Liebe der 
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Mitsu/Atarashiki tsuchi, 1937), and, in a few years, was transferred to Shanghai to 

set up a national policy company, China Movie Company in 1941. In Shanghai, a 

sophisticated man, Kawakita aligned with Zhang Shankun, the king of Chinese 

cinema, until the war‘s end.
47

 Kawakita was a known Chinese cinema expert in 

post-war Japan, and he maintained his friendship with his former colleague Zhang 

Shankun by co-producing films with Zhang‘s Hsin Hwa company. Nagata, after he 

resumed his status in 1948, tied-in with Iwao Mori‘s as Daiei distribution partner. 

Second, Nagata, Mori, and Kawakita were all interested in the global outreach of 

Japanese cinema. As Nagata travelled to Hollywood in 1951 for possible business 

contracts, Mori also spent time in Hollywood and Europe from March to May in 

1951.Mori met Joseph von Sternberg in New York for Kawakita‘s Japan-America 

coproduction project Anatahan (aka. Saga of Anatahan).
48

 Accordingly, Mori, 

Nagata, and Kawakita all tried to reach outside of Japan and they were indeed the 

founding members of FPA although Kawakita stepped down at the last moment. 

Japanese cinema, in the early 1950s, finally regained its momentum. As 

Hiroshi Kitamura imposingly delineated in his recent work Screening 

Enlightenment, in December 31, 1951, the U.S. operated ―Central Motion Picture 

Exchange (CMPE)‖ ended its mission, and ―a new day of business dawned the 

following day.‖ No more occupation and government censorship, and the content of 

cinema became diversified. Such tabooed genres – period films and war pictures – 
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are now ready to embrace Japan‘s new generation audiences.
49

 Nikkatsu, after a 

long hiatus, re-entered the market in 1953, and the competition among the major 

studios – Toho, Shochiku, Daiei, Toei, Shin Toho, and Nikkatsu – got fierce.
50

 

Nagata‘s Southeast Asian tour in 1953 should be situated in the context of the 

Japanese film industry‘s regaining its pre-war condition that brought optimism back 

to Japan‘s top film executives, particularly Nagata Masaichi whose power in the 

industry reached its zenith around the time of his adventure. In 1953, Nagata met 

Runde and Run Run Shaw who were ardently seeking a way to expand their 

network. The idea of FPA surfaced during their dinner at the Peninsular Hotel in 

Hong Kong, and with four more film executives in Indonesia (Malik), the 

Philippines (Leon), Thailand (Prince Bhanu Yugala), and Taiwan (Li Yei), FPA 

was initiated. Among eleven official board members, Japan dominated the board by 

occupying four seats (including Nagata), the Shaw family held two (Run Run for 

Malaya/Singapore and Runde for Hong Kong), and Indonesia took two (Malik and 

Usmar Ismail) while others (Thailand, Taiwan, and the Philippines) each received 

one seat respectively. Consequently, from the beginning, FPA was Japan‘s 

organization, having two sidekicks, the Shaw Family and Malik/Ismail. MPPA 

(Motion Picture Producers Association) in America was involved in the FPA from 

the beginning, as I discussed earlier. Two members of MPPA participated in AFF as 

―observers,‖ and at least for the first event, MPPA offered a ―special prize‖ that was 
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to be awarded to a significantly ―improved,‖ formerly ―retarded‖ country‘s cinema. 

Frank Borzage, a renowned film director, was dispatched to Tokyo to present the 

prize; a 35mm Mitchell camera, and the Thailand film industry received the 

award.
51

 

We can, however, still raise myriad questions of FPA‘s sudden entrance. 

To what extent did Japan voluntarily suggest to organize FPA and its principal 

activity, AFF? If we accept the previous seemingly collective explanation, it was 

Nagata Masaichi‘s will since he was in need of exporting Japanese cinema to 

Southeast Asia. However, it should be comprehended as the Japanese film 

industry‘s collective aspiration. As a lucid instance, Nippon Times published a four-

page special report on AFF and the Japanese film industry‘s current status, along 

with another Japanese cinema, The Gate of Hell‘s victory at Cannes International 

Film Festival, on May 16, 1954. One reporter writes in the special issue of Nippon 

Times: 

 

[T]he Southeast Asian area being almost completely 

dominated by films of American origin, the indigenous 

movie industries were still in a very retarded stage of 

development. To foster these industries would contribute to a 

mutual exchange of motion picture culture as well as 

increase Japanese exports to that area. Therefore, it would be 

beneficial not only to Japan but also to the countries of 

Southeast Asia themselves if the Japanese movie industry, 

which was somewhat more advanced, were to take the lead 

in developing the film industries in this part of the world.
52
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In fact, since the unpredicted success of Rashomon, between 1951 and 

1953, the amount of film exports had increased tremendously, and motion pictures 

had risen to prominence among various export articles. In 1953 alone, a total of 675 

films valued at USD 1,030,000 were exported to various countries, primarily 

European markets, which was thirty times more than that of 1947. In other words, 

the Japanese film industry became a ―star of Japan‘s export industry‖ by the time 

the first AFF began.
53

 Therefore, to relieve the nation‘s current dollar shortage, the 

Japanese film industry was given a new mission: export more films to new 

destinations, including Southeast Asian countries and, possibly, India. However, 

despite their aspiration, Japan did not have many places to export its cultural 

products in Asia. Korea banned the importation of Japanese cinema, Taiwanese 

cinema was more favorable to Japanese cinema but the whole film import business 

was under control of its government, Indonesia had an authoritarian import-

restriction system led by the government at the time, and the Philippines cinema 

was in very good shape and few major studios subjugated the market from 

production to exhibition, and the market, apart from domestic products, favored 

American cinema. On top of that, in 1953, the Philippines was still hostile to Japan. 

It was Hong Kong and Malaysia, especially the Shaw Family and Loke Wan-tho, 

who were interested in collaborating with the Japanese film industry to raise their 

product quality. Indeed, Shaw Brothers had imported numerous Japanese genre 

films and released through the studio‘s vast theatre chains in Hong Kong, Malaysia, 

and Singapore. Therefore, according to Eiga Nenkan (Film Annual), in 1954, a sum 
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of 740 feature films were exported but only 90 went to Asia, mostly to Hong Kong 

and Taiwan.
54

 

Then, what was the factual force behind Japanese cinema‘s turn to 

Southeast Asia amidst the repercussions of the Korean War? Three factors should be 

considered concerning the issue of Japan‘s re-entrance to Southeast Asia. First, as I 

discussed above, it was rather a political choice that, as early as 1949, was due to 

the newly formed ―free Asia‖ bloc against the ever-expanding communist alliance, 

which was epitomized by the founding of PRC. Japan was being pressured by 

Washington‘s policymakers, through ECAFE (Economic Commission of Asia and 

the Far East), and was geared up to re-enter the region for acquiring raw materials 

and foods while exporting light industries‘ products instead of PRC and the Soviet 

Union. To send a message of ―good will,‖ cinema, the most prevailing medium of 

disseminating the image of the ―reformed‖ pre-colonizer, accompanied the policy 

either voluntarily or half-compulsorily. Glenn Ireton, a Tokyo correspondent for Far 

East Film News wrote, in 1954: 

 

[T]he motion picture industry of Southeast Asia has 

succeeded where governments have failed. At the same time, 

this fact also illustrates one of the strongest arguments for 

democratic government. For, imagine, if you will the 

component parts of a commercial activity in six political 

entities, most of which don‘t have reciprocal and normal 

diplomatic relations, being permitted to band together to 

further common objectives, under other than social and 

economic system founded upon free enterprise.
55
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In line with this, Law Kar states that the festival, according to him, had 

reestablished ―normal protocol and trade channels and soothed many of the bruises 

of the Pacific War.‖
56

 Second, it was Nagata Masaichi‘s will. By leading the 

organization and festival, Nagata Masaichi could retain manifold compensations; he 

upheld the position in domestic industry, had a link to Asia as well as the West and, 

by screening films with technical superiorities, Nagata and Daiei determinedly 

positioned as the most modernized company in Asia, and gained profits for 

exporting filming equipment and state-of-the-art techniques such as Eastman color 

cinematography and its lab processing, sound film synchronous recording and 

sound shooting, and special effects that had induced Asian producers to Daiei‘s 

laboratories for post-production process. This strategy was successful since, until 

the early 70s, most Asian studios including that of Shaw Brothers and Shin Films in 

Korea had to rely on Japan for their post-production procedures particularly for 

color processing/developments and special effects. Moreover, Daiei could export 

more genre films from the studio to other Asian countries by using his solid 

network with FPA members.
57

 Daiei‘s foreign sales, therefore, particularly to Hong 

Kong and Taiwan had rapidly increased, from forty in 1954 to seventy-four in 

1956.
58
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On the other hand, to Asian producers, participating in AFF had two 

advantages. First, with the relative weakness of film techniques, producers of 

Indonesia, Hong Kong (and Malaya), and Taiwan actively approached Japan for 

potential collaborations mostly in the form of co-production. Run Run Shaw and 

Loke Wan-tho were among the most benefited personnel, and between 1954 and 

1959, both cinema moguls imported many Japanese films
59

 while learning the 

state-of-the-art film techniques and the convention of new genres through a series 

of co-productions. Second, as the most effective means to convey the new ideology 

of each newly independent state, the burgeoning of film studios led by the state in 

Asia needed to propagate their ―new‖ images to the outer world. Korea, Taiwan, 

Indonesia, and the Philippines were, in consequence, eager to display the degree of 

industrialization and acquaintance with democratization of new nations. This factor 

will be discussed thoroughly in the latter part of this chapter. 

In the following pages, I will broadly discuss the discursive factors 

that made Japan re-enter the region by stressing the geopolitical milieu in the early 

of 1950s and how AFF posited itself in the topography of the rapidly changing 

regional order. Then I will move on to the festival‘s inner tensions between Japan 

and the rest of participants. Co-production should be considered the single most 
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important practice for regional collaboration, with contracts being mostly made 

during the festival, and the last part of the chapter shows the alteration of AFF from 

the cold war festival to the annual film trade fair and an arena of East Asian film 

executives, i.e. Hong Kong, South Korea, and Taiwan. 

New Regional Order and Japan’s Re-entrance to Southeast Asia 

As clearly enunciated from the beginning, the aims and objects of FPA are: 

 

[T]o promote the motion picture industry in the countries or 

territories of Southeast Asia; to elevate the artistic standards 

of motion pictures; and to ensure cultural dissemination and 

interchange through motion pictures in the area, thereby 

contributing to the development of friendly relations among 

the participating nations. 

 

I particularly stress this declaration since, according to the three aims and purposes, 

the declaration signifies significantly different points which are fundamentally 

distinct from other post war European film festivals. AFF is, indeed, likely to be in 

line with another regional economic organization, ECAFE which was established in 

1947. ECAFE was a regional commission of the United Nations Economic and 

Social Council (ECOSOC). Oba Mie summoned the aims and purposes of 

ECOSOC that served as ―an arena wherein member nations could meet on a regular 

basis to exchange opinions on regional economic and social issues, and to assist in 

the economic reconstruction and development of Asia.‖
60

 To be more specific, it is 

worth noting the official stipulation made in 1951: 
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a) Initiate and participate in measures for facilitating concerted 

action for the economic reconstruction and development of 

Asia and the Far East, for raising the level of economic 

activity in Asia and the Far East and for maintaining and 

strengthening the economic relations of these areas both 

among themselves and with other countries of the world. 

 

ECAFE was, in its heart, launched by the strong will of America, and American 

government wanted to seize hegemony in this ―new‖ region where each previous 

colonizer and newly independent nation‘s stakes clashed, were contradicted and 

were appropriated. It was, therefore, a laboratory of America‘s new role in the 

world.
61

 In its third session and subsequent meetings, one of the most urgent 

agendas was to question trade between ECAFE countries and Japan. E. E. Ward, in 

Far Eastern Survey, argues: 

 

ECAFE countries should avail themselves of Japan‘s ability 

to meet some of their urgent needs, especially in exchange 

for raw materials, which the ECAFE countries could supply, 

provided no action taken by ECAFE usurped the functions of 

the Far Eastern Commission.
62

 

 

In line with this, Dr. P. S. Lokanathan, an Indian economist who was an executive 

secretary of ECAFE, visited Tokyo in June 1949, and expressed that Japan should 
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raise the level of her trade with the rest of Asia, thereby ―increasing her ability to 

buy from non-dollar areas and also enabling the rest of Asia to speed up its recovery 

and development.‖
63

 The Truman administration, in John W. Dower‘s words, had 

identified Japan ―as the key to the balance of power in Asia,‖
64

 and as Bruce 

Cumings claims, the postwar American politics‘ key members, particularly Dean 

Acheson, George Kennan, and John Foster Dulles, wished to situate Japan ―in a 

world system shaped by the United States.‖
65

 With Japan, they all hoped to 

construct a ―free-Asia‖ bloc, a ―great crescent‖ of anticommunist containment in 

Asia, which in the end was more or less the non-territorialized colonies of dominant 

America. 

Hegemony, according to Immanuel Wallerstein, denotes that ―one of the 

strong states achieved temporarily a period of relative dominance over the others‖
66

 

that was historically sealed by a ―world war.‖ It has been well argued that the 

establishment of American hegemony emerged in the period between 1945 and 

1948, what David Harvey asserts was the beginning of the late capitalism, and was 

relatively short-lived, its demise beginning in the so called the age of transition; oil 

shock and the end of the Vietnam war (Harvey 2004) and the 1968 revolution 
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(Wallerstein 2004). From the accounts of Wallerstein and Harvey, ―postwar‖ refers 

to a temporal situation that American hegemony launched. America, however, was 

still not sure how its Asian policy should take off due to the presence of the region‘s 

former colonizers Britain and Japan. 

Cumings argues that as early as 1941, one sector of American official 

opinion sought a Japan revived to ―second track economic status‖ and to be an 

America-led free trade regime,
67

 and their view, in fact, was materialized by what 

we called George Kennan‘s ―reverse course‖ in Japan. With the end of the 

occupation regime in Japan which aimed to democratize the society and end the 

militarism (the Japanese Imperial Army), break up the Zaibatsu, eliminate rural 

landlords, and reform education in 1951 in tandem with the San Francisco peace 

treaty that Prime Minister Yoshida Shigeru called the end of Japan‘s postwar era, 

Japan lastly re-entered the world system. What was behind this policy turnaround 

toward Japan is, as Yoshimi Shunya emphasizes, the Chinese revolution. Shunya 

claims, ―Japan would have been far less important to American policy if there was 

still a pro-American government in PRC to act as a bloc against the southward 

spread of Soviet Power.‖
68

 In fact, W. W. Rostow, in his now famous research An 

American Policy in Asia, vigorously called on Washington to rectify its previous 

policy toward Asia. He claimed that the situation in Asia was more complicated 

than that of Europe. In Europe, America only needed to solve the crux of West 

Germany, but in Asia, Rostow stressed, ―there is Japan on the one hand and the 
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whole area of Southeast Asia on the other […] In Asia the threat would become 

virtually a reality either Japan or Southeast Asia would be lost to the Free World.‖
69

 

Indeed, Washington‘s nightmare scenario was ―if we lose Japan we stand a chance 

of losing all.‖
70

 

In fact, in the early 1950s, having been threatened by the ever-expanding 

communism over the region, particularly the establishment of PRC, ascending 

popularities in Indonesia and the Philippines, and the outbreak of the Korean War, it 

became necessary for the U.S. government to construct a military bulwark and ‗free 

Asian bloc‘ in the region. As Tony Judt delineates, by 1953, the U.S. foreign 

cultural programs ―employed 13,000 people and cost USD129 million.‖
71

As is well 

known, most of the expenditure went to the intellectual elites of Western Europe, 

but gradually, Asia emerged as a new battlefield of the cultural Cold War with the 

birth of People‘s Republic of China (PRC) in 1949. Therefore, FPA and its annual 

AFF were increasingly subsumed in the arena of cultural battle between two 

postwar powers, the U.S. and the Soviet Union. Lazar Kaganovich, along ther line, 

in 1954, proclaimed that ―if the nineteenth century was a century of capitalism, the 

twentieth century is a century of the triumph of socialism and communism,‖
72

and 
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the influence of the Soviets was spreading out over Asia rapidly from PRC to 

Indonesia. Okinawa, for that reason, was chosen to be emphasized as the weight of 

the military forefront to impede the Soviets‘ power. By dividing Okinawa and the 

mainland, placing a military camp in the former and concentrating its energy on 

economic growth for the latter, the Truman administration, by way of a proposal of 

George Kennan, pressured the Yoshida cabinet to link it to the markets of Southeast 

Asia, which, borrowing from Shuya, is an ―‗East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere‘ under 

an American military aegis.‖
73

 With the outbreak of the Korean War, the Japanese 

economy achieved unprecedented growth; as Yoshida puts it, ―the war in Korea was 

an unexpected gift of the gods.‖
74

 Together with America‘s aid and ever-flourishing 

Japanese economy with the help of the currency exchange rate policy which was 

fixed at one dollar to 360 yen to give a boost to economic recovery by encouraging 

exports, by the time of the Japan-U.S. peace treaty in 1951, the Japanese emerged as 

a leading economic muscle in Asia.  

The U.S. government had, as Japan‘s leading political economist Akira 

Suehiro summons, three policies toward Asia; the US anti-Communist strategy in 

Asia, the securing of the economic recovery and economic self-sufficiency of Japan, 

and economic links between Japan and Southeast Asia,
75

 and, indeed, Japan, 

having lost the Chinese market, was urgently in need of alternative markets where 

Japan could export its manufactured products and import raw materials and food 
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that was mostly supplied to Japan by its ―lost‖ colonies; Korea, Taiwan, and 

Manchuria. By supporting Japan‘s role in Southeast Asia, Washington finally began 

to apply its new policy under Eisenhower‘s ―New Look‖ whose primary object in 

Asia and the Middle East in the period of 1953-1956 was ―to reduce the American 

burden in cost and manpower of holding the line around the periphery of the 

Communist bloc.‖
76

 

However, under this new regional map, to return to the terrain, Japan had 

to carefully negotiate with the former imperial power over the region, Britain. In 

addition, to join the regional economic organization (ECAFE and SEATO), and a 

world-scope one, the UN, Japan would face the hostile reactions from her former 

colonies-cum-independent countries who feared Japan‘s re-emergence and its re-

militarization. The United Kingdom‘s postwar policy objective in Southeast Asia 

was to regain colonial control of Malaya, Singapore, and Hong Kong. However, 

Britain had to face a number of obstacles. First, growing anti-colonial nationalism 

in Southeast Asia led to the Britain conundrum. The independence of India and 

Pakistan in 1947 practically ended Britain‘s imperial position. Second, the ever 

expanding communist bloc led by the Soviet power threatened the region including 

the establishment of PRC in 1949 and the communist insurrection in Malaya which 

was an emergency situation to Britain. Third, Britain‘s postwar financial difficulty 

was deepened, and was not a match for the U.S., the new regional power. Therefore, 

as James T. H. Tang and Junko Tomaru have delineated, British postwar 
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government aspired to create a ‗third force‘ in world politics.
77

 However, as I 

summarized above, the British government had no choice but to seek a close 

alliance with the US and allied with Washington in the Cold War confrontation. 

British representatives in Southeast Asia, especially the Commissioner-Governor 

Malcolm MacDonald expressed opinions, which sought to utilize Japan as an 

―economic agent to help Britain shoulder its regional obligations.‖ MacDonald 

stated, 

 

Japanese ―return‖ to Southeast Asia should be viewed with 

friendly understanding […] Japanese technical abilities, 

Japanese consumer and capital goods and Japanese influence 

might well prove to be a most important factor in the 

development and future stability of Southeast Asia
78

 

 

 

Therefore, Tomaru argues that Britain and Japan entered into ―co-operative relations 

vis-a-vis the region.‖
79

 However, one fundamental problem was not fully solved. 

Japan had to deal with countries where economic nationalism and wariness about a 

‗second Japanese invasion‘ remained strong. Suehiro argues, concerning this 

problem and its solution, that Japan made use of its ―reparation payments and 
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American economic aid to the region.‖
80

 Prime Minister Yoshida, in his meeting 

with US Secretary of State Dulles, asserted, 

 

Reparations are a kind of investment. If we can contribute to 

the economic development of Southeast Asia in the name of 

reparation payment, we can help prevent the propagation of 

communism. With reparations, we can kill two birds with 

one stone.
81

 

 

The Yoshida cabinet, through Japan-US economic co-operation, launched its 

―scheme for the development of Southeast Asia‖ with a high expectation. Riding on 

America‘s vast economic aid policy in the region, and already operating the 

Colombo Plan, with reparation payment as bait, Japan re-entered Southeast Asia 

around 1953. However, Yoshida‘s aim was not fulfilled, and his successor, Kishi‘s 

grand tour of Southeast Asia in 1957 also failed to gain significant results. The lack 

of understanding of the realities faced by countries of the region following their 

independence, especially for Indonesia, the Philippines, and Malaya, Japan‘s re-

entrance to the Southeast Asian market was, after all, only for the sake of Japan‘s or 

Japan and US‘s interests. The fear of ―remilitarization of Japan‖ and ―revival of the 

Greater East Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere‖ made Japan‘s ―good will‖ gesture 

unyielding. Far Eastern Economic Review, in 1956, reports:  

 

Japan today is in fact not doing significantly better than 

before the War, in Asian trade. Japan‘s relative weakness is 
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particularly marked in respect of the countries of South and 

Southeast Asia; Japan‘s share in the trade of the area in 1953 

was only about 6.2% of exports and 72% of imports. The 

principal countries of that area are still mainly linked, in 

trade as in other matters, with the Western powers which 

formerly were their rulers.
82

  

 

The substantial progress of Japan‘s return to Asia, hence, was made a decade later, 

with the establishment of the Asian Development Bank (ADB) in which Japan held 

the initiative, in the mid 60s, and Japan‘s normalization of relations with Korea in 

1965.
83

 

The year 1953, when Nagata Masaichi‘s tour of Southeast Asia began, 

saw many sectors of Japan begin to make tours of Southeast Asia, joining 

―economic mission‖ and ―good will friendship mission‖ such as government 

officials, diet members, and entrepreneurs. For instance, in August 1952, a Diet 

members‘ Southeast Asian Economic Mission visited India, Pakistan, Ceylon, 

Thailand, Hong Kong and Taiwan, with the purpose of strengthening Japan‘s 

economic ties with these countries.
84

 In accordance with all these economic 

missions, the Ajia Mondai Chosakai (Asian Affairs Research Society) was 

established and its monthly journal Ajia Mondai (Asian Affairs) was first published 
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in 1953. Nagata Masaichi, along with the Japanese government and many different 

economic and political sectors in the country, went on a tour of Southeast Asia as a 

cultural missionary of Japan. As Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke stressed, AFF 

plays a ―large role in promoting world peace and raising cultural standards‖ as well 

as promotes ―friendship with Japan through motion pictures.‖
85

 In tandem with this, 

Nagata, at an interview with a foreign press, proudly expressed that ‗there has been 

an abundant flow of international amenity and goodwill, not to mention tangible 

accomplishments in direct assistance offered and received in joint production, in 

location facilities, in technical know-how and in production materials.‘
86

 What 

Nagata said reiterates the aims and purposes of AFF, and enunciates the event which 

is an archetypal ―flying geese‖ model.  

In fact, in the forum held in AFF-1956, the presence of two American 

representatives is particularly noticeable, and how Japanese participants in the 

forum reacted ambivalently to each member‘s demand proves that the event is 

solely Nagata and Mori‘s willpower. Other film conglomerates in Japan were still 

relucant about the idea. To examine how Japan‘s interests contradicted those of 

other Asian executives, and what film moguls sought after throughout FPA, the 

third AFF that was held in Hong Kong will be scrutinized. Coproductions, technical 

training, exchanging resources, and expanding markets were all noticeably 

expressed among member countries at the third gathering in 1956. Indeed, the 

major proposal for the forum was to solve the problem of co-production. In the next 
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section, I will closely discuss and reveal what lay beneath in this exhaustive 

discussion. Hong Kong, Thailand, Taiwan, Japan, the Philippines, and Korea 

attended the forum, and, noticeably, two Americans; representatives of MPPDA and 

MPPA participated as well. 

AFF Forum in 1956 

The forum begins with Ricardo Balabrat, a general manager of Premiere Pictures, 

the Philippines, who suggested an omnibus co-production film which was to be 

composed of five-to-six short films made by all member countries. He proposes, ―it 

is a sort of co-production that anyone of the member countries of the Federation 

may enter into with me or any other film makers in the Philippines on a co-

production basis.‖
87

 Balabrat stresses that he gained confidence through his 

experience on a co-production with Japan a year ago which made sound profit in 

the Philippines‘s domestic market. His proposal, however, soon proved that it was 

too naïve since most members expressed concerns in relation with the imbalance of 

a member‘s standard of filmmaking (Chang kuo-sin), language problem (Malaya), 

and the issue of a good story (Kimura and Kim). Among them, the question of 

―good story‖ heated up the board. Takechiyo Kimura, an acting secretary-general of 

FPA and an executive secretary of Daiei, strongly claimed, 

 

Japan says that we have had many propositions from the 

various countries in this area to have a co-production with us, 

but we think that for a co-production it is more important 

first to find a good story, for which we have a mutual 
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agreement, before we start a co-production […] Without a 

good story on which we can mutually agree, we cannot say 

yes to a co-production. 

 

What strikes me the most the conceited attitude that Kimura showed during the 

whole discussion. Twice he ignored the Thailand representative (Prince Yigala)‘s 

inquiry to share Japan‘s previous experiences on co-production, and, during the 

whole three-hour discussion, Kimura repeated his principle, ―a good story.‖ In 

response to Kimura‘s attitude, Prince Yigala questioned in a gentle manner, 

 

The Japanese delegation does not understand clearly. You see 

there are many ways of co-production: I merely want to 

know what is your line, your ideal, with regard to co-

production.  

 

Usmar Ismail added, 

 

We [Thailand and Indonesia] would like to suggest to those 

who have actually done joint production to cite their 

experiences, and inform us on what they have done these co-

productions; how the contracts were done, and any ills, so 

that we can remedy them […] we would like to know how it 

was done in practice. 

 

Kimura, however, was silent. He might not have wanted to be involved with any co-

production proposition made by any members in the forum. As a matter of fact, 

Daiei and Toho had done two big-budget co-productions with Shaw & Sons the 

year before, and, as I illustrated in the previous chapter, both films, ultimately, 

failed to achieve any impact neither on the domestic market nor on the international 

film festival circuit. 
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However, the experiences of the other parts of Asia, Shanghai, Hong 

Kong, the Philippines, and Indonesia were somewhat ambivalent, and their 

Japanese-occupation periods were relatively shorter than Japan‘s other formal 

colonies. Therefore, the pivotal contention of assimilation and subjectification is not 

the case at all since wartime Shanghai film industry only invokes the debate on 

Patriot/collaborator-traitor as Indonesia and the Philippines showed parallel 

responses. Japan, consequently, was reluctant to collaborate with post-colonial 

Asian film industry, and between 1945 and 1953, the co-production with Asia 

stopped completely. As a result, Japan did not have any rationale to reformulate the 

tradition with its former-colonies and one-time occupied territories. 

It all began with AFF. At the first event, as I already discussed, the first 

Japan-Hong Kong co-production was realized by Nagata Masaichi and Run Run 

Shaw. However, The Princess Yang Kwei-fei was, strictly speaking, a Daiei 

Fig. 10 - Photo Taken During the Third AFF in 1956 
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production with a partial investment and production collaboration of Shaw & Sons 

in Hong Kong. Nagata needed a single sure shot that would grab the fame again 

from both the domestic market and international festivals, and this exotic product 

seemed to be a perfect shot since it added Chinese flavors over the already familiar 

Japanese exoticism for the Western critics. Yet, the failure of the film, and the 

similar failure of Toho‘s Madame White Snake, humiliated Nagata, and Daiei 

became reluctant toward the idea of co-production. As The New Earth painfully 

proved two decades before, Japan, again, thought that the reason of Yang Kwei-fei‘s 

collapse lay on the story. Therefore, Kimura‘s unenthusiastic reaction toward co-

production and his over-emphasis on a ―good story‖ should be understood in that 

context. 

In accordance to Japan‘s uncompromising position, William Seiter, a 

representative of MPPDA, demonstrated how America viewed postwar Asia. Chang 

Kuo-sin, a figurative pro-American intellectual in Hong Kong who was supported 

by the U.S. government to set up his studio, Asian Pictures, kindly asked Seiter‘s 

opinion on the issue of co-production and ―good story.‖ Seiter, not surprisingly, 

stressed the need for education. He says: 

 

We [America] have now developed in three different 

colleges or universities, a school for motion pictures, which 

includes courses in writing, cinematography, art direction 

and editing, and this is a major course in the University of 

California, and the University of Southern California.  

 

By stressing America‘s brand new university courses on cinema, what Seiter meant 

was the need of American education for Asian cinema personnel. However, his 
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stance annoyed enough of the other participants since they were all experts on 

filmmaking in the region who had experienced at least a couple of decades at the 

industry. Ismail and prince Yigala were among the most intimidated by Seiter‘s 

proposition, but in line with Seiter, Chang Kuo-sin brought up again an issue of 

education, and suggested seeking for outer help for educating themselves. 

 

We [FPA] get a travel grant from the state department [the 

U.S. department], one for each member countries from the 

area. […] The grant covers travel expenses and all expenses 

paid in America for a period of three months. […] If we get a 

grant from the colonial office, the colonial department fund, 

or Colombo development fund, […] so I suggest we discuss 

the first resolution first – of getting outside help. 

 

Chang‘s remarks reaffirm that many participants of FPA, in fact, other than Kim 

Kwan-soo, were directly or indirectly supported by one of myriad U.S. government 

financed or supported organizations, and former British Far Eastern colonies 

(Malaya, Singapore, and Hong Kong), through the Colombo Plan, was receiving 

educational grants from either the U.S. or UK around that time. Seiter and Chang, 

along with another American delegate, Hochstetter, therefore, put weight on the 

need of ―reeducation‖ of Asian film personnel by sending them to America, i.e. 

Hollywood. Chang, who led the latter half of the forum, went further. As a ardent 

supporter of ―educating Asia,‖ he suggested a mutual scholarship in the area, 

primarily targeted to Japan, and asked Kimura whether Japanese film industry 

would allocate two-to-three months scholarships to Japan to acquire modern 

technologies for other Asian film technicians, writers, or directors. Kimura, again, 

shows a hesitant response and reluctantly states: 
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If member countries pay the travelling expenses and the 

staying expenses, then we will help with the other expenses 

which will be used in Japan. We will give that consideration 

as much as possible.  

 

Kimura‘s uncompromising proposition stimulated instant reaction from members. 

Chang asked to make a clarification. 

 

Chang: May I clarify this? Will you pay all expenses in 

Japan, board and lodging? 

Kimura: no, no… 

Chang: you will pay what? 

Kimura: we will give consideration to the expense for the 

location, and to the materials and so on. So, the staying 

expenses and the travelling expense must be borne by their 

own studio, for the technicians who come from another 

country. 

 

Then the Philippines, who had a comparatively advanced and modernized film 

industry, proposed two scholarships for its music conservatory for any member 

country who wished to develop its music and sound technology while Kimura kept 

silent.
88

 The forum ended, and the whole event finished waiting for next year 
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which would be held, again, in Tokyo. At the third AFF, Kim, a Korean delegate, 

made an informal compromise with one of the Hong Kong producers for a potential 

co-production. Indonesia, the Philippines, Thailand and Taiwan all achieved 

progress regarding co-production. 

Toward a New Order of Asian Cinema 

In fact, in the ‘50s Asian cinema, each country was in very different junctures in the 

configuration of their film industry. The Philippines, apart from Japan, had the most 

advanced system and technologies since, by the time of the first AFF in 1954, the 

Philippines had four vertically integrated studios, commonly called the ‗Big Four; 

LVN, Premier, Sampaguita, and Lebran-Movietec, and had been producing more or 

less one hundred films per year since the early 1950s. Due to these ever-increasing 

annual outputs, the Philippines film studios were seeking to export their films. 

Indonesia was the most rickety in terms of its political volatility and its two film 

moguls, Djamaludin Malik and Usmar Ismail which were under cumbersome 

pressures from both the country‘s communist party and the government for various 

reasons. Malaya, Singapore, and Hong Kong were in the hands of the Shaw family 

and Loke Wan-tho‘s MP&GI, and these two companies were keen to acquire up-to-

date technologies, especially cinemascope, color processing, and synchronization to 

fulfill their enormous theatre chains in Southeast Asia. Korea and Taiwan were in a 

very stumpy position in terms of the maturity of the industry. 

In 1959, Southern Screen, Shaw Brothers‘ monthly magazine that 

publicized the studio‘s stars, business plans, and films, proclaimed ―It‘s ―Oscar‖ 
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time in the Asian movie field!‖
89

 In that year, AFF was held in Kuala Lumpur, 

capital of Malaysia, on May 4. Shaw Brothers was operating its Shaw Malaya 

studio, and three out of five Malaysian festival entries were de facto Shaw Brothers‘ 

products. What is more, the studio was the owner of or affiliated with over one 

hundred theatres and numerous amusement parks in the country. Although the 

festival invited films from eight member countries—Taiwan, Hong Kong, Korea, 

Indonesia, Japan, the Philippines, Singapore, and Malaysia—Shaw Brothers‘ films 

belonged to three individual countries‘ entries; Hong Kong, Singapore, and 

Malaysia. As a result, Shaw Brothers swept the festival by winning thirteen awards, 

including the best picture and best director awards for The Kingdom and the Beauty 

(1959), directed by Li Han-hsiang.
90

 

AFF had two functions for Shaw. It helped to show explicitly the status 

of the company in the region and it was useful to penetrate new territories since film 

festival awards made film distribution and release relatively easier. Thus, Run Run 

Shaw was very passionate about AFF throughout the early period. As the studio 

increasingly matured, he gained more confidence. He was no longer FPA‘s second-

in-command. In 1961, Run Run Shaw stated that ―Japan and Hong Kong are both 

leaders in Asian cinema. With Japan‘s profound relationship with Southeast Asia 

and the similarities we share in our cultural backgrounds…we will have to seek 

total collaboration with our Japanese counterpart.‖
91

 Indeed, Shaw Brothers, for the 
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second year in a row, walked away with the best picture and director awards for 

Hou men (Back Door, 1960), another movie by Li Han-hsiang. AFF‘s ―best picture‖ 

headings actually boosted the sales, and nearly all AFF-awarded films proved 

highly profitable at least in the Southeast Asian market. However, soon, regional 

politics and the film industry‘s transformation changed the nature of the festival. 

For those underdeveloped and newly independent countries in Asia, 

―modernizing the industry‖ and ―rationalizing the system‖ were catchphrases of 

most film executives of the time. What most Asian film entrepreneurs faced, by the 

late 1950s, were political instability, rising nationalism, which was often 

incorporated with the fear of communism, and foreign currency regulations that 

made it difficult to purchase or borrow raw film stock, or modern filming 

equipment from America. In consequence, Malik and Ismail closed their Indonesian 

studios in 1957 due to the constant conflict with the government; the Philippines‘ 

industry went on to suffer a recession. Chang Kuo-sin and his Asian Pictures 

stopped producing films in 1958 since the U.S. government no longer supported his 

studio. Although AFF was initially begun there, Southeast Asia largely disappeared 

as a market and AFF became an arena for what we now call ―East Asia.‖ Shaw 

Brothers, as expected, turned its attention to East Asia, particularly to Taiwan and, 

to some extent, Korea, not to mention the most attractive market, Japan. Regarding 

this, the Seoul gathering in 1962 is the most representative event of the 1960s‘ AFF. 

It shows how international relations affected AFF and film industry moguls in three 

countries interacted and found solutions to collaborate, compete, and trade with 

each other. 

Korea hosted its first AFF in May 1962. It was the first international 
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cultural event for the new country, held under the regime of a military government. 

Every cultural and political sector of Korea was expected to contribute to the 

festival, along with a few other international cultural events.
92

 Nationwide 

newspapers heralded the latest updates about the festival almost everyday during 

the first half of the year since it was going to be an international occasion where 

―we [Koreans] proudly introduce our bright new country to the world.‖
93

 To 

celebrate the one-year anniversary of the revolution, a de facto coup d'état led by 

Park Chung Hee in 1961, the festival was carefully scheduled and finally set to be 

held from May 12 to May 16. Although Hong Kong and Japan complained that the 

Cannes film festival also was to be held in May, the festival committee stuck with 

the dates since the finale of the event would be a celebration of the May 16 

revolution. In April, the AFF committee announced the full schedule. All 

participants were to visit the national army cemetery, Panmunjom, and the Military 

Academy. Park Chung Hee, the new president, was going to attend the closing 

ceremony to present the highest award, the best picture prize. As the regional 

political situation evolved, however, Indonesia withdrew from attending since the 

country began discussing with PRC and North Korea the inauguration of a new 

Asian film festival that would cover the countries outside of FPA.
94

 In addition, 
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Thailand also expressed notice of absences.
95

 Thus, AFF in Seoul hosted only five 

member countries other than Korea; Japan, Hong Kong, the Philippines, 

Singapore/Malaya, and Free China (Taiwan) sent out approximately eighty 

delegates, directors, and performers along with twenty-five feature films. 

Two years later, in 1964, Taipei hosted AFF for the first time. The mid-

1960s was the blossoming period for the Taiwanese film industry. The state-owned 

CMPC embraced a new executive, Henry Gong Hong, and he initiated a series of 

films called ―healthy realism.‖ Oyster Girl grabbed the best picture award at AFF-

Taipei, which had Henry Gong Hong as the chief of the committee.
96

 As predicted, 

Indonesia and Thailand were absent as well, and, Southeast Asia, by the mid 1960s, 

lost interest in AFF as it had become more or less an ―East Asian‖ film festival and 

its two ―developmental states‖ (Korea and Taiwan) and regional ―media capital‖ 

Hong Kong, dominated the festival. Li Han-hsiang, who had been the jewel of 

Mandarin cinema during the 1960s and a founder of GMP studio in 1964, 

reminisced,  

 

[T]o be perfectly honest, many awards at the festival were 

dished out under the special maneuverings of producers, 

such as doing a lot of PR, taking people for meals, etc. the 

ulterior motive for organizing a festival was to cement 

                                           

95 Kyeonghyang Sinmun, May 8, 1962: 4. 
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 Loke Wan-tho, president of Cathay Organization that includes MP&GI, was killed in a 

plane crash during the festival. Taiwan‘s power man Long Fang, a director of Taiwan 

Studio, together with other directors and executives from the Philippines. This tragic 

accident changed the regional film industry. MP&GI had shrunk its film production 

department and that led to Shaw Brothers‘ dominion in the region. 
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connections and help each other sell films. That was exactly 

how the particular festival was formed, under the 

arrangement of Daiei‘s representative Nagata Masaichi, Run 

Run Shaw, Korean director Shin Sang-ok and several 

prominent producers of the Philippines.
97

 

 

Nevertheless, by the late 1960s, the Cold War in Asia subsided, and the America-led 

Asia-Pacific system was stabilized. The Japanese economy, as Washington had 

planned, successfully took off from the late 1950s but her film industry was 

incurably wounded by the rising popularity of television. Unlike the 1950s‘ glorious 

studio era, Japanese cinema suffered from a decline of audiences and the mass 

influx of Hollywood cinema. As a result, Japan continuously participated in AFF 

but remained largely as a passive member while maintaining the presidency until 

the end of the 1960s. In a similar vein, most Southeast Asian countries expressed a 

shared discontent about FPA and AFF. After Korea‘s second hosting in 1966 when 

Shaw Brothers‘ Lan yu hei (The Blue and the Black, 1966) won the best picture 

awards and Korea, Taiwan, and Hong Kong shared most major awards with each 

other, Southeast Asian countries began to consider creating their own event. With 

the inauguration of ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian Nations) in 1967, 

Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, and Thailand had initiated an ASEAN Sub-

committee on Film, and developed the committee into the Southeast Asian Film 

Festival which had its first event in 1972. In 1974, Indonesia led the establishment 

of the ASEAN Motion Picture Producers Association (AMPP), and promulgated the 

purpose and aim of the association: 
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The objectives of ASEAN Motion Picture Producers 

Association shall be; to promote the interests of the motion 

picture industries in the ASEAN countries, to elevate the 

artistic standards of motion pictures, and to ensure the 

dissemination and interchange of culture in the region 

through motion pictures, - thereby contributing to the 

development of the spirit of ASEAN solidarity.98 

 

A few years later, AFF again changed its name and became Asia-Pacific 

Film Festival in 1982 with the added presence of Australia and New Zealand. By 

the early 1970s, Asian cinema again faced a time of transition. Daiei, the most 

powerful and influential motion picture studio in Asia during the 1950s, declared 

bankruptcy in 1971. Nagata Masaichi, who had initiated FPA, left the studio the 

following year. With Nagata‘s retirement and Daiei‘s impoverishment, Japan 

withdrew from the FPA committee completely in 1972. When Japan left FPA, AFF 

was held in Seoul as a non-competition event. Japan sent only film prints and no 

industry personnel attended. During the festival, Hong Kong, Taiwan, and even 

Korean producers and executives seriously considered canceling the festival since 

few regional industry moguls were left. However, AFF survived and has been 

maintained since then, although AFF‘s initial promises and influences over the 

regional film industry and culture are all gone. Film festivals in Asia entered a new 

phase.. HKIFF took place in 1977 as the first film festival in Asia, ―devoted not to 

the commercial interests of the industry,‖ in Stephen Teo‘s words, ―but to cinema as 
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film culture and art,‖
99

 and Taiwan launched its own ―Pan-Chinese‖ film awards, 

the Golden Harvest Awards, in 1978 with support from the Government Information 

Office 

After HKIFF‘s noticeable success as the most prominent film festival 

that had functioned as a showcase of Asian cinema, the Japanese government 

initiated Japan‘s own prestigious international film festival. Japan‘s Ministry of 

Economy, Trade and Industry (METI) took the lead. METI had been preparing for 

Tsukuba Expo which was to be Japan‘s third world‘s fair after Expo‘70 in Osaka 

and Expo ‘75 in Okinawa, and, to generate and amplify the synergy, Tokyo 

International Film Festival (TIFF) took off in 1985.
100

 Again, film industry moguls, 

apart from Nagata who had passed away a few months before the festival, took 

charge of the festival committee as they did for AFF in the 1950s. METI and the 

Japanese film industry‘s collective intention was, however, fundamentally different 

from the past. TIFF, from the inception, aimed to project itself as an ‗international‘ 

film festival comparable to Cannes and Venice, and not necessarily limited to Asian 

cinema. Despite its promising start, however, TIFF failed to posit itself as 

―prestigious‖ and ―world class.‖ The status of TIFF rapidly faded after the entrance 

of BIFF in 1996.  

The study of AFF is, in view of this, important to comprehend the 

current film festival phenomenon in Asia. From the Southeast Asian Film Festival 
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to the Asian Film Festival, then Asia-Pacific Film Festival, AFF had reacted, 

contradicted, negotiated, and transformed its flexible identity with the regional 

politics from the very beginning. This chapter was written to bring back this 

forgotten history. I hope that this study is going to be the beginning of film festival 

histories in Asia. 

Legacy 

In November 2006, the 51st AFF was held in Taipei, Taiwan. Thirteen countries 

participated in the event including Korea, Japan, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Japan, 

Malaysia, Vietnam, The Philippines, Indonesia, Australia, New Zealand, and some 

new additions; Iran, Russia, India, Pakistan, and Myanmar. The major awards went 

to two countries, Korea and Iran, by dominating Best Actor/actress (Korea) and 

Best Director/Film (Iran). Lifetime achievement awards were given to Run Run 

Shaw and Shigeru Okada, from two countries that initiated AFF. Since the inception 

of the Hong Kong Film Festival and the latecomer, Pusan, not to mention the 

world‘s largest film festival for Chinese-language cinema, The Golden Horse 

Awards, AFF is now merely a dying dinosaur which has been ignored and dismissed 

by most domestic and foreign press. However, it is particularly noteworthy to 

observe the structure of the festival. Its major awards category and the format of the 

event is, after all that history, surprisingly almost intact. AFF‘s chief section of the 

past, the forum, stayed alive. The official catalogue of the 51
st
 AFF indicates, 

 

A seminar of the theme will be held during the festival. It 

will cover the suggested topics of: encouraging significant 

international investment in film productions, promoting 

international film co-productions, establishing working 

relationships between international film executives and 
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creating film business opportunities amongst FPA member 

countries.
101

 

 

Still, the major concern of film producers in the region is co-production and 

regional and trans-regional cooperation. The Cold War is long gone. It officially 

ended with the Soviet Union‘s diffusion and PRC‘s adoption of the capitalist 

market-economy in the late 1980s. Francis Fukuyama blew a fanfare with his much-

cited proclamation, ―the end of history.‖
102

 However, still, PRC is a keen variable 

factor that transforms the regional film industry. Back in 1954, AFF was established 

to propagate the spirit of democracy in the name of ―free Asia‖ against the 

communist force of PRC and North Korea under the U.S. driven Cold War sphere. 

Now, member countries of AFF are eager to collaborate with PRC, who has never 

joined FPA, wanting to expand their market, not to Japan but to PRC which holds 

thirteen billion potential patrons. Shaw Brothers, after a long hiatus in filmmaking 

since the mid 1980s, has recently constructed its new and largest studio in Asia in 

Clearwater Bay, just a five-minute drive from the place where its former Movie 

town resided. Wong Ka-hee, a physical production director of Shaw Brothers, 

proclaimed that the new studio will be a ―post-production mecca for Hong Kong-

PRC co-production as well as for most Asian film productions by supplying the 

state-of-the-arts facilities, tax benefits, highly experienced technicians, and flexible 

schedules.‖
103
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After fifty years, film studios of Asia still aspire to achieve 

Hollywood-like modernity, industrialization and rationalization of the movie 

business, and Hollywood-standard film techniques. The presence of Japan in the 

region has not changed over the years. Its color processing and special effects, now 

CGI, technology is the best in Asia and most big-budget films in Asia send their 

negative prints to Tokyo for better quality. The regional cinematic order that was 

shaped during the 1950s has hardly changed. The Cold War system of the fifties, the 

long fifties, arguably, is still effective in Contemporary Asian cinema, with a little 

twist.
104
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 On 13 December 2009, the 53rd AFF was, after a two-year hiatus, held in Kaohsiung, 

the largest city in southern Taiwan. The ministry of culture in Taiwan supported the 

festival to lend a hand to the southern region where the typhoon had deteriorated the 

local economy only a few months before, and bring the tourists back to this harbor city. 

Chinese-language territories‘ gleaming celebrities like Jackie Chan, Andy Lau, Lin Chi-
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faded standing of the Asia-Pacific Film Festival, the festival committee decided to invite 
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Chapter Four 

Enter the Shin Films: 

Rise and Demise of a Developmental State Studio 

 

Phillip Ahn once came to meet me for a potential co-production project with 

Hollywood. The co-production, I believe, should be an equal one in terms of 

each country’s production system, structure, and economic environment.    

I had to decline the offer. However, I have worked with Hong Kong film 

studios, churned out two-to-three films per year, since Hong Kong was 

learning from our (Korea) cinema. – Shin Sang-ok.
1
 

 

All co-production films were made under my direction although the films are 

credited two directors name. Co-productions should be co-directed, one from 

Korea and the other from the associate country. That is the nature of the 

practice. – Shin Sang-ok
2
 

 

 

With the dawn of 1962, the Korean cultural sphere was obsessed with an 

international event called the Asian Film Festival (AFF) which was to be held in 

Seoul in May. It was the first international cultural event that the new country, under 

the regime of a military government, had ever hosted. As I extensively scrutinized 

the early history of AFF and its organizational backbone, the Federation of Motion 
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Picture Producers in Asia (FPA), in a previous chapter, AFF is clearly a product of 

cold war politics. Its ideological apparatus was a shared anti-communism which 

bonded each country in the bloc economically, politically, and ideologically ever 

since the armistice of the Korean Civil War in 1953. Korea joined FPA in 1955 with 

financial support from the Asia Foundation (TAF), but failed to achieve significant 

attentions from the members of the organization. Therefore, hosting AFF, which 

was the ninth event, was to be a turning point for the country‘s film industry as well 

as the nation itself that was eager to get recognition from the outer world.  

AFF-Seoul in 1962 was in many ways an important turning point for 

most regional participants as well as the interstate socio-political and cultural entity. 

First, the Park Chung Hee government initiated the first five-year plan for economic 

development in 1961, and the all of South Korea was willing to dedicate itself for 

the sake of the new nation‘s economic development. The film industry was given an 

important mission to construct a modern motion picture business and contribute to 

the states‘ economic policy as the Park regime comprehended the motion picture as 

one of the strategic industries such as textiles and light industries that should be 

controlled, planned, and driven by the government. Second, the Shaw family, 

particularly the youngest brother Run Run Shaw relocated the family‘s motion 

picture business from Malaya/Singapore to Hong Kong, and the new Clearwater 

Studio, known as a ―movie town,‖ was completed in 1961 and began to operate in 

full swing. 
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Fig. 11 - The Ninth AFF was held in Seoul, Korea in 1962 
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To fulfill the families‘ own theatres‘ need over Asia, Run Run Shaw 

wanted to boost the volume of films. Shaw Brothers was supposed to produce more 

Huangmei Opera films that had proven to be the most profitable genre in Cultural 

China around the world but Hong Kong, a tiny island, was simply not suitable for 

shooting those genre films based on Chinese history. In January and March 1962, 

Run Run Shaw visited CMPC in Taiwan and Daiei and Toei in Japan respectively 

for co-production agreements of location shooting for its Huangmei Opera films.
3
 

In May 1962, just a month later, Shaw went to Seoul and found the most ideal 

partner, Shin Films. Third, the Japanese film industry thought that AFF-Seoul was 

going to be a watershed for Japan‘s economic and political re-normalization with 

Korean government, and cultural delegates were to show ―good will‖ to Korean 

civilians. Hashizo Okawa, who was a chief executive of Toei, expressed in an 

interview with Kyeonghyang Sinmun: 

 

I‘ve been notorious for not attending any film festival but 

I‘m here now today. The reason I broke my dictum is to help 

normalize the interstate relationship between Japan and 

Korea. I believe that cinema will play a major role.
4
  

 

 

For that purpose, Japan dispatched the largest number of delegates, thirty three, 

among all the participants,
5
 and, right before the AFF, Nagata Masaichi of Daiei 
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announced that the company decided to import Seong Chun-hyang, Shin Films‘ 

1961 production, and would release it in six major cities in Japan around the time 

the festival was to begin. Finally and most importantly, 1962 was the year that two 

models of TNASS, developmental state studio and market-oriented studio began to 

operate with the entrance of Shin Films in the system. At the festival, Shin Sang-ok 

and his newly launched motion picture studio, Shin Films, won the Best Picture 

award for Houseguest and a Mother. Park Chung Hee himself handed down the 

trophy, and it was the beginning of a long love-hate relationship between Shin 

Films and the country‘s militant dictator. 

The unexpected triumph of Houseguest and a Mother brought a 

nationwide sensation. It was indeed the first ―best picture award‖ Korean cinema 

ever received, and with this victorious upshot, film critics, producers, and 

intellectuals had continuously debated on the present and future of Korean cinema. 

Hanguk ilbo commented, ―Korean cinema is right behind Japan but far superior to 

other Asian cinema.‖
6
 Donga ilbo showed a similar attitude; ―to be honest, except 

the case of Japanese and Korean cinema, the artistic standard of Asian cinema is 

never a match for the advanced countries.‖
7
 A year later, in 1963, this collective 

self-assured attitude persisted. One critic predicted the year‘s AFF-Tokyo will be 

―Korea and Japan‘s match,‖
8
 and he added, ―but one of those small rivals, Hong 

Kong, will challenge us. However, it will not be a big threat.‖ Hanguk ilbo wrote, 
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―Best picture award will surely be awarded to either Korea or Japan.‖
9
 Film 

director Lee Bong-rae, in line of this, asserts, ―Philippine cinema is less 

sophisticated than Japan in terms of its technical competency. Hong Kong cinema is 

less modernized and has a very slow tempo.‖
10

 Yoo Chi-jin, a renowned theatre 

writer and a Korean delegate for the festival, cautiously remarked:  

 

We [Korean delegates] are not sure until the final moment 

but I predict that this festival will be surely a league of Korea 

and Japan. However, although Korean cinema is almost 

reached the level of Japanese cinema in view of each film‘s 

thematic issues, morality, and good ideas, cinematic 

techniques is, so to speak, still infantile due to our less 

developed photographic equipments.
11

  

 

Therefore, Korean cinema, to the contemporary Korean intellectuals, was located 

right next to Japan since Korean cinema was, compared to other national cinemas in 

Asia, thematically and aesthetically superior but, tragically, lacked modern system- 

motion picture studios that were equipped state-of-the-art facilities. Thus, once 

Korean cinema became modernized and industrialized, it could surely pass the 

standard of Japanese cinema. Japanese cinema, not Hollywood, as a matter of fact, 

had long been a barometer to gauge the degree of modernity in Korea. Most film 

personnel in the 1960s began their film career during the colonial period, and 

practiced film technique in Japan. Shin Sang-ok was of that lineage, and for Shin, 
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Japanese cinema was the ultimate object that Korean cinema, and his Shin Films, 

had to overcome. Shin, in 1964, after receiving a best director award for Ppalgan 

Mahura (The Red Muffler) at AFF, confidently proclaims: 

 

There is no need to congratulate for this mere award. We 

should go out to the world. To compete with the world, 

Korean cinema must conquer the Japanese market first. I will 

soon achieve this mission.
12

 

 

In a roundtable discussion titled ―the future of Korean cinema,‖ various sectors of 

Korean intellectuals showed their visions, concerns, and obstacles to ―modernize‖ 

Korean cinema. Lee Jae-myeong, a former president of Korean Motion Picture 

Producer‘s Association (KMPPA), somewhat naively expressed his observation of 

the AFF. He stated: 

 

Japan is still the most advanced country in terms of its 

cinematic techniques and artistic qualities; however, Korea 

now became number two. We are a bit inferior to Japan but 

almost reached the point to compete with Japanese cinema.
13

 

 

 

Shin Sang-ok, after listening to other industry‘s influential figures such as Lee 

Byeong-il, O Yeong-jin, and Lee Cheong-gi, said that the utmost task Korean 

cinema should start was to rationalize the system of mass-production. Requesting 

the government to enact a law was, therefore, one good way to achieve the 
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modernization of the cinema industry.  Lee Byeong-il, in line with Shin, claims:  

 

In sum, if we‘d like to see the development of Korean 

cinema, the most urgent mission is to acquire sufficient 

assets and to build the modern motion picture studio that 

enables us to experiment with synchronization, color 

photography, and other new cinematic techniques.‖
14

  

 

What they aspired to do was to rationalize the system, enact the law, and initiate the 

modern motion picture studio; after all, this was what most industry people in Asia 

were trying to materialize during the 1960s. Shin Films, among them, was the most 

lucid example in the region since the studio and its dramatic rise and fall was indeed 

the consequence of the waves of TNASS. I argue that Shin Films should be 

examined in the context of TNASS in a way how, during the period, each studio, 

with the help of AFF, shared the business structure, management system, novel 

technologies and know-how, and new genres. From this perspective, throughout the 

next two sections, over two decades‘ history of Shin Films, from the beginning to 

the end, will be narrated and scrutinized, and its mode of production will be 

extensively discussed in the following section. Before I move on to the details, in 

the pages that follow, I will examine the current state of Shin Films studies and 

Korean film historiography. 
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Section One 

Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films, and the Korean Film Historiography 

 

Shin Films as a subject has never been taken seriously in Korean film studies. 

Although Shin Films was the largest motion picture studio of its time and the 

impressive number of 224 films were released 

during its operation between 1952 and 1975, 

its importance has been repeatedly reduced as a 

part of a larger entity, Shin Sang-ok. In many 

ways, Shin Films was incorporated into the 

study of Shin Sang-ok since he was de facto 

the force who owned, controlled, and was in 

charge of most of the outputs Shin Films had 

yielded for over two decades.  

Shin Films is, thus, regarded as a ―property‖ of 

Shin to most Korean film historians. However, 

paradoxically, Shin Sang-ok as a subject of cinema studies has yielded only a 

handful of articles, chapters, and notes, and no single study on Shin has ever been 

published, not even in Korea, although most scholars fully acknowledge the sheer 

importance of Shin and his films in the history of Korean cinema. Why? What is the 

logic behind this outlandish paucity of Shin Sang-ok and Shin Films studies? 

Writing about Shin Sang-ok has been a thorny problem indeed. Under 

the tradition of auteurism in cinema studies, particularly in the field of Korean 

cinema, Shin Sang-ok is a problematic figure. His uneven opuses, ranging from 

Fig. 12 - Shin Sang-ok (1926-2006) 
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historical epics and melodramas to comedies, war movies, musicals, ―quality films,‖ 

and a series of dubious co-productions led contemporary scholars to face a riddle, 

and made it extremely difficult to single out Shin‘s signature visual style, common 

themes, and aesthetical characteristics of his body of work. Moreover, Shin was, at 

the same time, a producer and a studio executive who had been one of the industry‘s 

most powerful people during the 1960s, and was deeply involved with the militant 

government‘s film policies by using his and his wife, Choi Eun Hee‘s long-term 

amicable relationship with Park Chung Hee and the state‘s second authority, Kim 

Jong-pil. Thus, Shin was neither the romantic auteur nor the political scapegoat that 

conventional auteurists love to project. What is more, Shin was quintessentially a 

transnational figure. Not only his Hong Kong connection makes the research 

exceedingly difficult but his outlandish career after 1978 is considered ―impossible‖ 

to track down. Shin‘s highly litigious careers in North Korea between 1982 and 

1984, and his move to Hollywood where he produced and directed a series of Three 

Ninjas films under the banner of Sheen Productions
15

 in the 1990s, require rigirous 

research by historians. Having considered all the factors, therefore, it is no wonder 

why Shin Sang-ok has been repeatedly avoided and dismissed by the academe, 

leaving just a handful of preliminary studies, a master‘s thesis, and a couple of 

―coffee table‖ books written by non-cinema studies specialists.
16
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Coupled with the studies of Shin Sang-ok, for many years, Shin Films - 

the motion picture studio - has been a ―myth‖ of Korean film history as well. It has 

been described as the single biggest motion picture studio ever operated in Korea, 

and a symbolic agent of the ―Golden Age‖ of Korean cinema, the belle epoque 

when Korean film industry was highly prolific and produced well over 100 films 

each year. Shin Films, under the helm of Shin Sang-ok, expanded its market to 

Southeast Asia where the studio actively co-produced and exported many of its 

outputs during the period of its business. However, Shin Films had gradually been 

dismantling and it was finally disassembled by the order of the government in 1975. 

Film scholars have been seeking to answer the rationale behind its rise and fall. 

Their consensus description is that Shin Films had been continuously intervened, 

controlled, and exploited by the state, and, due to the government‘s ever changing 

film policies, the studio had to shut down its operations, resulting in its official 

closure in 1975. Shin Films was, thus, a victim of the coercive and brutal tyrant 

Park Chung Hee and his militarized developmental state as Kyung Hyun Kim 

claims. He argues that the ―golden age‖ came to ―a screeching halt when the Park 

Chung Hee administration demanded that the film industry play by new rules in 

1973.‖
17

 In other words, in a conventional history, the sudden prosperity of Shin 

                                                                                                                      

Steve Chung‘s doctoral dissertation Sin Sang-ok and Postwar Korean Mass Culture is a 

pioneering work that covers from the 1950s to Shin‘s North Korea years. Chung 

dedicated one chapter to Shin Films. However, Chung comprehends and locates Shin 

Films in a larger entity, Shin Sang-ok. Therefore, the importance of Shin Films as the 

leading movie studio in 1960s Korea has been reduced and dislocated to another side of 

Shin Sang-ok, a director-cum-producer who had often been called the Cecil B. DeMille 

of Korea, and a man who once ruled Southeast Asia. 
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Films was an outcome of MPL, and the downfall of the studio was also the 

consequence of MPL. Cho Hee-mun, a Korean film historian, asserts: ―Shin Films 

was developed with a help of Shin‘s talent and passion but had to suffer from the 

government‘s irrational film policy that forced to industrialize the whole system and 

mismanagement, and finally disappeared in the history.‖
18

 This is what we have 

been told about Shin Films. 

Shin Films is not the only subject that cinema studies discipline has 

neglected. There are serious rarities of the industrial history of Korean cinema that 

are based on rigorous researches on Korean cinema‘s mass-production system, 

business structure, reliable statistical resources, import/export trade, film policy, and 

the industry‘s link to the government‘s economic plan. The rise of the film studios 

in Korea during the 1960s, Shin Films, Hanyang Pictures, Dongseong, and 

Kukdong pictures has largely remained intact, and if it did, researchers suggest a 

panacea, namely Park Chung Hee government‘s coerced and militarized policy 

toward cinema by way of its problematic and never-been-settled film policy that 

obligated each studio to be equipped with its own soundstages, filming facilities, 

contract personnel, and mandatorily produce a certain number of films per year 

which initiated the age of ―major companies.‖ Those perspectives are not incorrect 

at all, and the Park government, as a matter of fact, had tremendous influences on 

Korean cinema during the entire period of his regime. However, having stressed too 

much on the role of the state in film industry, the previous studies of Korean film 
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industry in the 1960s involuntarily ignored multiple factors that were operated for 

the shape of the industry; Sino-effects in Korean cinema, the role of AFF, 

demographic transformations in Korean society, and internal and external 

competitions. Most importantly, they failed to notice the regional phenomenon that 

motion picture studios occurred almost simultaneously in the terra; Hong Kong, 

Taiwan, the Philippines, Indonesia, and Korea. Interstate competitions actually 

influenced the shape of the mass-production system, new genres, and film 

technologies of the sixties Korean cinema, the status quo when Korean cinema 

entered TNASS in the early 1960s, and the rise of motion picture studios in Korea 

should be studied in tandem with the system. 

The study of Shin Films, therefore, is a gateway to decipher this complex 

web of regional politics, economics, and socio-cultural transformation that paved 

the way to materialize TNASS. In this study, I will locate Shin Films as the core of 

the subject, not a bit part of the study of Shin Sang-ok, and will discuss what 

materialized the golden age of motion picture studios in Korea in the late 1960s, 

and caused its sudden death by the early 1970s. Having considered all those factors 

above, Shin Films was incorporated into the system in 1962, energetically 

interacted with the transformation of the system during the mid-to-late 1960s, was 

in tune with the government‘s policies as a ―developmental states studio,‖ and went 

into the peak period in 1968 and 1969, then fell down quickly due to the system‘s 

restructuring when Shaw Brothers and the Hong Kong film industry firmly seized 

the hegemony of the system around the end of the decade. Shaw Brothers‘ moving 

to the core status resulted in the drawback of Shin Films, along with CMPC and 

GMP in Taiwan. In other words, Shin Sang-ok took advantage of his position and 
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resources while dynamically coming in tune with the government‘s economic and 

foreign policies. But the exclusive connection with Hong Kong that Shin Films had 

dominated, in the end, led the studio to fall into an awkward position which 

ultimately paved the way for its collapse. 

In the early 1970s, Edward Buscombe singled out that the rationale 

behind the lack of industry history in American cinema is not only a consequence of 

cinema studies‘ critical tradition that put priorities on individual creative personnel. 

It is also the result of the fact that, Buscombe argues: 

 

[T]he history of the American film industry is extremely 

difficult to write, because many of the basic materials that 

would be needed are simply not available. The statistics are 

incomplete and unreliable. […] The result is that when 

Hollywood has been written about, its industrial dimension 

has been ignored.
19

  

 

 

The same applies to the study of Shin Films. Although the industrial history of 

Hollywood, since Buscombe‘s pioneering study came out, flourished and 

blossomed during the 1980s by a group of film historians (Gomery 1985; Balio 

1985, 1988; Schatz 1983, 1989; Bordwell et al 1985) the industrial history of 

Korean cinema is still in its infancy. Acquiring reliable statistics is virtually 

impossible, and if attained, each of the sources shows significantly different 

numbers and figures. Among the 224 films produced by Shin Films, about one-fifth 

are accessible to researchers, and the analysis of the rest of the films has to rely on 
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in-person interviews, newspapers and magazine articles, and available scripts that 

more often than not are considerably different from the final outputs. This study, 

therefore, bears a clear limitation from its initial stage. However, reconstructing the 

history of Shin Films, its origins, development, and demise of the studio, should be 

conducted no matter what the resources are before it becomes too late. This study 

will be a departure from the previous studies of Shin Films and Shin Sang-ok, and 

will actively engage with the period‘s film industry and its inter-influential practices 

under the larger analytical frame of TNASS.  

 

 

Section Two 

Shin Films Mode of Production (1952-1975) 

 

What we now identify as Shin Films, in fact, had been continually renamed during 

the course of its two decades‘ entertainment business. In history, strictly speaking, 

our subject ―Shin Films‖ had its life span from 1960 to 1970, exactly a decade. The 

famous logo, the flaming brazier, was shown on the screen during the 1960s: thus, 

Shin Films is a truly an entity of the sixties. However, what I discuss as ―Shin Films‖ 

in this chapter denotes a group of film studios, Star Films, Anyang pictures, 

Deokheung films, and Shin-a films that were operated, managed, and structured 

under the same executives, namely, Shin Sang-ok, Choi Eun-hee, and Choi Gyeong-

ok, et al. The confusing name of each studio is the result of the nation‘s political, 

social, and cultural environments, and, therefore, they all should be studied under 

one umbrella entity, ―Shin Films.‖ In consequence, ―Shin Films,‖ in this study, 
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designates all film companies run by the Shin and Choi families between 1952 and 

1975.
20

 

 

Period Production 

Name 

Number of films 

(Total of 224) 

Executive 

1952-1960 Shin Sang-ok 

Production 

12 Shin Sang-ok 

1958-1960 Seoul Production 

1960-1970 Shin Films 109 Shin Sang-ok 

1967-1970 Anyang Films 23 Choi Gyeong-ok 

1968-1970 Shin-a Films 25 Shin Tae-il 

1970-1973 Anyang Pictures 27 Shin Sang-ok 

1973-1975 Shin Production 28 Shin Sang-ok 

 

Table 2 - The Transformation of Shin Films from 1952 to 197521 

 

Lee Hyeong-pyo, a renowned director who was a technical supervisor for 

Shin Films‘ Seong Chun-hyang, recalled, ―Shin Films was basically driven by a 

kinship, not one but two families: Shin family and Choi family.‖
22

 As Lee said, 

from the beginning, Shin Sang-ok and Choi Eun-hee was ideal partners for the 

business. Choi Eun-hee had a good relationship with the country‘s politicians, and 

                                           
20

 This study does not consider Shin and Choi‘s Shin Films in North Korea which were 

operated from 1982 to 1985 in Pyongyang under the enthusiastic support of Kim Jong-il, 

and Sheen Production that Shin Sang-ok launched in America in the late 1980s. They 

need to be studied, and I hope I can conduct the study as a separate project. 

 
21

 Table 2 is recreated by extracting records from the same statistics available at Park A-

na‘s Masters thesis on Shin Sang-ok. See 1952nyeoneseo 1975nyeonkkajiui Shin Sang-ok 

ui Yeonghwa Jejakgwa Jangneu (mellodeurama, sageuk) Yeongu. [A Study on the Film 

Production and Genre of Shin Sang-ok from 1952 to 1975], MA thesis (Seoul: Choon-

Ang University, 2003), 78. 

 
22 Interview with Lee Hyeong-pyo, August 2008 
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by the time the studio extended its size and volume of productions Shin brought his 

two elder brothers while Choi‘s younger brother Choi Gyeong-ok was working for 

Shin Films as a cinematographer. Among two of Shin brothers, Shin Tae-seon was 

involved deeply in the studio‘s management. Shin Tae-seon, before he joined the 

studio, had been a salary man who was working for a construction company. 

Therefore, he had no prior experience with cinema. Another of Shin‘s brothers, Shin 

Tae-il had some related background since he was a photographer. However, they all 

played supporting roles for the studio.
23

 

Therefore, Shin Films is fundamentally different from what Stephanie 

Chung terms ―fraternal enterprise‖ of Shaw Brothers which is based on ―the very 

nature of traditional Chinese family business-being run by family patriarchs.‖
24

 

Unlike Shaw Brothers where all four brothers shared the family‘s vast ancillary 

businesses, the logic of Shin family‘s involvement of movie management was to 

support Shin Sang-ok, and helped him seize total control of the studio. Thus, for its 

two decades‘ operation, as Cho Jun-hyung argues, Shin Films was owned, 

controlled, and managed by Shin Sang-ok who, as a matter of fact, had complete 

responsibility for all the products that Shin Films distributed.
25
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 Interview with Park Haeng-cheol, July 31, 2008. 
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Fig. 13 - Number of Films Produced and Released by Shin Films (1952-1976) 

 

What I am trying to do in this section is to analyze the studio‘s business 

structure, management system, human factors, dominant genres, distribution and 

exhibition subsidiaries, and imports and exports business that were, so to speak, 

―Shin Films‘ mode of production.‖ By using the term ―mode of production,‖ I am 

indebted to Janet Staiger and her definition of the ―Hollywood mode of production.‖ 

She argues: ―understanding the Hollywood mode of production requires analyzing 

what factors are involved in its organization and the relationship of those factors to 
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each other,‖ and ―mode of production‖ refers ―specifically to production 

practices.‖
26

 

To discuss mode of production, Staiger claims that we should scrutinize 

three elements; 1) the labor force, 2) the means of production, and 3) the financing 

production. My detailed analysis of the studio‘s mode of production will be based 

on those three elements but will not strictly follow the Hollywood studio system or 

its mode of production as it has been studied. In the following pages, three roughly 

defined categories will be applied to analyze Shin‘s mode of production; production, 

distribution and exhibition, and imports and exports. Since Shin Films was 

fundamentally a production-based studio, its production systems should have 

priority here. Thus, the ―production‖ part in the second section of the chapter will 

be discussed in a more detailed manner. 

Director System (1952-1961) 

In a very broad sense, the two-decade Shin Films mode of production can be 

divided into three phases of production systems; director system, central producer 

system, and producer-unit system.
27

 The first of the three, ―director system,‖ 

indicates the early phase when Shin Sang-ok established his own production that 

primarily produced Shin-directed films, roughly from 1952 to 1961. Director 

system is, according to Staiger, where one specific director and his well skilled 

                                           
26

 Bordwell at al., The Classical Hollywood Cinema, 89. 

 
27

 According to Staiger, five systems are; 1) The ‗director‘ system, the dominant system 

from 1907 to 1909; 2) The ‗director-unit‘ system which developed as the manufacturers 

increased output after 1909; 3) The ‗central producer‘ system which became dominant 

around 1914; 4) The ‗producer-unit‘ system which resulted from a major rearrangement 

in the early 1930s; and 5) The ‗package-unit‘ system which started in the early 1940s and 

became dominant by the mid-1950s. –Ibid., 93. 
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crews established ―sort of a team which entirely aimed to produce a single 

director‘s opuses effectively.‖
28

 Staiger coined and examined the model while she 

was discussing an early Hollywood film director and executive, Thomas Ince, and 

his short-lived motion picture studio, namely Thomas Ince studio. Contrary to 

Douglas Gomery who emphasized the importance of the executives
29

 or Thomas 

Schatz who strongly argued the role of ―the genius of the system,‖ that is to say, 

film producers, Staiger put more weight on the division of labor which is, she 

claims, the heart of the Hollywood mode of production. In light of this, according to 

Staiger, the significance of Thomas Ince stands out. Starting as a production‘s hired 

director, Ince was widely known as an inventor of the continuity script which 

enabled the studio to produce movies economically and efficiently. However, he 

gradually stopped directing by 1914 and became a ―director-general‖ who was in 

charge of a group of five to six ―director-units.‖ He retained final control ―through 

continuity script directions and final examination of each produced film.‖
30

 

Beginning in 1916, Ince established the gigantic Thomas Ince Studio which was 

                                           
28

 Ibid., 94. 

 
29

 ―By the early 1920s, using production principles of the classic narrative and featuring 

notable stars, Zukor taught the world how to make motion pictures popular and 

profitable in a global marketplace. He also laid down the principles of the studio 

system..borrowing the star system from vaudeville, and world distribution from the 

French, Zukor did two things: he took the star system and classic story-telling and made 

films in a factory-like system; and he developed a distribution division (Paramount) to 

sell his wares throughout the world…by 1915 Zukor was consolidating movie-making 

and distribution under his Paramount Famous Players Company, and the studio system 

same into being.‖ - Douglas Gomery, Hollywood Studio System, 7. 
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equipped with eight modern soundstages, had more than twenty contract-directors, 

and hired a thousand skilled workers. However, Thomas Ince Studio had to shut 

down due to several reasons, including failure of scientific management and 

product differentiation, and the whole facility was handed over to Cecile B. DeMille 

in 1925.
31

 What Shin shared in common with Ince was his primary emphasis on the 

script, centralization of power and decision-making. Like Ince who was also a film 

director, Shin Sang-ok was necessarily a filmmaker. The rationale behind Ince‘s 

malfunction was more or less identical to Shin‘s fall. 

Shin Sang-ok began his film career during the interwar period as an 

assistant director of Choi In-kyu in 1948. Prior to his first appearance in the film 

industry, Shin had his formal education in fine arts in Tokyo from 1944 to 1945, and 

came back to Korea shortly after the nation‘s independence.
32

 His background in 

painting helped him to establish himself as one who knew how to frame a perfect 

―angle,‖ and he was often called as a ―master of mise en scène.‖ Under Choi In-

kyu‘s guidance, Shin learned the ABCs of filmmaking: cinematography, editing, 

lighting, directing, and even acting.
33

 During the Korean Civil War, Shin formed an 

Association of Film and the Arts in 1952, and produced/directed his first feature 

film Ag-ya (The Evil Night). Shin Sang-ok had directed four more films (Korea, 

Dream, The Youth, and Muyoungtap) before he launched Seoul Pictures in 1958. 

During the early periods, Shin experimented with various genres and styles, and, as 
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he mentioned in his autobiography, Shin was strongly influenced by Italian 

neorealism like other contemporaries of the time in Korea.
34

 It is noteworthy that 

Shin met and fell in love with Choi Eun-hee in 1954 while he was shooting the 

semi-documentary film Korea. Together with Choi, Shin Sang-ok began to produce 

various genre films by taking advantage of Choi‘s popularity.  

As Park Haeng-chul recalled, the three companies: The Association of 

Film Arts, Seoul Pictures, and Shin Sang-ok production, were all ―in the same body‖ 

which means that Shin Sang-ok was a real owner.
35

 From Shin‘s directorial debut 

Ag-ya to Ggum (Dream, 1955), Jeolm-eun geudeul (The Youth, 1955), Muyoungtap 

(1957), Ji-oghwa (The Flower in Hell, 1958), and Eoneu yeodaesaeng-ui gobaeg (A 

Confession of a Female College Student, 1958), Shin Sang-ok constantly worked 

with a group of identical staff members; Kang Beom-koo and Choi Gyeong-ok 

(cinematographers), Lee Hyeong-pyo (screenwriter), Park Haeng-cheol (production 

manager), and his wife Choi Eun-hee (actress). In his early career, however, Shin 

was never a bankable figure in Korean cinema. His films were critically acclaimed 

but continuously failed at the domestic box office, which caused severe financial 

setbacks. However, his turning point came at the right time. In July 1958, Shin 

directed and distributed his sixth feature film, A Confession of a Female College 

Student, and it became a phenomenal success in post-war Korean society. With the 

success of the film, Shin accumulated enough capital to produce more films 

simultaneously. His luck continued. In 1959, Shin directed four feature films; 
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Jamae-ui hwa-won (A Sister‘s Garden), Dongshimcho, Geu yeoja-ui joega anida 

(It‘s not her Sin), and Chunhui (La Traviata) and all of them made sound profits. As 

a matter of fact, it was Shin‘s ―year zero‖ of the accumulation of capital. Backed by 

the films‘ profits, Shin finally established Shin Films in 1960.
36

 

To expand the size of the company, with the capital the studio acquired, 

Shin Films moved to Wonhyo-ro in Seoul and opened its Wonhyo-ro era (aka. 

Yongsan complex era) that lasted until 1966. The Wonhyo-ro complex had a 

medium size soundstage, a three-story office building which was equipped with a 

recording room, directors‘ room, and planning and production department‘s 

offices.
37

 Core members of the studio were, apart from Shin Sang-ok, Choi 

Gyeong-ok who was deeply involved in many departments and had been a ―right 

arm‖ of Shin, Park Haeng-cheol who was in charge of the physical production 

department, and Hwang Nam, a local (outside of Seoul) theatre manager who spent 

most of his time in local areas. In that complex, Shin Films spent its most glorious 

days.
38

 To stabilize its distribution, Shin Films made an exclusive contract with 

Myeong-bo theatre in Seoul. In this period, Shin Films, for the first time, produced 

two films for other directors; Kim Soo-yong (Dol-a-on sana-I (A Returned Man, 

1960)) and Lee Kang-cheon (Salang-ui yeogsa (A Love History, 1960)). Shin 

himself directed three films. I Sesang Kkeutkkaji (To the Last Day) and Romaenseu 
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Papa (Romance Papa) were the year‘s box office triumphs, and Baeksabuin 

(Madame White Snake) drew 70,000 patrons which was better than the average of 

the time.
39

 Madame White Snake was a low-budget project since more than 90% of 

the film was shot in the soundstage. It took only 10 days to shoot.
40

 What made this 

highly effective process was, indeed, the Japanese-type of hierarchical system of 

production that Shin Sang-ok brought in the mid-to-late 1950s. Lim Won-sick 

remembered that already in 1959, when he was hired, the company had a Japanese-

type of production hierarchy. Lim said; 

 

Japan had its unique system which is a hierarchal order back 

then. Under a director, there were chiefs who are first 

assistant directors. He [director] normally led his own team 

that comprises of two to three assistant directors. Each 

assistant director had his/her area of expertise like props, 

location shooting, production design, casting, and other 

miscellanies. When I first worked at Shin Films in 1959, 

Shin Sang-ok had already adopted this particular Japanese 

system. […] This system works very well, and we were 

proud of our scientific production process that other studios 

had never achieved.
41

  

 

Therefore, from the very beginning, Shin Films was operated and churned out films 

under Japanese influences, and it was a very effective method. 

1961 marked a milestone for Shin Films. Shin Films already had its own 
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soundstage, and Shin was preparing for the big-budget project Seong Chun-hyang 

which needed more cash. Shin wanted to shoot Seong Chun-hyang as a color 

cinemascope film which meant it would be two-to-three times more expensive to 

produce than other A-list films of the time. The adventurous experiment paid off in 

the end. Seong Chun-hyang was the year‘s news. It was a decisive moment that 

came only once in a lifetime. As a relative newcomer, Shin Sang-ok was not a 

match to Hong Sung-ki who was also preparing the same subject. They both were in 

a fierce competition. The film like Seong Chun-hyang had to be released either on 

New Year‘s Day or in Chuseok (Korea‘s Thanksgiving Day) season when local 

audiences always favored domestic cinema. Hong Seong-ki was, in any perspective, 

in a better position. He was the most bankable film director in the Korean film 

industry of the time, and his wife Kim Ji-mee was the most beloved actress. 

Therefore, Hong Seong-ki was able to generate more cash through block booking 

practice. Block booking was, in fact, a common production practice in 1960s Korea. 

In Tino Balio‘s definition: 

 

[I]t is the most contested trade practice in the business. All 

the majors sold their pictures in blocks of varying size, 

usually consisting of an entire season‘s output. These were 

offered to exhibitors on an all-or-none basis before the 

pictures had actually been produced. […] This is the only 

industry in which the buyer, having no idea of what he is 

buying, underwrites blindly all the product offered him.
42
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However, in a Korean context, block booking narrates a somewhat 

different story. Since there were no Hollywood-type of ―majors‖ in the Korean film 

industry, all ‗block bookings‘ were made under the name of stars and directors. 

Notable stars like Kim Jin-kyu, Kim Seung-ho, Kim Ji-mee, or Choi Eun-hee were 

profit-guaranteed figures. Local showmen, mostly theatre owners, to secure those 

profitable projects, wired deposits, usually two-thirds of the film‘s total budget.
43

 

With the money each studio received, film directors were able to shoot the film. 

This practice lasted almost two decades until the collapse of the Korean film 

industry in the mid-1970s. 

Two chun-hyang films, Shin Sang-ok‘s Seong Chun-hyang and Hong 

Seong-ki‘s Chun-hyang jeon were released almost at the same time. Hong‘s version 

came out one week earlier but was thoroughly defeated by Shin‘s Seong Chun-

hyang which was the first Korean film to break 300,000 audiences in Seoul alone. 

However, Seong Chun-hyang was not the only box office hit of the year for Shin 

Films. Shin‘s Houseguest and a Mother scored 150,000, Sangnoksu (Evergreen 

Tree) was 70,000, and Chang Il-ho‘s Iljimae (the Chivalrous Robber) attracted 

150,000 spectators. In total, Shin Films brought 700,000 patrons in Seoul with four 

films the studio produced and released in 1961. Choi Gyeong-ok recalled that they 

simply ―could not count how much money they earned. Every morning, several 
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bags of cash were delivered. We could do whatever we wanted.‖
44

 In accordance 

with the commercial success, Shin Sang-ok participated in AFF-Seoul. As I 

illustrated in a previous section, Shin received a best picture award with his 

Houseguest and a Mother in 1962. With the money and fame he got, Shin Films 

moved to the second stage, ―central producer system.‖ 

Central Producer System (1962-1967) 

Central producer system centralized ―the control of production under the 

management of a producer, a work position distinct from staff directors…the 

modern manager of a well-organized mass production system which was now 

necessary to produce the quality multiple-reel film,‖
45

 and, Douglas Gomery 

singles out, Adolph Zukor of Paramount created the system in the late teens.
46

 The 

role of producers in this particular system has been well delineated by Richard 

Maltby. He states: 

 

Since the producer was more closely involved in the 

production of a movie at all its stages, he or she was in a 

position to exercise more control over the development of a 

movie‘s story, script, and editing than any other individual, 

although whether he or she either chose to exercise that 

control or was effective at doing so was another matter.
47
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Shin Films adopted this system, CPS, due to the government‘s first MPL 

that required each studio to release at least fifteen films per year. Since October 

1961, the Ministry of Public Information (MPI) took charge of all cultural policies. 

The MPL was launched in 1962 and revised four times (1963, 1966, 1970 and 

1973).
48

 In 1961, sixty- four companies were consolidated into sixteen.
49

 Building 

a studio was part of an array of conditions, which had to be registered with the 

Ministry of Education and Information to become one of these licensed production 

companies. According to the MPL, only licensed production companies could make 

films and the approved studios should produce at least fifteen films per year. 

Whether Shin was involved in the regime‘s MPL is still debatable. In an interview 

with Lee Hyeong-pyo, he made a conclusive remark. According to Lee: 

 

Shin was an avaricious person. What is Shin Films in the end? 

It was a product of his rapacity. Driven by avarice, Shin 

made many mistakes. For instance, he was involved in the 

enactment of MPL. That was clearly covetousness. What 

MPL obligated 200 pyeong soundstage was, as a matter of 

fact, the exact size of Shin‘s Yongsan sound stage.
50

 

 

To increase the volume of products the studio could manufacture, Shin had no 

choice but to disperse the power he possessed. However, Shin himself still insisted 

on supervising the whole outputs which meant that Shin played a role of both a 
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―central producer‖ and ―the most bankable director‖ of the studio. 

In 1962, the year of AFF-Seoul, Shin Films successfully released fifteen 

films, and it was particularly noteworthy that the time was the gestation period of 

Shin Films‘ three representative genres; historical drama, melodrama, and comedy. 

Shin Sang-ok gave birth to three ―big budget‖ historical epics; Yeollyeomun (Bound 

by Chaste Rule), Pokgun Yeonsan (Tyrant Yeonsan, part1 and part 2), and all were 

the year‘s most important films.
51

 Park Haeng-cheol said that it was Tyrant 

Yeonsan that in fact initiated the division of labor in Shin Films‘ production system. 

The film took only 21 days to complete since Tyrant Yeonsan had to be released on 

New Year‘s Day, when Seong Chun-hyang swept over the market the previous year. 

The glory of Seong Chun-hyang was revived. Tyrant Yeonsan was the year‘s top 

grosser, and Shin Sang-ok became known as ―New Year‘s Day show man.‖ Shin 

Films also introduced four melodramas (Bulleodo Daedab-eomneun Ireumi-yeo, 

Mujeong, Maeum-daero Sarang Hago, and Isesang Eodin-ga-e) and two comedies 

(Waryong Seonsaeng Sang-gyeong-gi and Gajog Hoe-ui). These three 

representative genres were maintained throughout the entire span of Shin Films but 

most profits came from historical films that were directed by Shin Sang-ok and 
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 It is noteworthy that, in 1962, Shin Films was under negotiation with Korean-American 

actor Philip Ahn for a potential co-production film A Long Way from Home. It was a 

landmark event since the project was supposed to be the first Korea-US collaboration. 

Shin Films, according to the contract, was to supply financing of USD 350,000, whereas 

Philip Ahn Productions was to provide the story, the script, the male lead and other 

American action personnel, and the director. However, the Park Chung Hee regime‘s 

strict regulation of foreign exchange aborted the birth of the first co-production between 

American and South Korean film industries. For more about the story, see Hye Seung 

Chung, Hollywood Asian: Philip Ahn and the Politics of Cross Ethnic Performance 

(Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2006), 21-24. 
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performed by Choi Eun-hee. Other films directed by Shin Films‘ contract personnel 

were, however, with few exceptions, by and large mediocre at best or flopped at the 

nation‘s box office. The lack of box office-proved directors under the roof was 

already discernible but the problem was never overcome until the studio‘s end. 

In 1964, Shin Films became prolific and impressively released thirteen 

films in that year. Among them Shin directed two, Beongeori Samryongi (Deaf 

Samryong) and The Red Muffler. Both films, along with Dalgi (Last Woman of 

Shang), were exceedingly profitable at the domestic box office. The Red Muffler 

alone drew 250,000 patrons in Myeongbo theatre where Shin Films had an 

exclusive contract. Shin Films also began its foreign films import business as a 

benefit of producing enough domestic productions. Five films were imported and 

distributed. They were: three American cinemas (Donovan’s Reef, The Nun’s Story, 

Zulu), an Italy-France coproduction (Las Fida), and an Italian film (Il Gobbo).
52

 

They marked a relatively good start, and Shin Films generated profits. However, the 

continuous predicaments that Shin Films had suffered showed its first sign in that 

year. The biggest dilemma was the pool of talents in film directions as briefly 

discussed above. Whereas Shin Films held five contract directors – Choi Gyeong-ok, 

Choi In-hyeon, Jeon Eung-ju, Kim Yong-deok and Lim Won-sik – under the 

umbrella, Shin Sang-Ok was the only one who had verified a box-office 

competence. Local distributors were willing to buy in advance if the film was going 

to be directed by Shin. Shin Films had churned out one film per month since 1963 

but only directed-by-Shin Sang-Ok films made enough profits to run the company. 
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Therefore, despite the prevailing success of The Red Muffler, Deaf Samryong, and 

Last Woman of Shang, Shin Films was in financial crisis due to the series of failures 

of the year‘s Shin Films lineups. To retrieve the loss, Shin craved a sure-fire one, 

and also was seeking ways to import more foreign films. Those were the rationale 

behind his active participation in AFF and co-production with Hong Kong, 

representatively Shaw Brothers and Lan Kwang production in the mid-1960s. 

Shin Sang-ok, between 1965 and 1966, directed only one film, Baebijang 

(The Story of Bae, Local Official), a lesser-known small piece. What Shin 

accentuated on was, instead, co-productions and foreign films‘ imports and 

distribution. Thus, Shin Sang-ok frequently travelled back and forth between Hong 

Kong, Taipei, and Seoul during the period. While he was away, Shin Films were 

under control of Choi Gyeong-ok and Park Haeng-cheol who was in charge of the 

production department.
53

 Three films were hugely profitable in 1965. Kim Soo-

yong, as a temporary contracted director, yielded two genre films, Jeo Haneul-edo 

Seulpeum-I (Sorrow Even Up in Heaven), a tragic true story of a boy named Lee 

Yoon-bok which was a national bestseller, and Sangsokja (The Heir). Among the 

two films, Sorrow Even up in Heaven conquered the year, bringing in 300,000 

patrons. Cheong-iljeonjaenggwa yeogeol Minbi (The Sino-Japanese War and Queen 

Min the Heroine) was another box office triumph. The film was released in 

December 1964, but was still playing in the theatre in January 1965. Since the film 

expressed a certain degree of nationalist sentiment, the Park government was 

somewhat reluctant to approve the film for its general screening. In fact, the 
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government was preparing for a long-overdue Korea-Japan normalization that the 

U.S. had continuously pressured Park‘s government to do since 1961. The film was 

finally exhibited. Shin Sang-ok was not hesitant to articulate his belief. He stated 

publicly: 

 

[I]n an underdeveloped country like Korea, filmmakers 

should participate in and contribute to the social reality but I 

believe that our [filmmakers] participation should be 

materialized through the silver screen.‖
54

  

 

 

For Shin, therefore, the most important principle was to acquire good scripts that 

reflected the socio-political stances that the mother country had gone through, and 

this unique character differentiates Shin Films from other competitors in Korea of 

the time. Indeed, as Choi Gyeong-ok, Hwang Gi-seong, Park Haeng-cheol, and 

even Shin Sang-ok himself recalled, Shin put so much stress on scripts, and screen 

writers were paid much more than the personnel from other parts of the studio.
55

 

The industry‘s most prestigious screen writers were all working for Shin Films. 

During the period between 1962 and 1967, Gwak Il-ro, Lim Hee-jae, Shin Bong-

seung, Kim Gang-yoon, and Kim Ji-heon frequently wrote scripts for Shin. They 

provided original scripts but more often than not, they also adapted and dramatized 

from bestseller novels or previously played radio/television shows. Since the 

popularity of radio serials and newly launched television series dramas which began 
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airing in 1963, Shin Films acquired copyrights for cinematic reproductions shortly 

after the shows ended, and quickly produced those adaptations on low budget bases 

with Shin Films‘ well trained, highly skilled crew members before the fans forgot 

about the shows.  

 

 

Fig. 14 - Shin Films' Three Representative Genres 

 

62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75

comedy 2 5 1 2 0 1 4 6 0 0 0 2 1 1

historical 5 5 2 3 4 4 7 3 0 1 3 1 0 0

melodrama 6 4 5 2 0 6 11 13 4 2 0 3 5 5

0

5

10

15

20

25



 

 

  255 

 

Shin Films crews‘ teamwork was well known in fact. Park Haeng-cheol 

was a commander and a director of physical production who supervised, projected 

and adjusted budgets, and controlled the shooting environments. A group of 

cinematographers, Chung Hae-joon, Bae Sung-hak, Kim Jong-rae, and Jang Seok-

jun, were actively working for the studio, churning out three to four films per year 

regularly although they commonly worked for other studios since the salary they 

earned was not enough to feed their families, assistant cinematographers, gaffers, 

and other apprentices. Those cinematographers, production department crews, 

artisans, and screen writers helped to shape what we now can call the ―Shin Films 

style‖ which can be summed up as slow-paced well crafted historical films, 

melodramas, or working-class family stories that represent and convey conservative 

values, nationalistic sentiment, and male-dominant gender politics. Those 

characteristics were most emblematically displayed in Shin-Choi combination 

historical films. However, other genre films directed by contract filmmakers shared 

the characters by and large. 

At the end of 1966, Shin was supposed to pop open a champagne bottle. 

As the most esteemed Korean film director-cum-producer, Shin‘s semi-vertically 

integrated studio was preparing a bigger-than-ever co-production, Samgukji 

(Romance of Three Kingdoms), with Japan‘s Shochiku.
56

 In May, he was chosen to 

be a chair of Korean delegates for the 9th Asian Film Festival, which was to be held 

in Seoul after the successful installment in 1962. Shin also had three co-productions 
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with Shaw Brothers,
57

 Daepokgun (The Goddess of Mercy), Heukdojeok (That 

Man in Chang-An) and Cheolmyeonhwangie (The King with My Face) in his year‘s 

line-up.
58

 Finally, and most significantly, Shin Films was under negotiation for 

consolidating the grandest motion picture studio ever built in Korea, Anyang movie 

studio. If Shin acquired the studio, he would manufacture more than twenty films 

per year. It looked clear, at least for the first half of the year, that Shin had built an 

―empire,‖ as a local film critic once said, and finally achieved what he had dreamed 

of - a major company. However, shortly after Shin had successfully merged with 

Anyang movie studio in September 1966, Shin Films went into bankruptcy. All 

three Shin-Shaw co-productions failed to make profits, the Shin-Shochiku project 

never materialized, most Shin Film line-ups for the year lost money severely, and 

Shin Sang-ok himself was accused of embezzlement, fraud, and tax evasion of a 

Shin-Shaw co-production Seoyugi (Journey to the West)
59

, which was supposed to 

be released just a day later. Shin was investigated to detect whether the film was an 
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 Shaw Brothers and MP&GI were renamed several times throughout the history of both 
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 In order to acquire foreign currency, co-production and exporting Korean cinema was 
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Park‘s government, and Shin‘s close liaison with the Prime Minister Kim Jong-pil, Shin 
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appropriate co-production film or merely a counterfeit one.
60

 Moreover, his 

acquisition of Anyang motion picture studio, in the end, burdened him and he soon 

faced serious money shortages. 

Anyang studio has been, to most Korean film historians, a legend. It has 

been repetitively narrated as the biggest motion picture studio in Asia which was 

built in 1957 by a successful entrepreneur Hong Chan with the support of the Rhee 

Seung Man government.
61

 The common myth is that the studio was simply too big 

and modern to be handled by the Korean film industry of the time, and went 

bankrupt only a year later. It had been abandoned and occasionally rented to other 

studios until Shin Films acquired the studio in 1966.
62

 In 1962, the Japanese 
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 The whole narrative of the case was that Journey to the West was not a co-production 

film but a made in Hong Kong product, and Shin had, in fact, illegally brought an 

original negative print from Hong Kong, and inserted some close-up shots of a Korean 

actor, Park Nou-sik, to camouflage the film to make it look like a co-production. On 

August 9
th
, the prosecutor made a final adjudication that Journey to the West was an 

illegally imported Hong Kong film, and Shin Films was sentenced to pay a fine, 210 

million won. However, apart from the judgment, the department of publicity sanctioned 

the right to distribute the film on July 30
th
. As a result, Journey to the West was finally 

released on September 6
th
 at two theatres in Seoul. Two months later, Shin Sang-Ok had 

to attend the court again for Shin Films‘ SOS Hong Kong, which was reported as a co-

production film with Hong Kong. The film was publicized to be released on November 

29
th
. The public prosecutor claimed that the film‘s staff members were all Korean. If the 

film turned out to be a Korean film, people who are in charge of the film‘s production 

would be jailed. Fortunately, again, Shin Films was able to distribute the film in 

December. Nonetheless, SOS Hong Kong brought a mere 20,000 audiences to the theatre. 

Right after the film‘s theatrical release, Shin Films entered the long stagnation. See 

Donga Ilbo, July 20, 1966: 3; Kyunghyang Shimun, July 20, 1966: 7; Chosun Ilbo, July 

21, 1966: 5. 
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delegates who were staying in Seoul to attend AFF-Seoul visited Anyang studio and 

consulted with the Ministry of Culture and Commerce for a possible loan of the 

studio.
63

 A year later, Beoma pictures took over the studio. Hong Chan, who built 

the studio, was also one of the executive members. Lee Yong-min, a director of 

production, completed Jiongmun (A Gate of Hell, 1963) there, a lavish epic film 

based on the story of Buddha, in 1963. Beoma pictures was another challenging 

motion picture studio that had raced with Shin Films, and it had secured a number 

of directors and performers that qualified the criteria of MPL.
64

 

However, Beoma pictures closed its doors in 1964 leaving only seven 

films behind. Shin Films, according to Park Haeng-cheol, frequently rented the 

soundstages of Anyang studio before the official merger in the fall of 1966. Shin 

Sang-ok, with the government‘s support, paid much less than the market value to 

merge with Anyang studio. He, however, had to linger on the enormous debt the 

studio had, and the debt, in the end, made him relinquish the studio as Hong Chan, a 

previous owner, did in 1959. Anyang movie studio was his dream, but it was also a 

trap that had always burdened him. After Shin Films annexed Anyang motion 

picture studio in September 1966, Shin Films expanded once more in terms of its 

number of contract labors. Shin Films, in that year, had approximately 250 

contracted creative personnel. More specifically, Shin Films had five contract 

directors and 20 A-list stars including his wife Choi Eun-hee, Lee Yea-chun, Kim 
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Seung-ho, Shin Young-kyun, and Nam Koong-won
65

 Anyang motion picture studio 

changed the whole system. Park Haeng-cheol assesses the meaning of Anyang 

studio in the history of Shin Films. He said; 

 

Shin Sang-ok originally thought that if we [Shin Films] 

owned this grand facility, we would be able to rent it out to 

other studios. But it turned out to be a blunder. Since MPL 

obligated each studio to have its own soundstage, most 

studios in Seoul shot films in their soundstages. Shin Films 

soon faced financial difficulties due to its operating expenses 

and could not cope with ordinary expenditures, and things 

went out of control.
66

  
 

In a similar vein, Choi Gyeong-ok sardonically reminisces: 

 

It‘s all because of foreign film festival [Asian Film Festival]. 

Success has turned his head, and Shin thought that Shin 

Films could surpass Shaw Brothers, and, to cope with Shaw, 

Shin Sang-ok wanted to have a big motion picture studio.
67

  

 

On the other hand, Hwang Nam, in an old interview he had done with a newspaper 

in Korea, shows a different perspective. He says:  

 

Shin Sang-ok aspired to follow Japan. Shin was impressed 

by the Japanese studio‘s mass-production system and its 

management structure. Thus, he outreached his studio right 
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after he came back from Japan in 1962.
68

  

 

Gang Beom-gu who had cinematographed many Shin Films‘ outputs during the 

zenith of the studio recalls: 

 

The reason Shin acquired Anyang studio was that Shin had a 

strong confidence after he made an observation tour to Japan 

and Hong Kong. In those days, major studios in Asia were all 

mass-produced films. I think that Shin expanded his 

company because he thought that Korean people were 

dexterous in manufacturing and crafting, and his company 

would easily outdo other Asian competitors.
69

  

 

In any case, Shin San-ok clearly miscalculated. Shin was hoping to earn foreign 

currency by promoting the studio‘s well-equipped soundstages as an ideal shooting 

spot to other Asian film executives. ―Much cheaper than in Taiwan,‖ was Shin‘s 

claim at the Asian film festival‘s panel discussions, and he adds, ―you can hire our 

well trained and experienced labors at a very reasonable price.‖
70

 Park Haeng-cheol 

recalls that he and Shin Sang-ok had discussed countless times the construction of 

an indoor set designed specifically for Hong Kong Wuxia films. Due to a financial 

cause, that blueprint was not materialized, but the outdoor set was frequently rented 

to Hong Kong and Taiwan film producers, as well as local ones, during the 1970s.
71
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Fig. 15 - Aerial View of Anyang Studio in 1967 

  

                                                                                                                      

of the decade and through the 1970s. 
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Studio Facilities Production 

Facilities 

Contract Staffs/Actors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yongsan 

studio 

Soundstage 1  

(180 pyeong) 

Soundstage 2  

(140 pyeong) 

Recording stage 1 

(9 pyeong) 

Recording stage 2 

(129 pyeong) 

Editing room  

(98 pyeong) 

Projection room  

(12 pyeong) 

Actors‘ group 

Management room 

 

3 Mitchell 35mm 

cameras 

1 Balve camera 

1 high-speed 

automatic 

developer 

1 Migren 

automatic editing 

board 

1 Moviola 

3 Cine-sco 

1 200KW light 

Directors: 

Choi Gyeong-ok, Choi In-hyun 

Jeon Eung-joo, Kim Yong-deok 

Lim Won-sick 

 

Writers: 

Lee Seo-gu, Kim Kang-yoon 

Im Hee-jae, Jeon Beom-sung 

Choi Geum-dong, Kim Young-

soo 

 

Cinematographers: 

Bae Seung-hak, Kim Jong-rae 

Kim Jae-young, Noh Kyung-

seon 

 

Actors/Actresses: 

Kim Seung-ho, 

Shin Young-kyun 

Lee Ye-choon, Nam Kung-won 

Lee Sang-kyu, Lee Ki-hong 

Lim Dong-hun, Choi Eun-hee 

Han Eun-jin, Koh Sun-ae 

Han Mi-ja, Choi Nan-kyung 

Park Ji-Hyun, Kim Myung-hee 

Choi Nan-hyang, Jeong Duk-

soon, Bae Ok-jeon 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Anyang 

Studio 

 

Soundstage 1  

(400 pyeong) 

Soundstage 2  

(500 pyeong) 

Soundstage 3  

(150 pyeong) 

Recording stage  

(100 pyeong) 

3 Electrical 

department rooms 

Swimming pool 

Canteen  

(capacity of 1500) 

Shower room 

(capacity of 100) 

 
(I pyeong = 3.3058 m²) 

Table 3 – Business and Management Structure of Shin Films in 196672 
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By the end of December in 1966, Shin Films went insolvent. Although 

Shin Sang-ok imported the year‘s highest grossing foreign film, Sergio Leone‘s 

Spaghetti Western A Few Dollars More, Shin Films could not recoup the loss that 

brought about a result of those high-budget coproduction epic films. In 1967, as a 

result, Shin Films stopped co-producing films with Hong Kong and Taiwan. Shin 

had many dilemmas, and his problems were always linked to the constantly 

changing film policies of the time. In 1966, he had to, or hoped to, produce more 

than fifteen films per year since the MPL regulated and forced production 

companies to meet the minimum required number of films. In 1967, a year later, the 

third revised MPL promulgated that each production should produce no more than 

five films per year. Shin Films, now with Anyang studio, was severely damaged by 

this revised law. After the bankruptcy in 1966, Shin Films barely survived. To 

maintain the system, Shin did not have any choice but to divide the studio into four 

mid-sized productions; Shin Films, Deokheung Pictures, Anyang film production 

and Shin-A films. 

Shin Sang-ok, to save the studio, once again began to be prolific, and 

directed five films in that year alone. As the track record proved, ―directed by Shin‖ 

films were success-guaranteed. Dajeongbulsim (Tender Heart) and Dreams brought 

huge profits to the studio, and three more films; Majeok (Mountain Bandits) and 

Ijojanyeong (Traces) broke even. However, except for Shin‘s five films and Lee 

Kyu-woong‘s Imgeumnimui Cheotsarang (The King‘s First Love), the remaining 

thirteen films, distributed in 1967, all flopped and just a handful of them barely 

avoided deficits. 
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Fig. 16 - Number of Films Shin Sang-ok Directed 

 

Shin now needed foreign films more than ever. Exporting Korean films 

was the easiest way to get the quota for importing foreign films. If the studio 

verified the letter of approval from a Korean foreign trade office that the studio‘s 

outputs were screened in a designated country for two or more months, one import 

quota per film was given to the studio as compensation.
73

 Between 1968 and 1972, 

Shin Films, indeed, sold the distribution rights of thirteen films to Shaw Brothers. 
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Wong Ka-hee recalled that those films were not received well in Shaw Brothers‘ 

theatre chains but were enough to make ―profits‖ since Shaw Brothers bought them 

in bulk with extremely low prices.
74

  

Producer-Unit System (1968-1969) 

Shin Films had to mass-produce films to make the company run. As discussed 

above, Shin Films had to be divided into four different ―paper-only‖ productions. In 

1967, Shin Films had three subsidiaries; An-yang Films, Deokheung Pictures, and 

Sina Films. Shin Sang-ok, for the first time, empowered Choi Gyeong-ok to manage 

Anyang Films. Shin also gave authorities to Shin Films‘ directors such as Lim Won-

sick, Park Seong-ho, Shim Wu-seob, and Choi Gyeong-ok that they supervised 

certain number of films per year, usually each director concentrating on a particular 

type of film. Thus, Lim Won-sick was in charge of martial arts and low-budget 

historical films, Shim Woo-seob controlled comedy films, and Park Seong-ho 

supervised and directed melodramas.
75

 Therefore, from 1968, Shin Films entered to 

the third stage, ―producer-unit system.‖ In this particular system, a producer had a 

―commitment to make six to eight films per year with a fairly identifiable staff.‖
76

 

However, unlike Hollywood, Shin Films‘ PUS shared some elements with 

―package-unit system‖ which is a ―short-term film-by-film arrangement…workers‘ 

employment was, none the less, based on a film not a firm.‖
77

 Staiger argues that 
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―package-unit system‖ appeared by the time Hollywood‘s vertically integrated 

studio system began to dissolve due to the aftermath of Paramount Decree in 1949. 

Shin Films‘ producer-unit system led the studio for two remarkable years, 

1968 and 1969. In those periods, Shin Films impressively churned out nearly 

seventy genre films which meant the studio ―learned‖ enough to operate a mass-

production system. It has been argued that the rationale behind this uneven number 

of outputs was the government‘s irrational film policy but MPL-factor alone fails to 

explain this extraordinary number - thirty five films in 1969 only. This is surely a 

product of the matured system that Shin Films had learned, caught up to, and 

developed for years although the system collapsed dramatically only a year later. 

In 1968, Shin Sang-ok was fully loaded from the studio‘s series of 

imported Shaw Brothers Wuxia films. In 1968 alone, Shin Films brought almost one 

million audiences with three major successes; Du Bei Dao (One Armed Swordsman, 

1967), Bian Cheng San Xia (The Magnificent Trio, 1966), and Jin Yan Zi (The 

Golden Swallow, 1967). Therefore, Shin Films successfully accumulated capitals to 

go into the period of ―mass-production‖ of cinema. With four different productions 

in his hand, even if they were in fact paper companies, the power was much more 

diversified. Shin Sang-ok was in charge of few A films, mostly historical films with 

Choi Eun-hee which were exhibited in major theatres in Seoul and selected local 

theatres. On the other hand, Choi Gyeong-ok, Lim Won-sick, and other contract 

directors directed so called ―programme pictures‖ for a certain group of theatres in 

Seoul, called the ―five theatres‖ of Yeongdeungpo, Cheongnyangni, Namdaemun, 

gyerim, Seodaemun. Most genre films were specifically produced for those theatres, 

and they by and large cost one third, sometimes even less, of Shin‘s lavish 
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projects.
78

 For example, in 1968 alone, such films as Pungranggaek (A Wonderer), 

Bamhaneurui Treompet (Trumpet in the Sky), Daemeori Chonggak (Baldheaded 

Bachelor), Pung-una (A Child of Winds and Clouds) belonged to ―programmers‖ 

while being Shin Sang-ok films; Yeoja-ui ilsaeng (The Life of a Woman), Musukja 

(The Homeless Wanderer), Naesi (Eunuch), and Dae-wongun (Prince Daewon) 

were all meticulously directed, lavish films that were exhibited in Gukdo and 

Myeongbo, two major theatres in Seoul.  

―Mass-production‖ was often summed up as interchangeability, 

standardization, and assembly. However, in the Korean film industry, Shin Films 

had never achieved the Hollywood-type of mass-production of standard-quality 

genre films. Its products were not easy to be identified as Shin Films movies since 

Shin Films, except ―directed by Shin‖ historical films, did not succeed in creating 

its signature genres and styles that Shaw Brothers found in the mid-1960s with 

wuxia films. This producer unit system, however, evaporated in 1970 together with 

Shin Films‘ drastic drop of the number of films due to the studio‘s financial crisis, 

again, at the end of 1969. 

Back to the Central Producer System (1971-1974) and the Last Years 

Anyone who studied Shin Films might be perplexed when it comes to the 1970s. 

Shin Films produced and released thirty five films in 1969, an all time high in 

Korean film history, but just a year later, Shin Films only yielded seven films, a 

drastic plunge. What is more, two of them were in fact directed by Kim Gi and 

Pyeon Keo-young who had not worked with Shin Films before (or after) and we 
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may say those films do not belong to official Shin Films‘ outputs. What happened to 

Shin Films? How did one extremely prolific studio fall down to a mere medium size 

company in just one year? Two factors are considered. First, the third revised MPL, 

which was announced in 1970 promulgated that the foreign film import quota is no 

longer given to the studio that received awards from international/domestic film 

festivals. Instead, the quota was allocated to a certified ―foreign film import and 

export company‖ that proved reliable track records of exporting films abroad.
79

 As 

a result, Shin Films could only import two films in 1970 which severely damaged 

the studio‘s financial status. Second, the number of audiences in Korea considerably 

decreased in 1970, and has continuously declined over the years since then. The 

whole industry faced difficulties. Many historians have already pointed out that 

television, during the 1970s, dominated the nation‘s cultural sphere, and quickly 

absorbed civilians and made them stay in their homes to watch television series. 

Shin Films and its representative genres, Historical films, Comedies, and 

Melodramas received a fatal blow since the most popular television series of the 

time belonged to those genres. Particularly, historical films were frequently 

produced and aired on television. Shin Films had to find a solution to overcome the 

crisis the studio faced.  

To stabilize the studio‘s financial conditions, Shin, once again, used his 

and his wife‘s personal network with the nation‘s top authorities. In late 1969, Shin 

Films seized a space to open a new movie theatre in the heart of Seoul, Jong-ro.
80
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Hollywood theatre, Shin Films‘ first movie theatre of its own, opened its doors in 

early 1970. Choi Gyeong-ok moved his position to become a chief manager of the 

theatre. Shin Sang-ok had a keen sense of Asian cinema and its industry. He was 

different from other industry executives, and had a given peculiar instinct. He had 

predicted the 1970s‘ unfavorable condition. To compete with television, Shin Films 

had to provide something different, something television would not be able to 

present. Shin thought that Hong Kong martial arts films would be an answer. In 

addition, to import success-guaranteed foreign films, Shin Films needed to export 

films. He invented an unprecedented method what I called ―counterfeit co-

production (CCP)‖ which saved the studio‘s life from 1971 to 1973, but ultimately 

led to the end of the studio in 1975. CCP was the perfect solution that could kill two 

birds with one stone. This unconventional practice will be extensively discussed in 

the next chapter but to clarify it here, CCP between Shin Films and Shaw Brothers 

is a production practice in which Shin Films dispatched its contract actors to Shaw 

Brothers where they starred in Shaw‘s genre films. Shin Films, other than supplying 

its performers, did not participate at all in terms of financial and production 

collaborations.
81

 By lending its performers, Shin Films brought the films with its 

stars into Korea as co-production films. Shin Sang-ok was keen at MPL, and made 

an illicit use of law. According to MPL, to be approved as ―full‖ co-production 

films, at least two main actors/actresses and two of major staff members including 

screenwriter, director, cinematographer were required. These minimum 

qualifications were easy to meet. Shaw Brothers benefited from the practice as well 
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since the studio was in dire need of more performers. In addition, salaries for those 

actors/actresses were paid by Shin Films, therefore, Shaw Brothers had nothing to 

lose and everything to gain, and was willing to issue any official documents that 

Shin Films wanted.  

The first set of CCP films were; Ogjungdo (Invasion of Mongols), 

Chirinui Hyeopgaek (Seven Assassins), Daepyogaeg (The Great Swordsman), 

Yeon-ae Dojeog (Two Thieves in Love), Eumyangdo, and Cheolnangja (The Iron 

Lady). All were released in 1971. Exactly half of the year‘s outputs belonged to this 

category, and they all were exhibited in Shin‘s Hollywood theatre. Shin, however, 

went further. In 1972, Shin Sang-ok released A Cheonyeo-ui sucheob (Diary of 

Virgin), Inoue Umetsugu‘s We Love Millionaires, under his name as the film‘s 

director. The film was poorly received at the box-office. Shin did this once more 

with Lover Detective, and another Inoue Umetsugu film The Venus’ Tear 

Diamond.
82

 This time, the film was credited Shin Sang-ok as a co-director with 

Eom Jun.
83

 There were, between 1971 and 1975, countless CCP films. Shin, and 
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other top film producers in Korea, utilized Korean directors who had worked for 

Shaw Brothers under the contract. Most of Chung Chang-hwa (Cheng Cheng-ho) 

and Jang Il-ho (Jang I-hu) films were the victims.
84

 Two films that Jang Il-ho 

worked for Shaw were released under the name of Chang Cheh who had never 

made co-production films with Korea. Shin Films utilized Chang‘s name only to 

lure the audiences.
85

 With those CCP films, Shin Films seized ‗import quotas‘ and 

brought in such box office favorites Li Ching‘s A Place to Call Home, Duel of Fists, 

Splendor in the Grass, To Sir with Love, Summertime Killer, and The Big Boss, all 

of which drew more than 200,000 patrons each. With this bizarre practice, Shin 

Films survived. Most Shin Films‘ CCPs were exhibited in Hollywood theatre while 

foreign import films were screened at either Myeongbo or Scala theatres. It seems 

clear that Shin Sang-ok had a sophisticated taste when he chose what to import. 

Shin Films as a foreign film importer made far better business than others and 

outdid most of his competitors. However, in terms of the studio‘s production system, 
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it stopped the producer unit system and went back to the central producer system 

where Shin Sang-ok, again, supervised all of Shin Films‘ products. Shin‘s protégés, 

Lim Won-sick, Park Sang-ho, and Shim Woo-seob all left the studio, and Shin Films 

no longer had contract directors under its umbrella. Instead, Shin Films, which was 

now much reduced in terms of its size and volumes of products, focused on 

producing Shin Sang-ok films, and hired directors on ―film-to-film‖ bases. This 

revisited central producer system remained largely intact until 1974.
86

 

Continuous decision errors and reckless managements that scattered the 

business from film production to the music business and educational institutions, 

and Shin‘s inveterate quandary, lack of talent in the company, drove the studio 

financially on the verge of impoverishment. To make matters worse, Shin Sang-ok 

began to live separating from his wife Choi Eun Hee since Shin hastily fell in love 

with a young actress O Soo-mee who in the end gave birth to Shin‘s first child. Choi 

Eun Hee was not just Shin‘s wife and an actress. She was in fact a mighty force 

who made good relationships with many politicians. She was a relief pitcher 

whenever Shin Films was confronted by the government. The fact that Shin left 

Choi was, therefore, more than a mere newspaper gossip. Shin Sang-ok, so to speak, 

lost his most powerful guardian.
87

 

Shin Films, as it is well known, closed its operation in 1975 after public 

releasing of the trailer of an unapproved (uncensored) film Jangmi-wa deulgae 

(Rose and a Stray Dog). When Shin Films had to shut down, Shin Sang-ok only had 
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less than ten employees. It was just an independent production now called Shin 

Production, leaving the glorious past behind. Rose and a Stray Dog was indeed 

another counterfeit Shin-Hong Kong co-production film, and Shin‘s last film with 

his lover, O Soo-mee. 

Distribution and Exhibition 

As is widely known, Shin Films had not been in possession of any movie theatre 

until 1970 when the studio finally operated its first exhibition circuit, Hollywood 

theatre. Before 1970, Shin Films, during its most glorious years from 1961 to 1966, 

had an exclusive contract with Myeongbo theatre which was one of the ―valued‖ 

movie houses that screened only domestic films. Shin Films, in addition, had at 

least six ‗exclusive‘ contracts with local first-run theatres. However, as I illustrated 

above, Shin Films had no aim to hold its own properties. Along this line, Shin Films 

was not a vertically integrated studio but more like a gigantic independent 

production which meant that Shin Sang-ok could never comprehend the heart of 

studio system in Hollywood and Japan, namely ―exhibition.‖  

Michael Storper and Susan Christopherson point out that, from 1920 to 

approximately 1950, the motion picture industry was ―a concentrated 

oligopoly…five of these firms controlled 70 percent of first-run theatre 

capacity…with market outlets assured, the studio could standardize the product and 

routinize production.‖
88

 Unlike the conventional explanation of the Hollywood 

studio system which paid more attention to the production side of it, Storper and 

Christopherson saw that ―the outlets‖ functioned in a major role to form the whole 
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industry and even its commodities. Integration was indeed financially a very 

effective practice. Richard Maltby, in line with this, claims that the studio system 

was ―economically the most rational way to provide the regulated stability of 

production and the economies of scale required by any major manufacturing 

operation,‖ 
89

and as he argues, the rationale behind the integration was, therefore, 

economic efficiency. Storper and Christopherson clarify three reasons that 

integration occurred. They state: 

 

First, the costs of carrying out transactions among production 

phase are reduced by vertical integration. Second, it 

integrates profit payments across the entire input-output 

chain and, where oligopolistic conditions prevail, may 

generate a substantial profit increment. Third, there are 

managerial economies associated with integration.
90

 

 

Shin Sang-ok felt impatient, and desired earnestly to build a ―major company‖ in a 

short period of time after his triumph at AFF-Seoul in 1962. He should have chosen 

substance over appearance but in the end he did not. He decided to expand the 

studio‘s size and volumes first. While Shaw Brothers, in 1965, promulgated and 

produced all Shaw Brothers‘ products in color widescreen format, known as Shaw 

Scope, Shin Films produced only one color widescreen film, The Sino-Japanese 

War and Queen Min the Heroine, among the studio‘s twelve films released in that 

year.
91

 Instead, to increase the number of color films, Shin utilized his connection 
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with Shaw Brothers by way of co-productions. Producing color films cost at least 

four to five times more than conventional black and white ones because its film 

stock was far more expensive than black and white, and, moreover, its processing 

fee was enormous. However, having co-produced expensive and lavish ―color 

widescreen‖ historical films with Shaw Brothers, Shin Films was able to cut cost 

drastically. In addition, Shaw Brothers‘ color processing technology was highly 

reliable since the studio had suffered countless trial and error processes by the time 

Shaw-Shin co-productions were in production. In consequence, the number of Shin 

Films‘ color widescreen products escalated from one in 1965 to four in 1966. 

However, they were all co-production films with Hong Kong; Journey to the West, 

SOS Hong Kong, The Goddess of Mercy, and That Man in Chang-An.
92

 

As discussed throughout the chapter, Shin Sang-ok overlooked and 

misjudged the importance of the third but crucial part of the integration, exhibition. 

Although Shin Films had an exclusive contract with Myeongbo theatre, it did not 

bring Shin Films reliable and stable capitals. Nevertheless, it should be noted that 

Shin Films was the first Korean film studio who adopted ―block booking‖ over a 

pre-existing ―zoning system‖ in the Korean market.
93

 During the decade, 
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particularly between 1962 and 1969, there were twelve first-run theatres in Seoul. 

What distinguished the Korean film market from Hollywood was its division 

system, namely, foreign film theatres and domestic film theatres. Lee Kil-sung, a 

Korean film historian, points out that it was the late 1950s when this division came 

into shape. Although Lee does not clearly state the rationale behind this unique 

tradition, it can be observed that the sudden blossoming of domestic films in the late 

1950s turned some movie theatre owners‘ attention to Korean cinema, and it, as a 

matter of fact, made more than enough profits that gave reasons to maintain the 

practice. By 1963, among twelve first-run theatres in Seoul, exactly half of them 

were domestic (Gukdo, Gukje, Eulji, Myeongbo, Asia, and Academy) while the 

remaining six were foreign (Daehan, Danseongsa, Piccadilly, Joong-ang, Scala, and 

Segi).
94

 Apart from those first-run theatres, there were second-run and third-run 

theatres in Seoul as well. While first-run theaters were located mostly in Jong-ro 

and Gwanghwamun, financial and political centers of Korea, second-run and third-

run theatres were in less developed and populated areas in Seoul. Shin Films‘ newly 

produced films went to Myeongbo theatre first then traveled to second-run and 

third-run theatres, one after the other.
95
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Myeongbo was considered one of three ―valued‖ theatres during the 

period. Gukje was the most prestigious one, and Gukdo and Myeongbo were 

categorized right next to Gukje. The first Shin Films‘ product exhibited at 

Myeongbo theatre was A Sister’s Garden in 1959. It drew 50,000 patrons, which 

was more than good business, and Shin Films made an exclusive contract with 

Myeongbo in early 1960.
96

 All five films produced in 1960 were exhibited only at 

Myeongbo. This honeymoon lasted till 1966 when Myeongbo theatre went bankrupt 

and handed over the theatre to a new owner. It had been said that the primary 

motive of its closure was Shin Sang-ok who continuously borrowed money, got 

advances, and paid overdue bills that made the theatre fall into hazardous position 

several times. Moreover, Shin Films‘ uneven outputs were another headache. To 

secure success-guaranteed Shin – Choi films, Myeongbo theatre had to exhibit less 

popular films by other Shin Films directors and performers. In consequence, since 

1967, Shin Films lost its most stable platform, and had to make theatre-to-theatre 

agreements.
97

 

Roughly from 1968, as already discussed, Shin Films went into the era of 

mass-production. Choi Gyeong-ok, now the second power of the studio, led a series 

of low-budget genre quickies. Having been produced with only one third of a first-

tier film‘s budget, these low-budget films resembled Japan‘s programmers or 

Hollywood‘s B-features that were produced, in Richard Maltby‘s words, ―to fill the 

screen time of the parent company‘s theatres with company product and service the 
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secondary markets of lower-run theatres throughout the country.‖ He continues, 

―rates of return on these movies were relatively stable, as was the risk involved in 

producing them, but while low-to medium-budget pictures were unlikely to make 

significant losses, they generated only about half of a studio‘s profits.‖
98

 In fact, 

what decided the studio‘s rise and fall were a relatively small number of big-budget 

―superspecial‖ films that were exclusively released at the studio‘s own first-run 

theatres. However, these risk-driven ―superspecials‖ brought Wall Street‘s attentions 

since those mega-budget, star-driven films recorded remarkable profits during the 

1920s. Before Wall Street came to Hollywood, majors had to finance their operation 

within, however, since the mid-1920s, bankers and financiers made inroads into 

Hollywood, and the industry reached maturity.
99

 

On the other hand, postwar Korea and its film companies, particularly 

Shin Films, were not able to bring investments from external business sectors in 

Korea. During the 1960s and 1970s, most film studios had to rely on block booking 

practice. Shin Films was among the first companies to adopt the practice, and after 

the unprecedented success of Seong Chun-hyang in 1961, Shin Films easily sold its 

films in advance. In Hollywood, block booking is that exhibitors had to ―pay 20 per 

cent of the rentals upon signing the contracts and the remainders as each picture 

was delivered.‖
100

 In a similar vein, Shin Films had a local theatre distribution 

manager, Hwang Nam, and he sent out a script with major stars and director‘s 
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names on it. Since names of certain ‗stars‘ transcend the final products, securing big 

name ―stars‖ was the production manager‘s most important role during the period. 

Once local theatre owners decided to book certain titles, they paid in advance up to 

50% of the film‘s budget. With the cash-in-advance the studio acquired, production 

began shooting. 

Shin Films‘ biggest asset was Choi Eun-hee and Shin Sang-ok. Shin was, 

indeed, one of very few directors whose name guaranteed the quality to the 

audience. Therefore, Shin-Choi collaborations always drew huge numbers of 

audiences, and Shin-Choi films had always been the studio‘s ―superspecials‖ that 

poured two-to-three times more budgets, and, many of them were ―color widescreen‖ 

historical films. However, since late 1967, Shin Films entered the mass-production 

period, and the studio needed more films to run the company since the studio had to 

feed its 250 employees. Choi Gyeong-ok‘s ―low-budget quickies‖ line emerged in 

this context. Instead of Shin-Choi ―superspecials‖ that were exclusively exhibited at 

major first-run theatres in Seoul such as Myeongbo, Gukdo, Gukje, and Academy, 

―low-budget quickies‖ were specifically produced for second tier first-run theatres 

that came into sight around 1967 in Seoul. Yong-san, Dong-il, Korea, 

Dongdaemoon, New Seoul, the so-called ―five theatres‖ were working class male 

audiences‘ heaven, and such genre films as martial arts, action films, tearjerkers, 

and horror films were embraced by factory workers, high school dropouts, and 

middle-aged male spectators.
101

 Trumpet in the Sky was the first film produced for 

the ―five theatres,‖ and, in 1969 alone, fourteen films were produced and exhibited 
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at the ―five theatres‖
102

 However, this program had an extremely short life span, 

and due to Shin Films drastic decrease in 1970, Choi Gyeong-ok‘s ―low budget 

quickies‖ folded. Instead, Shin Films, with a ―little‖ help from Kim Jong-pil, a 

long-time supporter and a friend of Shin, acquired a spot in Jong-ro‘s Nagwon 

Building, and opened its first ―owned‖ theatre circuit - Hollywood theatre in 

1971.
103

 Choi Gyeong-ok became a manager of the theatre. It is particular 

noteworthy that acquiring theatre and CCP came at the same time. In 1971, all six 

CCP were exhibited at Hollywood theatre. Nevertheless, CCPs were not very 

profitable and failed to return enough profit to run the theatre. A year later, in 1972, 

Hollywood theatre became a platform for Shin Films imported films, and the theatre 

had an extraordinarily prosperous year with three box office champions; Splendor 

in the Grass, To Sir With Love, and A Place in the Sun. Shin Films officially ceased 

its distribution and exhibition business when the studio had to close its doors in 

1975. Shin Sang-ok himself tried to resurrect Shin Films but it could not materialize 

until his relocation to North Korea in 1978. 

Import and Export 

Surprisingly enough, film historians have paid just scant, if any, attention to Shin 

Films‘ foreign movie import business from 1964 to 1975. When film historians 
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analyze a certain movie studio‘s history, even in microscopic detail, they tend to 

focus more on the production and management system, therefore, more often than 

not, the individual studio‘s other side of business; distribution /exhibition and 

import/export were dismissed or hastily interrogated. Although most film historians 

in Korean cinema overlooked or simply bypassed Shin Films‘ import business, the 

studio had a very well managed, planned, and publicized foreign film import 

department which had distributed countless box office triumphs. Shin Films 

imported Spaghetti Westerns, Shaw Brothers‘ Wuxia films and Golden Harvest‘s 

Kung Fu series, Italian genre films, and New American cinema during the studio‘s 

import business period from 1964 to 1975. It has been well documented that Seong 

Chun-hyang drew 350,000 patrons in Seoul alone but people rarely remember that 

The Golden Swallow brought 300,000 audiences in 1968, and Summertime Killer, 

an Italian thriller, scored 360,000 in 1973.
104

 Foreign film imports were indeed 

highly profitable, almost success-guaranteed business whereas domestic production 

was extremely unpredictable and had many variables. But how and when did Shin 

Films dive into the foreign film import business? 

In the fall of 1962, the Ministry of Culture and Broadcast (MCB) 

announced a new development plan for the domestic film industry which is an 

application of compensation trade policy.
105

 Compensation trade is the form of 

‗countertrade‘ in which an incoming investment is repaid from the revenues 

generated by that investment. As a matter of fact, the Park Chung Hee government 
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took up the policy to expedite the domestic light industries. In application to the 

film industry, MCB expressed that compensation trade policy in cinema would be 

enacted a year later, 1963, and if put into operation, there would no longer be a 

division between ―production company‖ and ―import trade company,‖ which was a 

revolutionary policy and it indeed was a diastrophic momentum that shook the 

whole industry.
106

 One company can import and produce cinema simultaneously, 

and the more a movie company exports films abroad the more the company could 

import foreign films. To import cinema, the existing import traders had to be 

transformed to production companies in a short amount of time.
107

 

In tandem with this compensation trade policy, the first MPL brought 

many surprises to the industry. In terms of foreign film imports business, film 

studios now needed to receive awards from domestic and international film festivals, 

produce ―quality films‖ which kept pace with and promoted the new states‘ policies, 

and export as many films as possible to acquire very limited ―foreign film import 

quota‖ that only seventy to eighty foreign films per year were able to be imported 

and distributed in the domestic market during the sixties. Shortly after the first MPL 

was officially enacted, the government ordered to reduce the total amount of money 

that import traders had spent by that time. Now, from the fall of 1963, only USD 

450,000 was allocated to import foreign cinema compared to the previous year‘s 

USD 810,000.
108

 Reducing imports and inciting exports was indeed a new 
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government‘s basic economic policy since it was suffering serious foreign currency 

shortages.
109

 

Shin Films was in an ideal position. The studio outperformed and won 

far more awards than any other film studio. Together with Shin‘s strong rival of the 

time, Hanyang pictures, the studio began its foreign film import business in late 

1964. The first film Shin imported was an Italian film Il Gobbo (aka The 

Hunchback of Rome) which was released in December 1964. It was rather a slow 

move since Hanyang and Dongsung had already distributed four foreign films each 

in that year.
110

 Compared to Hanyang pictures whose foreign film imports were 

almost exclusively dominated by Hollywood films as the studio was a leading 

producer of ―youth cinema‖ genres that were mostly targeted to young and urban 

audiences in Seoul, Shin Films took a somewhat different path.
111

 As I have 

delineated above, Shin Sang-ok had a keen eye for the latest trends. In 1965, Shin 

Films mostly imported Westerns, James Bond-type French and Italian Espionage 

films, and classic American cinema of the 1940s and 1950s which were relatively 

cheap to import but rewarded the studio well. Still, Shin Films put more emphasis 

on its domestic production since Shin‘s import business was no match to its 

production department. However, things changed with one specific film, A Few 

Dollars More, a Sergio Leone film. It was Shin Sang-ok who brought Spaghetti 
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Westerns into the Korean market. A Few Dollars More lured 350,000 moviegoers in 

Seoul alone. Unlike more sophisticated Hollywood cinema, Sergio Leone and 

Sergio Corbucci‘s Spaghetti Westerns attracted not only metropolitan but local 

audiences as well. In a roundtable discussion on the popularity of Spaghetti 

Westerns, Shin Sang-ok, who actually imported those films, said, ―it won‘t bring as 

many spectators as Italian Westerns even if (already dead) president Kennedy came 

back to life and visited Korea.‖
112

  

There were virtually no imported films in 1967. Shin Films was in severe 

financial crisis, and due to the revised MPL, Shin Films had to be divided into 

several ―paper‖ companies.
113

 However, in 1967 alone, Shin Films acquired nine 

foreign film import quotas. The studio acquired one for ―good anti-communism film‖ 

(Female Vietcong), one for ―quality film‖ (King with My Face), one for ―quality co-

production‖ (The Goddess of Mercy), three for ―compensation trade‖ (The Red 

Muffler, The Goddess of Mercy, and That Man in Chang-An), two for ―quality 

enlightenment‖ (Mountain and Tender Heart), one for ―International Film Festival 

reward‖ (Mountain). With those quotas, what Shin Films imported were no other 

than Shaw Brothers‘ Wuxia films and Spaghetti Westerns, two popular genres of the 

time. One-Armed Swordsman, The Magnificent Trio, The Golden Swallow, Return 

of One-Armed Swordsman, The Golden Bat, and The Good, The Bad, and The Ugly 

were imported and distributed between 1968 and 1969, the zenith period of Shaw‘s 

mass-production system.  

                                           
112

 Yeoughwa japji (June 1967): 104. 
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 Shina ilbo, December 27, 1966: 5.  
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Title Prod. Rel. Date Venue Box 

Office 

One-Armed Swordman Shaw Bros. 1968.5.18 Paramount 178,940 

Magnificent Trio Shaw Bros. 1968.6.14 Dansung-sa 192,510 

The Golden Bat First Pictures 1968.7.12 Kuk-ju 61,347 

The Golden Swallow Shaw Bros. 1968.10.2 Scala 260,797 

Return of the One-Armed 

Swordman 

Shaw Bros. 1969.6.1   

Whose Baby in the 

Classroom 

Shaw Bros. 1970.12.31   

From the Highway Cathay 1971.2.18 Myungbo 71,051 

A Place to Call Home Shaw Bros. 1971.6.19 Myungbo 122,233 

Duel of Fists Shaw Bros. 1971.11.21 Myungbo 90.610 

The Water Margin Shaw Bros. 1973.3.28 Myungbo 77,458 

The Big Boss Golden 

Harvest 

1973.10.28 Scala 209,551 

  

Table 4 - Hong Kong Films imported by Shin Film (1968-1973)114 

 

Shin Sang-ok dominated the channel with Shaw Brothers, and Shin and his pal 

Kwok Jeong-hwan, another industry power man who owned Geukdong pictures, 

shared this exclusive network, and enjoyed the popularity of Hong Kong Wuxia 

films. All Chang Cheh films performed extremely well in the Korean market, and, 

in 1968 alone, three Chang Cheh films imported by Shin Films (One-Armed 

Swordsman, Magnificent Trio, and The Golden Swallow) scored over 700,000 in 

total. 

                                           
114

 The table is recreated from various materials. Sources are; The Complete Index of 

Korean film materials (Seoul: Korean Film Development Council, 1976); A History of 

Korean Cinema: From Liberation through the 1960s (Seoul: Korean Film Archive, 2005); 

Shin Sang-ok, 2005; Weekly Hankook (1964-1968); Yeo-won (1967-1969); Younghwa 

Segye (1966-1969). 
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However, Shin Films‘ FFI business faced a crisis when the third revised 

MPL in 1970 announced that there is no more compensation trade policy applicable 

to the industry. Instead, ―foreign film import quota‖ would be allocated according to 

the company‘s track records of exporting domestic films abroad.
115

 To meet the 

requirement, in 1970, Shin Films officially exported twelve films which were 

produced between 1964 and 1971, mostly Shin Sang-ok films. What Shin Films 

needed was, in the end, official documents that proved the studio‘s films were 

exported abroad and distributed there for at least two weeks. Shin Films, as always, 

knew (or at least predicted) the government‘s new policy, and already had a plan 

which I called CCP. Between 1971 and 1975, among twenty- six imported films, 

only five films came from Hong Kong. One of them was Golden Harvest films (The 

Big Boss) and two films were directed by Chang Cheh (Duel of Fists and The Water 

Margin). As I illustrated in the previous section and elsewhere, many of Shaw 

Brothers‘ second tier films were released under the title of ―Shaw-Shin co-

production‖ which was an expedient way of importing foreign films. However, 

although Shin Films, using an irregular method, brought Shaw Brothers films to the 

domestic market, the Korean film industry was under transformation, and it seemed 

that Shin Sang-ok had lost his magic touch. Shin, nevertheless, at least maintained 

his sharp eyes. Most CCP failed at the market. Yet, his foreign film import business 

saved him and his company once again. In 1973, he introduced an Italian thriller 

Summertime Killer and the Bruce Lee film Tang Shan Da Xiong (The Big Boss, 

1971), both of which conquered the domestic market. In tandem with the studio‘s 

                                           

115 Park, From the Liberation to the 1960s’ Film Policy, 208-217. 
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official closure, nevertheless, the studio also stopped foreign film import business. 

The last officially imported and distributed film by Shin was, symbolically, Sam 

Peckinpah‘s Straw Dogs. 

 

******* 

 

In 1978, Shin Sang-ok, desperately seeking his disappeared ex-wife Choi Eun-hee, 

went to Hong Kong. His VISA was about to be expired, and he was, mysteriously, 

‗kidnapped‘ by North Korean agents. In People‘s Republic of Korea (PRK aka 

North Korea), with a strong support of Kim Jung-il, Shin Sang-ok and Choi Eun-

hee, who was already there, formed their own movie studio, again, Shin Films. He 

directed 8 films and produced more than twenty films under the banner of new Shin 

Films from 1984 to 1986.
116

 Among eight films he directed, Choi Eun-hee starred 

in seven of them. Moreover, interestingly enough, two of his last films in PRK, 

Hong Kil-dong and Pulgasari were co-productions with Hong Kong and Japan, 

respectively. Hong Gil-dong, based on the popular story known both to South and 

North Korea, is the only Martial Arts film ever made in the North. Shin invited a 

whole team of Martial Arts choreographers from Hong Kong, along with some stunt 

actors. The film was a national sensation, and was exported to many Eastern 

European countries, and, particularly, it took the Bulgarian box office by storm in 

1986. For Pulgasari, a monster movie, Japanese technicians who had worked for 

Godzilla stayed in Shin Films North for several months in 1985. In the North, as 

                                           

116 Cho Jun-hyung. The Movie Empire, 193-198. 

 



 

 

  288 

 

Shin recalled, he had total control over his studio. Kim Jong-il, who had written a 

book on film aesthetics, was very enthusiastic about the development of PRK 

cinema. There, in a totalitarian communist country, Shin Sang-ok finally 

materialized his dream, a ―director-centered‖ vertically integrated studio system. He 

had produced, written, directed and even distributed his films, as Charles Chaplin 

did. 

Conclusion 

For over two decades, the history of Shin Films epitomized the rise and fall of the 

Korean film industry which embraced a renaissance of mass-production from the 

late 1950s to the mid 1960s. Shin Films was located in the core of the nation‘s film 

culture and industry. The studio actively interacted with Park Chung Hee 

government‘s motion picture policy, known as MPL, and benefited from it the most 

but was forced to cease its operation in the end. Therefore, Shin Films was a 

quintessential example of ―developmental state studio‖ that I termed and defined in 

chapter two. Developmental state studio is, if I may repeat, a state-sponsored and 

financed movie studio which benefited and, at the same time, was exceedingly 

regulated by the state that surfaced in two of the late industrialized countries – 

Korea and Taiwan. Throughout this chapter, thus, I examined the case of Shin Films 

in Korea by scrutinizing the relation between the studio and the government to 

elucidate the unexpected growth of the studio in postwar Korea and its swift 

collapse after its short glory in the mid-60s. 

Beginning with the ―director system‖ which was a motion picture 

production that centralized on a single director‘s outputs, Shin Films gradually 

transformed to the ―central producer system‖ since 1962, then to the ―producer-unit 
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system‖ which enabled mass-production of films, although this malfunctioning 

short-lived system turned out to be a misjudgment that in the end led to the studio‘s 

demise. Previous studies failed to notice that the studios‘ conversion was the result 

of the region‘s overarching structure of film business as well. In this respect, 

TNASS, a cultural and industrial phenomenon that emerged roughly around 1954 

and was burned out in 1976, helps to reconstruct the period‘s misinterpreted, if not 

forgotten, film history. I argue that Korean cinema in general, and Shin Films in 

particular incorporated to TNASS in 1962 when Shin Films participated and won a 

best picture award at the festival. Asian film moguls discovered Korean cinema in 

that year, and, most importantly, Run Run Shaw brought Shin Films to his Sino-

network in Southeast Asia where Shin Sang-ok was relied upon until the studio died 

out. Having the advantage from its skilled-low wage labor competency, Shin Films 

collaborated with Shaw Brothers, and soon dominated the channel with Hong Kong. 

Shin Films, so to speak, became the only ―window‖ to and from Southeast Asia. 

Consequently, Shin Films can be, in every respect, understood only when it is 

discussed under the perspective of TNASS. In a consequent chapter, consequently, 

the Shin Films-Shaw Brothers connection will be thoroughly examined by focusing 

on two regional majors‘ coproduction films that was initiated in 1962 at AFF-Seoul. 
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Chapter Five 

Constructing Asia through Cultural Geopolitics: 

Postwar Hong Kong and Korean Coproduction, 1957-1975 

 

 

The history of HK-SK co-production dates back to June 1957 when a crew of Korea 

Entertainment corp. left for Hong Kong to shoot the Korea Entertainment-Shaw 

Brothers co-production Love with an Alien. A popular film magazine published by 

Shaw Brothers, Southern Screen, reports: 

 

Following Japan, Thailand and Philippines, the movie 

workers of South Korea have already begun producing films 

in cooperation with those of Hong Kong….their [Korean 

crew] stay in the colony lasted for about two months and a 

part of the foreign scenes was shot in Macau.
1
  

 

Shaw Brothers‘ crews, Tu Quangqi, a director, Yang Gun, a cinematographer, and 

Shaw Brothers actress Jin Wun landed in Korea on September 12 and spent two 

weeks for location shooting in Korea‘s major tourist spots,
2
 then came back to 

Hong Kong on September 27. Korean superstar Kim Jin-kyu and Hong Kong starlet 

Lucilla Yu-ming played a couple who ended up in a tragic separation. In the film, 

Lucilla Yu-ming portrays a singer who is a Korean but was adopted by a Chinese 

family in Hong Kong after her parents separated during the War. Their love 

                                           
1
 ―Sino-Korean Arts and Sentiments,‖ Southern Screen (December 1957): 24. 

 
2
 Lee Min, ―Igukjeongwongwa hanjung hapjak [Korea-China co-productions and Love 

with an Alien],‖ Shin Yeong-hwa [New Cinema] (December 1957): 79. 
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tragically ended when the couple found out that they are brother and sister. It is 

worth mentioning that Lucilla Yu-ming was a hot property for MP&GI at the time, 

and she was loaned to the project. She, a few years later, played a similar role with 

Japanese actor Takarada Akira in a trilogy of MP&GI-Toho co-production films - 

Xiang gang zhi ye (A Night in Hong Kong, 1961), Xiang Gang zhi xing (A Star of 

Hong Kong, 1962), and Xiang Gang Dong Jing Xia Wei Yi (Hong Kong-Tokyo-

Honolulu, 1962) - which were very successful in both markets, and led her to 

transnational stardom although she retired shortly after the phenomenal success of 

the trilogy.
3
 As a mutually invested film, Love with an Alien‘s script had to be 

carefully adjusted as the film had to satisfy both countries‘ audiences.
4
 Love with 

an Alien was the first of three co-productions made with Im Hwa-su, a Korean show 

business power man and an ex-gangster. It was a cultural landmark for both 

industries since the film was, for the first time, shot in Eastman color, and a 

Japanese director (Wagasaki Mitsuyo) and cinematographer (Nishimoto Tadashi) 

were invited to supervise this novel cinematic apparatus although their involvement 

was not revealed to either country‘s audiences at the time the film was released. 

Shaw Brothers had three goals to pull off for this project. First, the studio was in 

                                           
3
 See ―Miss Yu Ming, the Reigning Movie Queen of Asia,‖ International Screen (June 

1960): 11-14; ―Yu Ming Interviewed by Tokyo Newsmen,‖ International Screen 

(December 1961): 17-18; ―Yu Ming Filming in Japan,‖ International Screen (May 1962): 

27; ―Wild Wlcoming for Yu Ming,‖ International Screen (May 1962): 28-29; ―A Letter 

from Lucilla Yu Ming,‖ International Screen (May 1963): 21-24. 

 
4
 ―Interview with Im Hwa-su,‖ Shin Yeonghwa (June 1957): 70. During the pre-production 

stage, a month after Im and Runde‘s contract was officially made on March 10, 1957, 

two Korean screenwriters (Kim Seok-min and Yu Doo-yeon), director (Jeon Chang-geun) 

and five Hong Kong screenwriters worked together at a hotel in Hong Kong to develop 

the script which could fulfill the criteria of two different cultures. 
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need of male actors since they had always suffered a shortage of male performers. 

Second, Shaw Brothers attempted to experiment with ‗Eastman color‘ and introduce 

a new landscape, Korea, which had not been screened yet in Shaw Brothers cinema. 

Third, Shaw Brothers could cut the cost by co-producing the film with a Korean 

partner. On the other hand, for the Korean film industry, it was the first challenge to 

cross the border after the liberation from Japan in 1945. This newly independent 

country sought recognition from the outer world. Moreover, acquiring foreign 

currency, especially US dollars, was the utmost mission for the Rhee Sung Man 

government‘s decimated economy, which heavily relied on foreign aid, 

predominantly from America, for post-war reconstruction projects.
5
 Therefore, the 

international joint venture of Im Hwa-su was clearly ―breaking news‖ to most 

Koreans. Korean film critic Lee Min proudly proclaimed: 

  

Korean cinema is now paving a way to the world at least in 

Southeast Asia. Korean cinema had a warm response at the 

4
th

 Asian Film Festival, which is the biggest achievement 

Korean cinema ever made, and Love with an Alien marked 

the new age of Korean cinema. We can export our cinema to 

Southeast Asia, and, ultimately, acquire foreign currency.‖
6
  

 

 

Along this line, Im Hwa-su, at an interview, by answering the question about the 

film‘s foreign distribution deal, stresses, ―We [Korea Ent.] sell the rights of Love 

                                           
5
 Suh Sang-mok, ―The Economy in Historical Perspective,‖ Structural Adjustment in a 

Newly Industrialized Country: The Korean Experience, eds. Vittorio Corbo and Sang-

mok Suh (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1992), 7-10. In 

fact, between 1954 and 1959, about 70 percent of all reconstruction projects were funded 

by aid from the United States. 

 
6
 Lee Min, Love with an Alien, 78. 
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with an Alien to Shaw Brothers, then they distribute the film to the Southeast Asian 

circuit. By selling the film, we acquire foreign currency [USD] which will help to 

modernize our country.‖
7
  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thus, the film was perceived not as any given cinema but a symbol of 

national pride that promulgated the now ―much-developed‖ new country, Korea. 

Love with an Alien opened in February 1958 in Korea‘s major cities. However, the 

result was rather below par since the film sold a plain 50,000 tickets that was not 

                                           
7
 Interview with Im, 70. 

 

Fig. 17 - Newspaper Ad for Love with an Alien in Korea and Hong Kong, 1958 
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more than average for the period‘s set for A-level films, considering one billion won 

was poured into the project,
8
 which is two-to-three time more than other Korean 

productions of the time. Love with an Alien was not profitable to Shaw Brothers 

either. Law Kar, a veteran Hong Kong film critic, accounts that the film‘s lukewarm 

reception is due to its ―Korean subject matter which the Chinese communities in 

Southeast Asia would find it hard to feel an affinity with.‖ Tu Quangi complained 

that the script was ―too Korean‖ to be grasped by Chinese audiences
9
. But what 

exactly was ―too Korean‖ and what ―Korean subject‖ mattered to them? 

Paradoxically, the film was criticized by most Korean critics that it was ―too 

Chinese.‖ Chosun Ilbo lambasted: 

 

Due to remnants of feudalist notions in Hong Kong, the 

Hong Kong people asked for the original script to be 

changed in the film to a happy ending. The story may have 

ended on a happy note, but it did irreversible damage to the 

work as a whole.
10

 

 

 

It is hard to judge since the negative print of the film has vanished in 

both Korea and Hong Kong, and the Hong Kong Film Archive only holds a press 

book, which contains a recounted narrative of the film. Nonetheless, it can be 

                                           
8
 Ibid., 71 

 
9
 See Law Kar, ―Some Observation on Shaw Brothers‘ Cross-Border Development in 

Southeast Asia and Employment of Japanese and South Korean Film Talent,‖ Paper 

presented in the Conference on Shaw Brothers Enterprise and Asian Urban Culture: 

Interdisciplinary Studies and Cross-Regional Comparisons, Department of Chinese 

Studies, National University of Singapore, 26-28 July 2001, 5. 

 
10

 ―Too Much Glorification – Love with an Alien,‖ Chosun ilbo, February 21, 1958: 4. 
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reckoned that the conservative family values of Korean society caused the 

unwelcome reception by Southeast Asians. As I have elucidated, Shaw Brothers‘ 

first exertion to branch out by collaborating with a Korean partner temporarily 

halted following the release of Love with an Alien. Shaw Brothers was, in 1958, still 

heavily hinged on the Southeast Asian market, and the capital from the region did 

not want to invest in such kinds of experiments. Therefore, the second Shaw 

Brothers-Korean cooperation had lingered on six years when Shaw Brothers 

eventually evolved from the Southeast Asian mogul to the Mandarin cinema 

suppliers for the Chinese world. 

When Im Hwa-su made an agreement with Shaw Brothers, the fierce 

rivalry between Shaw and MP&GI had just been triggered. In the late 1950s, as 

soon as Run Run Shaw grasped the family‘s movie enterprise in Hong Kong, he 

was anxious to employ the modern movie business system.
11

 In 1959, as a result, 

Run Run Shaw recruited two non-family member newcomers: Raymond Chow and 

Leonard Ho. They were both college-educated, had adequate track records in the 

                                           
11

 It is, however, not clear where the source came from since no historians clearly cited the 

original materials about the Hollywood studio‘s impact on Hong Kong in terms of its 

management system, studio facilities, and decision-making process. Li Han-hsiang‘s 

GMP and Shin Sang-ok‘s Shin Films were, according to local scholars, also modeled 

after Columbia pictures. However, there are no documents or records that any consultant 

or adviser came from Columbia pictures, and no administration officer had worked at 

Colombia pictures. Instead, it is more reasonable to say that Japanese studios, Toho and 

Daiei, were role models for both Hong Kong studios. In fact, during the late 1950s and 

early 60s, Shaw Brothers and MP&GI had sent many production crews such as 

cinematographers, editors, production designers and, later, actors and actresses to Japan. 

Shin Film‘s system of the studio, management structure, business tactics, actor‘s training 

center, and contract-based hiring were very similar to Shaw Brothers‘. It is noteworthy 

that the restructuring of Shin Film was made after the experience of Shaw-Shin co-

production film Last Woman of Shang. 
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movie business, and spoke fluent English, Cantonese, and Mandarin. Chow took 

charge of the studio‘s publicity department while the physical production was 

controlled by Ho. Chow had an astute sense of international business, and he was 

behind most international co-productions including the ventures with Shin Sang-ok. 

Furthermore, Run Run Shaw set off an aspiring project, constructing the grandest 

movie studio in Asia, and branched out the studio‘s market from traditional 

Southeast Asia to the Chinese ―world,‖ and even to the West. While operating a 

Hollywood-type assembly line, so called ―Fordism‖ and ―Taylorism‖ and mass-

producing films for Chinese communities around the world at his ―state-of-the-art‖ 

studio, Run Run Shaw dominated the territory. To stretch the studio‘s market, Shaw 

Brothers launched multiple co-productions with the countries where Shaw Brothers 

did not secure the control. Love with an Alien was delivered under the 

circumstances when the power hierarchy of the family‘s movie business was 

bequeathed to Run Run Shaw.  

Im Hwa-su, along with Love with an Alien, produced two more co-

production films in Hong Kong simultaneously.
12

 Nonetheless, the second and third 

installment, Cheonjiyujeong (Love in heaven and Earth, 1958) and Geurimja 

Sarang (Everlasting Love, 1958),
13

were not with SB, MP&GI, or Kong Ngee but 

with independent producer Wang Lung‘s Jinfeng (Golden Phoenix). Im returned to 

                                           
12

 Hong Kong Film Archive holds a press book of Sorrow of Love, a Hong Kong-Korea co-

production film. It has the identical Korean cast, Choi Moo-ryong, Yoon Il-bong and 

Kim Jin-kyu, to Love with an Alien. It is not clear when and how the film was produced. 

However, it seems that the film was made simultaneously when Korean actors were 

staying in Hong Kong for Love with an Alien in 1957. 

 
13

 Upon Hong Kong Film Archive Database, Everlasting Love was co-produced with Hong 

Kong‘s independent producer Wang Long and Korea‘s Korean Artistes Co. Ltd.  
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Hong Kong in October 1957, three months after the wrap up of Love with an Alien. 

He brought Yang Hun, a popular comedian, and Yang Seok-cheon. According to 

Law Kar, Love in Heaven and Earth was directed by Kim Hwa-rang, a veteran 

Korean director, and was financed 100 percent from Im‘s Korean Entertainment.
14

 

Everlasting Love has the precisely identical cast – Yang Hun and Yang Seok-cheon, 

and, according to the film‘s production note, the film was assumed to be a sequel of 

Love in Heaven and Earth.
15

 Those two films were shot concurrently in November 

1957. Hong Kong Film Archive‘s official document does not have a record of the 

precise release date in Hong Kong. However, Taiwan‘s newspaper had an 

advertisement of Love in Heaven and Earth on July 18, 1958 that indicates the film 

was theatrically released in Taiwan by way of Jinfeng‘s distribution network.
16

 For 

Im, the Southeast Asian market was not his concern. What he craved was, indeed, to 

make a Korean ―national‖ film shot in Eastman color, hiring well recognized 

Korean stars with some exotic ingredients, palm tree-like locales and Southeast 

Asian beauties in it. However, unlike Kinnia Yau Shuk-ting‘s assertion that the film 

had a ―spectacular success in Korea,‖
17

 none of the three co-production films were 

in fact successful and they swiftly disappeared from the theatres.  

                                           
14

 Law Kar, ―Korean and Hong Kong Interflows in the 1950s and 1960s,‖ Korean Cinema 

Retrospective: Rediscovering Asian Cinema Network (Seoul: the 9
th
 Pusan International 

Film Festival, 2004), 30 
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 For more about Love in Heaven and Earth and Everlasting Love, see official press books. 

Hong Kong Film Archive has copies of the press book for both films. 
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 Hong Kong Filmography volume 2, English edition (Hong Kong: Hong Kong Film 

Archive, 2004), 283. 
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It is notable that, besides, between Love with an Alien and Last Woman of 

Shang, there were a few more international co-productions with Hong Kong. Wong 

Cheuk-hon, who was one of the most conspicuous independent producers, was the 

core of them. As a Cantonese cinema producer who had an intimate alliance with 

Taiwan, Wong‘s Liberty Pictures headquartered in Hong Kong, cooperated with 

Korea Entertainment for Salanghaneun kkadalg-e (Love for You, 1959), directed by 

Han Hyung-mo, a Korean maestro who helmed Jayubuin (Madam Freedom) in 

1956. Im Hwa-su, again, was the person who abetted the agreement. During the fall 

of 1958, the film was shot in the Hwadal sound stage in Hong Kong. The story of 

Love for You was set in Korea and Malaya; however, due to an epidemic in Malaya 

around that time, location shooting in Malaya had to be cancelled, and, instead, it 

was shot entirely in Hong Kong.
18

 Choi Moo-ryong, Yoon Il-bong, and Kim Jin-

kyu performed with Hong Kong actresses.
19

 The film was released on June 11, 

1959, in Hong Kong. Love for You was one of five Korean films chosen to compete 

at AFF, and eventually won the best dance choreography award at the festival.
20

 

Wong renamed his production company to Lan Kwang pictures in 1961. 

He forthwith commenced on the second alliance with Korea. Sonogong (The 

Flaming Mountain), based on one episode from Journey to the West, was produced 

in 1962. Ting Ying, Wong‘s best asset and one of the most favored Cantonese movie 
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 Kukje Yeonghwa (April 1954): 32-33. 

 
19

 Park Sung-ho, ―Making Movie in Hong Kong: Love for You,‖ Kukje Yeonghwa (January 

1959): 48-49. 
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 Wong Cheuk-hon. A Life in film: Memoirs of Wong Cheuk-hon (Taipei: Variety 
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celebrities during the 1960s
21

, played a princess named Iron Fan. Korean actors, 

Choi Moo-ryong, Kim Hee-kap, and Yang Hoon arrived in Hong Kong along with 

Kim Soo-yong, who co-directed the film with Hong Kong‘s Mok Hong-si, in 

February 1962.
22

 The Flaming Mountain was the founding film of a newly 

established Hanyang pictures. The studio was a subsidiary of Hanyang University, 

which had just opened an acclaimed BFA program in film and television. Kim So-

dong, a director-cum-professor was in charge of the production management. 

Backed by reliable financial support from Hanyang Institute, Hanyang pictures was 

endeavoring to initiate a vertically integrated studio, along with its contemporaries, 

Shin Films and Dongseong pictures.
23

 Two soundstages and a laboratory were 

constructed in the suburb of Seoul. The studio secured a movie theatre in Seoul, and 

made exclusive contracts with the local distributors. In 1962, Hanyang studio 

proclaimed an ambitious blueprint, manufacturing twenty films annually. Among 

                                           
21

 Her real name was Lee King-yu (Li Jinyu), a native of Zhejiang Province. Ting Ying 

made a screen debut in 1954 in a Mandarin movie Sister Fulan but a year later, She was 

a female lead for her first Cantonese movie Queen of the Stage. Her heyday was the 

1960s beginning with a hugely successful film Ten Schoolgirls (1960). During the 60s, 

she had exclusively worked with Wong Cheuk-hon‘s Liberty films and, later, Lan Kwang 

pictures yielded such memorable films as Factory Queen and Madam Jin in 1963. She, 

however, retired and emigrated to Canada shortly after her last film Foxy Lady in 1969. 

In Hong Kong-South Korea co-production, Ting Ying had left four films in her 

filmography. They were; The Flaming Mountain (1962), Deep in my Heart (1966), 

International Secret Agent (aka. SOS Hong Kong, 1966) and The Brave Tank (1966). For 

more about Ting Ying, see Superstars of Cantonese Movies of the Sixties Exhibition 

Catalogue (Hong Kong: Hong Kong Film Archive, 1996). A veteran Hong Kong-based 

film critic Sek Kei wrote a very insightful memoir of Cantonese movie stars, which is 

titled ―Unheavenly Stars.‖ (10-11). 
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the Rain for Shaw Brothers in 1972.  

 
23
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them, the studio officially announced, one third would be co-productions or shot 

abroad to export films to abroad.
24

  

 

 

 

 

The Flaming Mountain was the first exertion to reach the goal,
25

 

although the aspiration never materialized, and rapidly went insolvent in 1965, 

leaving a mere thirty three films behind. The Flaming Mountain was shot 

completely at Lan Kwang‘s sound stage in March. Shot in Color-Cinemascope, the 

                                           
24

 Seoul Shinmun, March 15, 1962: 4. 

 
25

 ―Film Business as a Modern Enterprise: Hanyang Pictures,‖ Yeonghwa Segye [Movie 

World] (May 1962): 90. 

 

Fig. 18 - Newspaper Advertisement of The Flaming Mountain in Hong Kong 
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film was distributed in Hong Kong and Korea, in July and September respectively.
26

 

However, the most intensive phase of cinematic coproduction between Korea and 

Hong Kong began a year later. It was at AFF-Seoul when the two countries‘ rising 

powers met. 

Last Woman of Shang: The Emergence of the Shin-Shaw Network 

The agreement between two studios, Shin Films and Shaw Brothers, was completed 

in 1962, a year before Li Han-hsiang gave birth to his legendary The Love Eterne. 

In 1962, Shaw Brothers held 15 contract directors including Li Han-hsiang, Ho 

Meng-hua, Griffith Yuen, Yen Chun, and Lo Lei. Each director had his own 

expertise. For instance, Li Han-hsiang and Griffith Yuen mostly directed 

extravaganza Mandarin epic films while Ho Meng-hua was directing mostly 

melodramas. According to the original contract, both companies agreed that the 

film‘s direction would be done by one of Shaw‘s directors. Yen Chun, who was the 

most bankable director, was chosen to lead the film. Although it is somewhat 

lengthy, five articles on the contract are worth being noted here in their original 

form. 

 

3) The leading and major roles of the co-production motion 

picture films are to be casted among SHAW and SHIN 

actors and actresses, subject to mutual agreement of the 

parties hereto. 

4) The co-production motion picture film is to be directed by 

a director to be designated and appointed by SHAW. 

5) The budget for the above-stated co-production is to be 

worked out and is to be accepted by the parties hereto 

                                           
26

 For more about the procedure of making the film, see Kim Soo-yong. My Love My 

Cinema: Kim Soo-yong and the Story of Korean Cinema (Seoul: Cine21 Publication, 

2006), 27-35. 
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upon mutual approval. It is also mutually agreed upon that 

the location filming of the said co-production is to be 

undertaken by SHIN in Korea with all the necessary 

expenses to be advanced entirely by SHIN, while the 

studio filming of the said co-production is to be done by 

SHAW‘S STUDIO in Hong Kong with all the necessary 

expenses to be advanced entirely by SHAW. 

6) The distribution of the above-stated co-production motion 

picture film in South Korea is to be handled by SHIN, the 

distribution of the said film in Southeast Asia excluding 

South Korea is to be handled by SHAW, while the 

distribution of the said film in the world excluding the 

above-mentioned territories either on distribution or 

outright sale is to be decided by mutual agreement of the 

parties hereto. 

8) It is mutually agreed upon that the negative of the above-

stated co-production picture film shall be lodged with 

SHAW and that insurance at United States dollars fifty 

thousand (USD 50,000.00) shall be taken out on such 

negative by SHAW, for which SHIN and SHAW shall 

share the premium on fifty (50) fifty (50) basis.
27

 

 

Upon the agreement, the net revenue derived from Korea would be divided as two-

thirds to Shin Films and one-third to Shaw. In the same way, the net revenue 

derived from Southeast Asia, including Taiwan would be divided as two-thirds to 

Shaw and one- third to Shin. However, Wong Ka Hee, a Shaw Brothers‘ physical 

production manager, divulged that the contract was done for Shin Sang-Ok‘s needs, 

and the factual net revenue share was far simpler than above. The Korean market 

pertained thoroughly to Shin Film while Shaw grabbed all the revenues from 

outside of Korea. Shin Sang-ok only claimed to have the sole rights in Korean 

market. Nonetheless, here we can inquire the ―real‖ strategy underlying Shaw‘s 
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decision to co-produce Last Woman of Shang with Shin Films. Shaw Brothers was 

not in money shortages and the film like Last Woman of Shang, an A-list film, 

would surely retrieve the budget by selling the rights in advance to Southeast Asian 

distributors. Then, what exactly did Shaw Brothers want from Shin Films? I argue 

that Shaw Brothers assumed Shin Films to be a runaway production partner. Run 

Run Shaw was a business savvy executive, and yearned to win over the battle 

against MP&GI. Shaw deemed that the epic films, grounded on Chinese cultural 

heritages, would undoubtedly have an allure to the immense Chinese communities 

in and out of Asia as Li Han-hsiang‘s two preceding films Diau Charn (1958) and 

Jiang shan mei ren (The Kingdom and the Beauty, 1959) proved at the box office. 

To produce more epic films, due to the lost territory of PRC, Shaw needed a site for 

location shootings. After several tries with Japan and Taiwan, Shaw opened a 

channel with Shin Films in 1962.
28

 

On the other hand, what Shin Films aimed for was the distribution rights 

of Korea. The Korean market did not matter much to Run Run Shaw because no 

Shaw Brothers film was officially circulated in Korea except Love with an Alien. 

Hence, Shaw Brothers found a better-than-ever-partner who pledged to supply male 

actors and all expenditures for location filming but only demanded an exclusive 

distribution right for a local business. They both moved instantaneously. On 

September 25th 1962, the first agreement was signed. But how could they reach a 

consensus of opinion so easily? Last Woman of Shang was, indeed, not a script 

generated for the co-production. It was a ready-to-shoot project for Shaw Brothers 
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since the script had already been completed a year ago, under the interim title of 

Fox Woman.
29

 As I have illustrated in the previous chapter, Shin and Shaw 

encountered one another during the AFF-Seoul, and the two instantly recognized 

that they needed each other. Run Run Shaw, in an interview with a Korean 

newspaper, said that ―it is very easy for Korean actors to play Chinese characters in 

the movie.‖ He added; ―we really hope that Shaw brothers make more films with 

Korea. By doing so, Korean cinema will also find a new market.‖
30

 They moved 

fast. In less than two months, Shin Films announced that the studio was going to co-

produce two films, Last Woman of Shang and Boeunui Gureumdari (The Cloud 

Bridge of Gratitude, 1963), with Shaw Brothers. As a matter of fact, there was no 

time to meet face to face and seek for a story for both cultures since Korea was 

undergoing roaring political transformation, and Shin Sang-ok had to cope with the 

revolutionizing government policies toward film industry and culture. Shin‘s utmost 

intent was to secure the streamline, and deliver more big-budget color films that 

would verify his competency as a movie mogul. Building a solid colleagueship with 

Shaw Brothers was a great occasion to leap forward. In addition, Shin could take 

advantage of Shaw Brothers ―state of the art‖ studio facilities, and produce multiple 

films concurrently while Shin Film actors were to stay in Hong Kong for authorized 

co-productions.  

It seems that Shin, when he signed the first agreement, did not 

contemplate exporting his films. His initial objective, however, changed drastically 
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when the MPL was revised in 1963, and contained an ―import rights‖ section. 

According to the section, a licensed production company could apply for extra 

rights to import foreign films. During the 1960s and 1970s, Korea had one of the 

most strict import quota systems in the world. Only less than sixty foreign films 

could be imported and distributed per year. Moreover, to get the right, the studio 

had to meet one of the following criteria: 1) export films to a foreign country, and 

screen the film at least two months there; 2) produce ―quality‖ co-production films 

which were chosen by the department of culture and education; 3) win one of the 

major awards at the international film festivals (including the Asian Film 

Festival).
31

 Consequently, I will delineate the factors fully in the latter part of the 

chapter. Since 1963, co-production practice had mutated to the method to import 

foreign films. Hong Kong and the Asian Film Festival, soon, became the battlefield 

for Korean producers. Shin Films, to get the right for ―success-guaranteed‖ foreign 

films, had no choice but to rely on co-productions. Since no other movie 

businessman had a closer link with Hong Kong than what Shin Sang-ok had, Shin 

monopolized the network between Hong Kong and South Korea, especially with 

Shaw Brothers. 

In March 1963, the filming of Last Woman of Shang began in Hong 

Kong. Shortly after the initial studio shooting was completed, the Hong Kong crew, 

Shaw‘s publicity manager Raymond Chow and director Griffith Yuen along with his 

cinematographer left for Seoul. They visited Suwon castle, and a few historical 

architectures in Kyung-gi province which is near Seoul. Shin Films‘ foreign 
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manager Hong Man-kil, Shin Sang-ok, and Shin Films director Choi Gyeong-ok 

supervised their itinerary.
32

 However, unlike the initial blueprint, due to the 

particular procedure of co-production and the increased costs incurred from co-

ordinating the project, it took a whole year to wrap up. Shin was damaged seriously. 

The production budget went well over his initial calculation. Many of his A-list 

actors, who often starred in two to three films simultaneously, sojourned at Shaw‘s 

Clearwater Bay studio. Shin was urged to act. Shin Films, in 1963, produced two 

more films using Shaw Brothers‘ studio facilities and/or contract actresses, which 

are not officially co-produced but were advertised as one of them to most of Korea‘s 

media. One is Naneun Bimiri Itda (I Have a Secret, 1963), with Hong Kong actress 

Julie Shih Yen, and the other is The Cloud Bridge of Gratitude with Li Hsiang-chun. 

―Asian movie king‖ Shin Young-kyun was the male lead for both films. I have a 

Secret was filmed completely in Korea. Julie Shih Yen was loaned to Shin Films.
33

 

Although the Hong Kong film industry was more advanced in terms of its 

management system, distribution networks and production quality, even A-list stars 

received only USD 3,000 to 6,000 per picture.
34

 Most Hong Kong stars were under 

contract with the studios. They had to stay in the studio‘s apartments, and were not 

allowed to work with other studios without approval. Contrary to Hong Kong stars‘ 
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unexpectedly low salaries, Korean actors were treated better.
35

 Pre-sale and block 

booking was a common practice, and even Shin Films had to hinge on A-list stars 

since their names were guaranteed to be financed by local distributors. To secure A-

list stars in their project, studio executives had raised the stars‘ salaries. Therefore, 

for Shin Films, borrowing Hong Kong stars was, in fact, not more expensive than 

hiring Korean stars. The Cloud Bridge of Gratitude was based on a popular radio 

serial aired the previous year, 1961. Shin Sang-ok visited Shaw‘s Movie Town in 

July 1962 and after touring Shaw‘s outdoor set of the old Beijing streets, Shin asked 

Shaw for a permit to shoot a film on the set.
36

 Choi Gyeong-ok, a director of The 

Cloud, recalled:  

 

I went to Hong Kong alone. Reymond Chow greeted me, and 

he was so surprised to find out that I am the only person who 

is going to photograph, direct, and edit the film at the same 

time. Shin Young-kyun joined the production a week later. It 

took about two weeks to complete the entire shooting. One 

day, Run Run Shaw came to see us. He was so impressed 

about the speed we produce film. After we left, I heard that 

Run Run Shaw told to his contracted directors over and over 

again how effective we were.
37
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The Cloud was the first Shin Films product that was shot in Shaw‘s studio, and the 

film drew 50,000 patrons in Seoul which was not a remarkable success but was 

enough to make a profit. In the end, it was a good business. 

Last Woman of Shang for Shaw Brothers 

In 1963, Li Han-hsiang left for Taiwan, just a few months after the record-breaking 

triumph of The Love Eterne in May. The Love Eterne, on two occasions, reached the 

pinnacle of Hong Kong film history. First, it was the ultimate Huangmei diao 

(Yellow Plum Opera), a genre that Li Han-hsiang had initiated in Shaw Brothers 

with Diau Charn in 1958, and helped to improve the criterion of Hong Kong 

cinema. Second, the film paved the way to Taiwan, which soon became the central 

market for Hong Kong cinema. After 47 days of showing in Taipei alone, the film 

grossed NTD 8,383,077, a phenomenal record which was approximately two times 

more than the previous record made by Ben Hur. Two thirds of the capital city‘s 

population, indeed, had seen the movie.
38

 At the acme of his career, Li moved to 

Taiwan along with his staff members, and launched GMP. 

Taiwan was a suitable replacement of the PRC which had closed its 

doors to Hong Kong studios since the inception of PRC in 1947. However, there 

were two significant barriers for Hong Kong producers to penetrate the market; 

strict currency controls and a high exchange rate. Stephanie Chung wrote, ―Taiwan 

was enforcing tight currency control and Hong Kong films not only had to apply for 

a foreign currency permit but also pay a 20% ―defense tax,‖ cutting profit by a 
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third.‖
39

 Yeh Yueh-yu, therefore, argues that making co-productions could thus 

reduce tax burdens, and ―cheap labors and land as well as the wide variety of 

locations made Taiwan an attractive place for an off-shore studio.‖
40

 With all those 

factors, instead of recruiting Li for MP&GI, Loke Wan-tho let him form his own 

studio in Taiwan and backed the capital for GMP. Hence, as Yeh claims, GMP was a 

local company but in fact ―part of a transnational operation.‖
41

  

By losing his most bankable asset to his competitor, in 1963, Run Run 

Shaw was desperately in need of a sure-fire project. Last Woman of Shang was 

supposed to be Shaw‘s next The Kingdom and the Beauty. After the film‘s post-

production was done, the film pre-sold to Thailand, Laos, Vietnam, the Philippines, 

Cambodia and Taiwan where Shaw Brothers not yet set up its direct-release 

distributors. The presale, indeed, had been a common practice for Shaw Brothers 

since the company had always relied on the market other than where they resided 

where the popularities were significantly low.
42

 According to Law Kar, in 1948, a 

total overseas presale take of HKD 30,000 to HKD 40,000 complemented ―local 

receipts averaging some HKD 10,000 to HKD 20,000.‖
43

 Having considered that 
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the average cost of a Cantonese movie of the time was around HKD 40,000, this 

practice secured sufficient revenues to the studio. That figure had risen drastically 

to over HKD 300,000 by 1960
44

 since the Mandarin movies of Shaw Brothers had 

better production quality and the market itself had grown well enough to pay more 

than they used to. Shaw Brothers commonly made three-year theatrical release 

contracts with overseas distributors. Taiwan was also part of the agreement since it 

was still before Shaw Brothers launched a subsidiary, Shaw Brothers Taiwan Ltd., 

in 1968. Therefore, even before the film was released, Shaw Brothers, through the 

film‘s foreign release contract, could accumulate HKD 542,000, which was approx. 

2/3 of the film‘s budget of HKD 800,000.
45

 Among them, Taiwan alone paid HKD 

320,000, more than the sum of the rest of the three countries. Therefore, it is 

explicitly presented that Taiwan, by 1964, became the most lucrative market for the 

Hong Kong film industry. 

 

Sign Date Customer Territory Rights Yr. Contract Sum 

1964/3/3 Union Odeon Co. Ltd. Thailand/Laos TH 3 HKD 55,000 

1964/4/13 Tinh-Hoa Dien-Anm Vietnam TH 3 HKD 92,500 

1964/1/7 吳文芳 Philippines TH 3 HKD 75,000 

1964/1/30 香港東南有限公司 Taiwan TH 3 HKD 320,000 

 
Table 5 - Presale Records of Last Woman of Shang 
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Fig. 19 - Last Woman of Shang (1964) 
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Last Woman of Shang premiered on August 26, 1964 at the newly opened 

Hollywood Theatre in Kowloon peninsula, Hong Kong. The premiere was more 

than a habitual event for upcoming ―quality‖ films from the studio. Linda Lin-dai, 

the film‘s heroine and a box-office guaranteed superstar, killed herself on July 14, a 

month before the film‘s release.
46

 Run Run Shaw was not sure her suicide would 

bring the crowd who wanted to see her last picture. However, he prepared the 

premiere as a memorable event while inviting tons of stars, politicians, and a Hong 

Kong governor. The film was distributed on August 27 at four of Shaw‘s major 

theatres in Hong Kong and the Southeast Asian circuit.
47

 The film‘s box office 

revenue was, however, less than expected. Initially, Run Run Shaw was hoping to 

break one million dollar gross that is a symbolic ‗trademark‘ for the successful film, 

but Last Woman of Shang, finally, grossed HKD 787,505, which was more than 

average but was not a major hit of the year. Although Last Woman of Shang was not 

a groundbreaking success for Run Run Shaw, who had lost Li Han-hsiang, there 

was no reason to break the partnership with Shin Films since Shaw still intended to 

produce more epic films and, after all, Last Woman of Shang made a profit. In 

January 1964, Run Run Shaw proclaimed that the studio had produced eight 

historical films in 1963. He also declared, ―there will be more historical films, more 

color and wide-screen films will be made this year.‖
48

 

On the other hand, in Korea, Last Woman of Shang was released under 
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a Korean title Dal-gi, under the name of Choi In-hyun, a Korean director, and the 

film made a huge success, brought 150,000 Korean cinemagoers to the theatre, and 

ranked fourth at the annual end-of-the-year box-office. By erasing any contributions 

made by Hong Kong creative personnel, Shin Films publicized the film as ―another 

Shin Films production‖ of the year. For Korean audiences, Last Woman of Shang 

provided a sense of the transnational familiar (McHugh 2005). Interestingly 

enough, the film narrates Chinese history and historical figures. Thus, the movie is 

about a nation (China), but it is not a national cinema (of China). In other words, 

using the method of co-production, Shin Films was making its own national cinema 

by erasing the ―other‘s‖ contribution to the film through pseudonyms and dubbing. 

The audiences were amazed by the film‘s production quality, and Shin Sang-Ok was 

acclaimed for his ―international business instinct‖ by most local newspapers. 

Although The Cloud Bridge of Gratitude ended up with a moderate result, with a 

fruitful outcome of his first ―full‖ co-production film, Shin Sang-Ok had the 

confidence to produce more co-production films with Shaw Brothers. Shin Sang-Ok, 

as a matter of fact, took many advantages through the practice of cinematic co-

productions. First, he could be supplied the negative raw stock from Shaw Brothers. 

Prior to the co-production, Shin Film and most film producers in Korea had to 

import the negative stock from foreign countries such as the United States, Japan, or 

Italy. Since all imported products were charged heavy taxes and there was a limit on 

importing film stocks, acquiring film was one of main concerns of most Korean 

film producers. Shaw Brothers relieved the headache. With the off-the-record help 

from Shaw Brothers, moreover, Shin Films could store enough raw stocks at the 

studio‘s storage furtively. Second, by forefronting Shaw Brothers as an international 
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partner, Shin Films claimed that the studio exported its films to various Southeast 

Asian countries through Shaw Brothers‘ circuits. Since Shin Young-kyun made a 

name in Southeast Asia, Shin Sang-Ok‘s previous films with Shin Young-kyun 

could be sold to Shaw Brothers. Throughout this practice, Shin Films could gain the 

rights to import foreign films from the government. Therefore, the more Shin made 

co-productions the more he could import bankable foreign films such as Italian 

Spaghetti westerns and American genre films which were box-office-guaranteed 

movies. In sum, Shin Sang-Ok had nothing to lose with the practice as Choi 

Gyeong-ok recalled, ―Shin Films didn‘t lose anything but got many advantages‖ 

throughout the connection with Shaw Brothers.
49

 But in the mid-1960s, the only 

concern was how to accumulate enough capital to finance the production.  

The Goddess of Mercy: The Rise and Demise of the System 

By the time Last Woman of Shang finished its first-round distribution, on October 

7
th

 1964, Shin Sang-ok was sitting with Raymond Chow at Run Run Shaw‘s 

Clearwater Bay office. Chow, Shin, and Shin‘s right arm Choi Gyeong-ok signed 

the agreement for co-producing The Goddess of Mercy, another big-budget 

historical film. This time it was a religious story based on the legend of Guan Yin, 

the Chinese bodhisattva of love and compassion. However, the story was not 

particularly for Chinese. Most Koreans, indeed, already knew Guan Yin (known as 

Kwanyu in Cantonese and Gwanse-eum in Korean) very well since more than half 

of the Koreans were Buddhists in the 1960s. Shin Sang-ok himself was also a 

Buddhist, and had already directed a Buddhism-themed film Dream in 1956. The 
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condition of the agreement was roughly identical to the prior agreement for Last 

Woman of Shang but two notable additions were attached. According to these 

supplemented articles, Shaw ―shall supply the color negative raw stock required for 

the production of the said co-production motion picture film [The Goddess of 

Mercy],‖ and the negative of the film shall be ―lodged with Shaw and that insurance 

at United States Dollar fifty thousand shall be taken out on such negative by Shaw.‖ 

In sum, Shin Films did not claim to hold the negative, not even a duplicated one, 

and only contented themselves with an exclusive right for the Korean market. 

In 1964, Shin Films had a prevailing success with the war movie The 

Red Muffler that lured 300,000 civilians to Myeongbo theatre alone. However, as I 

explained in detail in the previous chapter, despite the hugely profitable success of 

The Red Muffler, Shin Films was in crisis due to the series of failures of the year‘s 

films. Shin Films had churned out one film per month since 1963 but only directed-

by-Shin Sang-ok films made enough profits to run the company. To retrieve the loss, 

Shin craved a sure-fire one, and also was seeking ways to import foreign films. As a 

result, Shin was vigorously engaged with the co-production of The Goddess of 

Mercy. Li Li-hua, a silver screen goddess in the Chinese world, accepted the role of 

―kwanyu.‖ Shaw Brothers pretentiously proclaimed that the film is ―three times as 

expensive as Last Woman of Shang this film will be even bigger and more 

impressive spectacle in glorious Shawscope/Eastman color.‖
50

 The Goddess of 

Mercy was by far the grandest production ever made in Shin Films. For Shaw 

Brothers, the film was also the most contemplated production of the year. Shin 
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Films poured 30 million won into it, which was four to five times more than other 

A-list films. Shin Sang-ok convinced Ji Deok-young, an owner of Myeongbo 

theatre, who had a Daerim Construction Ltd. to be a financial backer. Myeongbo 

theatre formed a subsidiary, Star Film, to co-produce The Goddess of Mercy with 

Shin Films.
51

 It is noteworthy that The Goddess of Mercy is the only one among 

four official Shaw-Shin co-produced films directed by a Korean. Lim Won-sick, 

Shin‘s protégé, took the helm under the supervision of Shin Sang-ok and Yen 

Chun.
52

 To maximize the profit, Shaw and Shin had agreed on making two versions 

of the film for two different markets.  

It has often been discussed that the Shaw movies were ―tailor-made‖ to 

meet the various censorship policies in Hong Kong, Taiwan and Southeast Asia 

primarily and US/Europe/Japan in some degree.
53

 As Chung clearly illustrated, 

―the moderate version would be reserved for the Hong Kong market, while the mild 

and hot versions were tailored for the market in Southeast Asia and 

US/Europe/Japan respectively.‖
54

 However, for non-Chinese markets, i.e. the 

Philippines and South Korea, Shaw tried a new method, making multiple language 

versions using different actors. Like what Hollywood did during the early 1930s, in 
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1965, Shaw Brothers hired local actors for each market of the aforementioned 

countries. In Shaw-Yabut, a Philippine company, production Xin hua duo duo kai 

(Hong Kong, Manila, Singapore, 1965), Peter Chan-ho was a male lead for the 

Hong Kong and Southeast Asian version while Nestor de Villa was cast for the 

Philippine version. In both versions, the female lead was Hong Kong actress Angela 

Yu Chien. Hong Kong, Manila, Singapore was produced in three languages; 

Mandarin, English, and Tagalog.
55

 By the same token, The Goddess of Mercy was 

produced in two versions but, this time, the male leads were the same and the 

female performers were different – Li Li-hua for the Southeast Asian version and 

Choi Eun-hee for the Korean version although the male characters were played by 

Korean actors Kim Jin-kyu and Kim Seung-ho.
56

 Both of them were winners of 

best actor‘s award at the Asian Film Festival, and that made it easier to publicize the 

film to Shaw‘s Southeast Asian circuit. Since the film had many outdoor scenes and 

required a significant portion of special effects, it took an entire year to be wrapped 

up in the early part of 1966. The two studios were tired of the constant changes 

made due to the actors‘ busy schedules, studio facilities‘ readiness, 

miscommunications,
57

 and repetitive changes of the shooting script. Run Run Shaw 

was losing interest in collaborations with Korea. By 1966, Shaw Brothers had no 

regional rival, and no longer needed to compete. After the untimely death of Loke 
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Wan-tho, Shaw Brothers took the ascendancy. It became the only mega-studio in 

Asia. Thus, since 1966, Shaw Brothers, instead of the method of studio-to-studio 

bilateral co-production, entered the next stage of regional co-production. To 

diversify the studio‘s genre film outputs and smooth the export toward the non-

Chinese market, Shaw Brothers began to hire directors from other parts of Asia: 

Korea, the Philippines and even Japan.
58

 

The Rise of Shaw Brothers in Asia 

By 1966, Run Run Shaw was in need of more production outputs. As table 5 

markedly demonstrates, Shaw Brothers, despite the studio‘s size, was still 

manufacturing less than twenty pictures annually. The studio hired an ―army of 

6,000 workers and staff members including 72 stars, 15 script writers, 24 outside 

writers, 22 directors, and a 550 technical forces,‖
59

 twenty films, therefore, were 

certainly low outputs and were not enough to fill the studio‘s now nearly 150 

theatres and a hundred more affiliated movie houses around Southeast Asia and 

Taiwan. 

Run Run Shaw was eager to learn the mechanism by which Japanese 

studios churned out several hundred pictures per year, and felt the need to diversify 

the studio‘s genres. Hiring Japanese directors had three purposes. First, Run Run 

Shaw was not aiming to achieve artistic superiority by hiring ―art film‖ directors 

from Japan. Instead, what he wanted was ―efficient craftsmanship,‖ which could 

fulfill the studio‘s theatre chains and improve the still inefficient Hong Kong 
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production system. Second, Japanese directors brought new genres to Southeast 

Asian audiences. Shaw‘s prestigious epic films and huangmei opera were already 

out of fashion. The Post-war generation welcomed American culture, music and 

cinema. Thus, Shaw had to meet their patrons‘ needs. Third, Run Run still had a 

not-yet-fulfilled desire to penetrate Japan‘s market. Directed-by-Japanese movies 

might help to introduce Shaw films to Japan. For Shaw‘s Japan adventure, Chua 

Lam was a go-between that moved back and forth.  

During the mid-1960s, Chua Lam, a son of Shaw‘s production manager 

in Singapore Chua Boon-hean, was hired as Shaw‘s representative in Japan. He was 

still a student in the film production program at Nihon Rikko University, Tokyo. 

Chua‘s mission was to buy Japanese films. The mid 1960s was the last breath of the 

Japanese studio‘s golden age. Every studio kept tons of film prints in its library. 

Chua bought them in bulk except for new and prestigious films. Chua recalled, ―the 

head of Nikatsu‘s foreign trade department said it was pointless keeping the films 

and so sold Shaws the rights at USD 500 each.‖
60

 Chua bought many Nikatsu 

yakuza films, Toei‘s Jidaigeki, and Daiei‘s Zatoichi series. Those Japanese action 

movies were well-received among young Southeast Asians. In the early 1966, 

Nakahira Ko and Inoue Umetsugu signed the contract first. Then four more 

directors, Takumi Furukawa, Koji Shima, Murayama Misuo and Akinori Matsuo, 

followed. They mostly worked for Nikatsu, and all of them were well known genre 
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 Kinnia Yau Shuk-ting and June Pui-wah. ―Transnational Collaborations and Activities of 

Shaw Brothers and Golden Harvest: An Interview with Chua Lam,‖ Border Crossings in 

Hong Kong Cinema (Hong Kong: Hong Kong Film Archive, 2000), 140. 
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film directors in Japan.
61

 They worked literally fast. As soon as the contract was 

done, Inoue Umetsugu came to Hong Kong in April, and two films were already 

simultaneously under production. Inoue Umetsugu made Die wang jiao wa 

(Operation Lipstick) as his first Shaw movie.
62

 It was a Hong Kong-style James 

Bond film. It is worth mentioning that James Bond-type of espionage films was 

already in fashion in the mid-60s Asian cinema. Shaw director Lo Wei, who later 

became famous with his work with Bruce Lee, had produced two of Singapore-

Malay versions of James Bond, Jefri Zain series, in 1965
63

. After he transferred to 

Shaw‘s Hong Kong studio, the first film Lo Wei embarked on was Jin pu sa (The 

Golden Buddha, 1966) with Paul Chang-chung and Jeanette Lin Tsui, which was 

                                           
61

 Why did Shaw hire Inoue and Nakahira instead of prestigious filmmakers such as 

Kurosawa Akira and Kinoshita Keisuke? Law Kar (2004), Davis and Yueh-yu (2003), 

Kinnia Yau Shuk Ting (2000) agree that Shaw did not want to achieve artistic superiority 

by hiring ‗art film‘ directors from Japan. Therefore, Inoue Umetsugu and other Japanese 

studio directors were the ideal choice to Shaw himself. Before being hired by the Shaw 

Brothers, the extremely prolific director Inoue Umetsugu had produced over seventy 

genre films which ranged from jazz musicals, spy pictures, and comedies to taiyozoku 

films. Interestingly enough, three out of the six contracted Japanese directors produced 

youth films which were influenced by taiyozoku boom during the mid and late 1950s. 

Takumi Furukawa directed the first taiyozoku film Season of the Sun (1956), and 

Nakahira Ko made Crazed Fruit (1956). Inoue Umetsugu also directed Rusty Knife 

(1958). All three films were based on Ishihara Shintaro‘s stories, and Ishihara Yujiro 

starred in both Crazed Fruit and Rusty Knife. For more about Inoue‘s Hong Kong career, 

see D. W. Davis and Emilie Yeh Yueh-yu, ―Inoue at Shaws: The Wellspring of Youth,‖ 

The Shaw Screen, 255- 271. 
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 Although, for some reasons, Operation Lipstick was not released in Hong Kong, and the 

film has been abandoned since then. Cheng Peipei, a female protagonist of the film, told 

to the author that the reason Operation Lipstick was not released publicly was Run Run 

Shaw‘s discontent with the film. However, what made Shaw dissatisfied is still not 

known. Interview with Cheng, May 2010; see ―Spycatcher Pei-pei‘s Deadly Mission,‖ 

Southern Screen (May 1966): 4-5. 
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 For more about Jefri Zain films, see Raphael Millet. Singapore Cinema (Singapore: 

Editions Didier Millet Pte Ltd., 2006), 38-39. 
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shot in Bangkok in1965.
64

 In the Cantonese cinema world, a female version of 

James Bond, called Jane Bond cycle, had its history back to the late 1950s.
65

 Inoue 

Umetsugu‘s working style, indeed, stunned other Shaw directors. He had completed 

the film in a month, and began to shoot the second film, Xiang jiang hua yue ye 

(Hong Kong Nocturne, 1966), just a month later.
66

 In November, Nakahira Ko was 

producing another espionage film, Te jing ling ling jiu (Interpol, 1967).
67

 The trend 

yielded the first Shaw-Nikatsu espionage film Asiapol which was produced in two 

versions, Wang Yu for Hong Kong and Hideaki Nitani for Japan, under the direction 

of Akinori Matsuo.
68

 The aggressive endeavors to upgrade the system and to raise 

the annual outputs, in the end, was rewarded with a haul of forty-three films in 1967, 

more than doubling the previous year. Among them, three films were co-
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 ―Hong Kong‘s Bond Off to Bangkok,‖ Southern Screen (February 1966): 32-33. 
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 Hong Kong Film Archive had a retrospective of Jane Bond films in February 2008. See 

the retrospective catalogue for further research. Apart from the retrospective, Sam Ho 

wrote a wonderful essay on the popularities of espionage films during the 1960s at the 

conference on the cold war and popular culture in Hong Kong. See Sam Ho, ―Spy Films 

minus Spies: Hong Kong Cinema‘s Answer to the James Bond Craze,‖ Conference on 

Cold War Factor in Hong Kong Cinema, 1950s-1970s cum the Forum on Hong Kong 

Film People, October 27-29, 2006.  
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 ―Japanese Directs Society Expose,‖ Southern Screen (June 1966): 28-31. 
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 Nakahira Ko, who made the critically acclaimed Crazed Fruit in 1956, had worked for 

the Shaw Brothers between 1967 and 1969 under the Chinese name, Yang Shuxi. He 

made four films for the Shaw Brothers; Inter-pol (1967), Trapeze Girl (1967), Summer 

Heat (1968), and Diary of a Lady-Killer (1969). Apart from Trapeze Girl, three films 

above were, in fact, remakes of his previous films in Japan. Among those films, Summer 

Heat was the most commercially successful one. It clearly shows how he changed the 

original script and setting to fit into the Hong Kong location and suit its audiences. See 

―Interpol,‖ Southern Screen (November 1966): 24-25; ―Jenny in Love Triangle,‖ 

Southern Screen (August 1968): 30-33. 
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productions with Shin Films (The Goddess of Mercy, That Man in Chang-An and 

The King with My Face) and five films were with Japanese directors.
69

 Along with 

those international projects, Chang Cheh made his first mark on Duan chang jian 

(The Trail of Broken Blade, 1966), and in a year, he opened a golden age of Wuxia 

film with a landmark film One Armed Swordman. The lavish epic film was now 

ready to leave the scene, and Run Run Shaw boldly declared the new ―Action 

era.‖
70

 

Loke Wan-tho died. MP&GI was no longer threatening the Shaw family. 

Li Han-hsiang was in a financial disaster in Taiwan, and it was clear that the Taiwan 

market was dominated by Shaw Brothers. Shaw set up a branch studio in Taipei in 

1968 to utilize local talent for the production of four to six films specifically 

targeted for the Taiwan market. Since the glory of 1966, Shaw brothers, finally, 

paused a while and focused more on the quality of individual films rather than 

competition and expansion.
71

 

                                           
69

 As Inoue later recalled, Run Run Shaw himself was a ―keen viewer of Japanese movies,‖ 

and he also was well aware that Hong Kong people had ―no concept of copyright.‖ 

Since Japan‘s youth culture of the mid 1950s was highly adoptable into Hong Kong 

society ten years later, Shaw saw the market potential of taiyozoku films. However, the 

Shaw Brothers did perceive its Southeast Asian market as still having strong anti-

Japanese sentiment which could be a barrier to distributing its films under the Japanese 

directors‘ names. Therefore, Shaw required those Japanese directors to use Chinese 

names. Although Inoue insisted on maintaining his name, the rest of the directors were 

credited under Chinese names. See Kinnia Yau Shuk Ting, ―Interview with Umetsugu 

Inoue,‖ Border Crossings in Hong Kong Cinema, 145-46. 
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 ―Shaws Launches ―Action Era‖,‖ Southern Screen (October 1965): 30. 
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 In 1967, to make more contemporary-setting action films, Run Run Shaw recruited 

Chung Chang-hwa, a Korean director, who directed an Asia Pictures (Korea)-Yuk Lin 

(Hong Kong) co-production film Special Agent X-7. Shaw Brothers picked up the film, 

and distributed it at Shaw‘s theatre chains in September 1967. Shortly after the film‘s 
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That Man in Chang-An and The King With My Face 

In such decisive moments of Shaw Brothers, The Goddess of Mercy had to wait 

almost a year to be released. But as one of the year‘s most anticipated productions, 

The Goddess of Mercy, with the presence of Li Li-hua, was sold well to Southeast 

Asian distributors, and the film had almost recouped the budget for Hong Kong‘s 

share. During the mid and late ‗60s, the production cost for one Shaw movie ranged 

from HKD 800,000 to 1,500,000. Its annual profit return was about threefold. In 

addition, since 1965, Shaw Brothers made a multiple-film contract with small-

independent movie theatres in North America and the United Kingdom.
72

 The 55th 

street Playhouse was one of those theatres that screened prestigious Shaw 

productions, including Last Woman of Shang, to New York‘s movie buffs.
73

 Shaw 

also bought torn-down movie houses in major U.S. cities‘ Chinatowns, and screened 

Shaw Brothers films regularly. Thus, by the late ‗60s, Shaw Brothers produced 

films for the audiences around the world although the majority of them were still 

ethnic Chinese. 

While the production of The Goddess of Mercy was still in process, Shaw 

                                                                                                                      

release, Run Run Shaw offered him a five-year contract. Chung came to Hong Kong in 

December 1968. His first work with Shaw was an urban-setting thriller A Temptress of a 

Thousand Faces in 1969. 
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 Interview with Law Kar, August 2009. 
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 Last Woman of Shang was the first film showed in New York‘s 55
th
 street Playhouse. 

New York Times reviewed the film, and NYT film critic Bosley Crowther excoriated the 

film. He wrote, ―…and a porky and heavily beard fellow, name of Shin young-kyoon, 

who plays the king, seems to think the proper way to act a tyrant is to laugh loudly 

continuously,‖ and he ended the review with this one last sentence. ―Hollywood need not 

to start closing shop yet.‖ The New York Times, December 14, 1964. I appreciate David 

Desser who inspired me to think about the early screenings of Shaw films‘ in the States. 
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and Shin made another contract. On April 22
nd

, 1966, Shaw and Shin made the 

agreement to co-produce two more films, The King with My Face and That Man in 

Chang-An. However, this contract is leaving two questions behind. First, the 

agreement was made only four months before That Man in Chang-An‘s theatrical 

release in Korea. According to Southern Screen, these two co-production films had 

already wrapped up the production early in the year, i.e. before the contract date. 

Second, this contract did not present an ―only on paper‖ agreement on the net 

revenue dividing section. It was literally written as ―All rights in and to the co-

productions for the world except the Republic of Korea and all revenues derived 

therefrom shall belong entirely to Shaws.‖ In addition, on July 27
th

, Shin Films 

faxed to Shaw Brothers to get signed a ―supplementary agreement‖ form. Upon the 

form, Shin, all of a sudden, put two more films‘ titles in a revised ―article 11‖:  

 

Article 11 In regard to the coproduction of Monkey, Princess Iron 

Fan, Goddess of Mercy, That Man in Chang An and The King with 

My Face, Shaw Brothers Co., shall be responsible for supply of all 

the films for work prints and release prints. In addition Shaw 

Brothers Co., shall be responsible for paying all the expenses that 

may be needed at the bonded factory in Tokyo. 

 

Thus, it can be argued that That Man in Chang-An and The King With My Face 

were less co-productions than the production cooperation for Shaw‘s films, by 

partially investing and loaning Shin‘s actors to Shaw Brothers. That Man in Chang 

An was directed by Yen Chun, who had supervised The Goddess of Mercy, and The 

King With My Face was under the direction of Ho Meng-hua, a veteran Shaw 

director who made Li Ching an ―Asian sweetheart‖ for Susanna in 1967. Since the 

star values were relatively low, the two films were pre-sold to Taiwan and Southeast 
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Asia for much less than that of The Goddess of Mercy.  

 

Sign 

Date 

Customer Territory Right

s 

Contract 

Sum 

Release 

Date 

That Man in Chang-An 

1966/4/15 香港東南有限公司 Taiwan TH HKD 

180,000 

1967/6/14 

1967/6/2 比律賓美華影業公司 Philippines TH HKD  

25,000 

1967/7/22 

1966/9/8 Odeon Siam Co. Ltd. Thailand 

/Laos 

TH HKD  

90,000 

1967/4/20 

1966/3/2 Chi Tan Film Vietnam TH HKD  

25,000 

1966/10/24 

The King with My Face 

1966/4/15 香港東南有限公司 Taiwan TH HKD 

180,000 

1967/11/6 

1967/6/2 比律賓美華影業公司 Philippines TH HKD  

35,000 

1968/6/4 

1966/9/8 Odeon Siam Co. Ltd. Thailand 

/Laos 

TH HKD  

90,000 

1968/10/28 

1967/1/26 福鵰公司 Vietnam TH HKD  

30,000 

1968/1/22 

 
Table 6 - Presale Records of That Man in Chang-An and The King with My Face 

 

As clearly presented in the table above, two films were sold as a package to Taiwan, 

the Philippines and Vietnam/Laos on the same date. Therefore, by pre-selling two 

films together, at least in those four countries above, Shaw Brothers acquired HKD 

655,000 in advance, approximately two-thirds of the total budget for producing two 

films. If we consider that the location expenses and Korean actors‘ guarantees were 

all paid by Shin Films, Shaw Brothers collected 100 percent back of what they had 

spent for the films even before they had a theatrical release in Hong Kong. The 

Goddess of Mercy performed relatively well while the other two films did not make 
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enough profit (table 7). 

 

Title Release Date Box Office Gross 

That Man in Chang-An 1967/2/18 HKD 381,471 

The Goddess of Mercy 1967/3/21 HKD 739,420 

The King with My Face 1967/7/4 HKD 182,884. 

 

Table 7 - Box Office Receipts of Three Shin-Shaw Co-production Films 

 

Although The Goddess of Mercy, That Man in Chang-An and The King with My 

Face were not distributed in 1966, two of them, The Goddess of Mercy and That 

Man in Chang-An were released in South Korea in that year. Since the late 1950s, 

chuseok has been the biggest season for local cinema. Chuseok is a day when all 

family members get together and spend time for celebration. Therefore, local film 

has always performed very well during the season since old and new generations go 

to the movie theatre together. Film studios typically keep the best one among the 

year‘s line-up for the chuseok holidays. Shin Films‘ chuseok movie for 1966 were 

two, not one, co-production films. On August 30
th

, two weeks before chuseok, That 

Man in Chang-An opened at Myeongbo theatre that had had an exclusive 

distribution contract with Shin Films since 1961. In all of the official documents 

and publicities in Korea, That Man in Chang-An‘s director was Choi Gyeong-ok. 

The film faced mostly positive reviews. Shina ilbo writes: 
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[T]he grandiose studio scenes of Hong Kong‘ Shaw Brothers 

and somewhat shady castles and palaces in Korea transcend 

the historical setting of the time […] due to a Chinese actress‘ 

martial art technique and Chinese-style music, That Man in 

Chang-An looks more a Chinese film than a Korean film.‖
74

  

 

Most reviews praised the superior quality of the indoor set designs, which had 

―multi-dimensional textures and tones‖
75

 and were ―more realistic than other 

films.‖
76

 However, the film performed far below Shin Films‘ expectation although 

97,832 patrons are not a disaster by any standard. Shin had high hopes for The 

Goddess of Mercy. It took two whole years to be completed. Moreover, in terms of 

its story that most Koreans already knew very well, Shin was expecting many group 

viewings from various institutes and associations on Korean Buddhism. Shin also 

firmly believed that the film had an educational value, and tried to advertise for 

middle and high school teachers by suggesting group viewing with their students. 

The Goddess of Mercy was released on September 15, 1966 at Academy theatre. 

Unlike previous co-production films, The Goddess of Mercy had, as I discussed 

earlier, an all Korean cast. Having erased all Hong Kong factors on the screen, the 

film was discerned as a Korean film, which was partially shot in Hong Kong. 

Therefore, for local audiences, The Goddess of Mercy was one of Shin Films‘ 

prestige epic films following the legacy of King Yonsan, Yonsan the Tyrant and 

Kanghwa doryung. However, it underperformed at the box office. The Goddess of 

                                           
74

 Shina ilbo. September 13 1966: 5. 
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 Chosun ilbo, September 13 1966: 5. 
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 Seoul Sinmun, September 8 1966: 8. 
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Mercy drew a mere 99,292 patrons, and ranked the 8
th

 place on the years‘ top 10 

films list. The year‘s top grossing film was Kim Soo-yong‘s tear-jerker Affection 

(Yu Jeong) which attracted 320,000 audiences. The King with My Face fared even 

worse. The film opened at Scala theatre on May 14, 1967.
77

 The film‘s result was 

rather a disaster. Only 34,246 people saw the film, and the film was not even ranked 

at the annual list of top 20 box-office grossing films. The King with My Face was 

the last ―inter-state co-production‖ between Shin Films and Shaw Brothers. Since 

then, the co-production went into the next stage that ultimately brought Shin Films 

to the end of its near two decades‘ operation.  

Epilogue 

In 1969, Shin Films dispatched the entire group of its newly contracted young 

performers to Hong Kong. As the most powerful motion picture studio in Korea, 

Shin Films, for the sake of securing new talents for the studio‘s ever expanding 

volume of outputs, made a big campaign for recruiting young and talented actors 

and actresses in 1968.
78

 The competition was fierce, and finally, thirteen were 

chosen. They were called ―Shin Films apprentices,‖ and were trained, under the 

guidance of Choi Eun-hee, to perform in a wide variety of genres such as martial 

arts, melodramas, and historical epics that were the stable repertoires of Shin Films. 

But all of a sudden, they were all sent out to Hong Kong, and stayed there until Shin 

                                           

77 Kyeonghyang Sinmun, May 17, 1967: 4. 
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 The first recruit campaign was held in 1965. It was in the third and the last campaign 

that Jin Bong-jin was chosen in 1967. 
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Film‘s official closure in 1975 while starring in some of Shaw Brothers‘ second-tier 

genre films. After Shin Films was disassembled, they became deterritorialized 

orphans. Some remained in Hong Kong, some moved to America, and the rest of 

them came back to Korea. What happened to them and why had they been 

dislocated for those six years? The story of ―Shin Films apprentices‖ has long been 

forgotten, and their names and careers are found nowhere either in the official 

history of Korean cinema, nor in Hong Kong cinema. They are, after all, ―specters‖ 

of NCH and its elapsed tradition, interstate co-productions in Asia. Before I 

scrutinize my study of coproduction, however, let me narrate the story of ―Shin 

Films apprentices‖ in more detailed manner. Jin Bong-jin, one of the actors who 

was chosen in 1968, recalled in an interview with the author: 

 

One day, Shin Sang-ok ordered me to issue a passport. I 

didn‘t know what the purpose was. A couple of months later, 

Shin asked me to come to his office. He gazed at me for a 

while, and said. ―Bong-jin, you‘ve got to go to Hong Kong. 

We [Shin Films] are going to make many co-production 

films with Shaw Brothers, and you and your colleagues will 

stay a couple of years in Hong Kong.‖ I was so happy. Who 

wasn‘t? It was Hong Kong! Since I haven‘t been abroad in 

my life, I was so excited to go. For me, Hong Kong was a 

land of beautiful ladies, exotic landscapes, and economic 

prosperity.
79

 

 

 

Jin Bong-jin, Kim Ki-joo, Hong Seong-jung, and many others arrived in 

Hong Kong in the summer of 1969. They stayed at one of the small and packed 

apartments in Tsimshatsui, Kowloon peninsula. Shin Films had an office in Hong 
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Kong, and a representative of Shin Films acted as a go-between. About half a year 

later, Jin starred in one of Shaw Brothers‘ A-list films, Eumyangdo (Finger of Doom, 

1970). Since Jin was not able to speak either Cantonese or Mandarin, he had to rely 

on the script translated by the representative whose name was called simply ―Mr. 

Kim.‖ By that time, the Hong Kong film industry commonly used a method of 

dubbing instead of synchronization due to the vast distribution circuits in Southeast 

Asia where people spoke Mandarin, Cantonese, Amoy, or English. Due to the 

studio‘s dubbing policy, Jin spoke in Korean while shooting the film. Finger of 

Doom was one of the year‘s major successes in 1970, and Jin became a stable 

supporting actor in Shaw Brothers after that.
80

 

In 1970, Shaw Brothers went into its zenith. The number of its annual 

outputs hiked from nineteen in 1966 to thirty-five, and the studio was badly in need 

of a supply of male actors which resulted in the influx of Korean, Taiwanese, and 

overseas Chinese actors. On the other hand, Shin Films, due to its irrational 

expansions and the unstable film policies of the government, shrunk the size of the 

studio severely. The annual films dropped from its peak of thirty-five in 1969 to a 

mere seven in 1970. Therefore, Shin Films had to solve the problem of surplus of 

creative personnel. In this decisive moment, Shin Sang-ok made a stunning move. 

He sent out the residues to Hong Kong, and effectively availed himself of an 

opportunity by utilizing the performers as an opportunity cost for the business. But 

how? Finger of Doom, interestingly enough, was released in Korea a year later 

under the new title Eumyangdo, and a new director‘s name, Ho Meng-hua who was 
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the most popular Hong Kong film director along with Chang Cheh although the 

film had nothing to do with Ho. Eumyangdo drew 100,000, and made a handsome 

profit for Shin Films. 

From 1970 to 1973, approximately twenty co-production films with 

Shaw Brothers were distributed in Korea under the banner of Shin Films. 

Interestingly enough, sixteen of them used the same method of Finger of Doom. In 

1971 alone, six out of twelve, exactly half of the total output of Shin Films, were 

―made in Hong Kong‖ products but were distributed as co-production films by 

adding a couple of Shin Films performers in supporting roles. All actors received 

salaries, upon Jin‘s recall, from Shin Films by way of ―Mr. Kim‖ while Shaw 

Brothers was only required to pay living expenses in Hong Kong. Shin Films did 

not participate in the production of those sixteen films except for lending out its 

performers. Choi Gyeong-ok told to the author the reason behind this bizarre 

process. He lamented: 

 

We [Shin Films] were in need of importing Hong Kong 

martial arts films but didn‘t have enough quota. So what 

could we do? We sent out our actors to Shaw Brothers. At 

that time, to be fully approved as a co-production film, the 

motion picture law only indicated that co-production films 

needed at least two main actors/actresses in the film. Thus, 

that was the only way to import more Hong Kong cinema.
81

  

 

In this bizarre business model of exporting cultural workers, Shin Films benefited 

tremendously. The studio imported lucrative Shaw Brothers‘ second-tier genre films 
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in very affordable ways, sneakily avoiding the government‘s notorious foreign film 

imports-quota, and acquired quotas by falsely reporting to the governments that the 

studio made co-production films, exported the films, and earned foreign currencies 

that the Korean government, under the Park Chung Hee regime, accentuated the 

most. With the quota Shin Films attained, Shin Films legally imported Shaw 

Brothers‘ A-films, mostly directed by Chang Cheh and Ho Meng-hua, and profit-

guaranteed American cinema during the time. Shin Sang-ok found this brilliant 

method, and he tried to expand the network. In 1973, Shin Films greeted another 

major partner, Golden Harvest. Chung Chang-hwa who had directed many Wuxia 

films for Shaw Brothers left the studio with Raymond Chow, and established a new 

―Post-Fordist‖ type of horizontally integrated studio. With the tremendous success 

of Bruce Lee films, Golden Harvest began to threaten Shaw, and soon dominated 

worldwide with its urban-setting kung fu films. Raymond Chow approached Shin 

Sang-ok, and the two studios made Heuggwon (When Taekwondo Strikes) in 1974, 

starring Korean Taekwondo master, Rhee Jhoon Goo (Jhoon Rhee).
82

 However, 

Shin Films‘ network with Shaw Brothers was largely maintained. The practice 

evaporated by late 1974 when Shaw Brothers‘ major genre had transformed to kung 

fu, and there was no need to work with Shin Films‘ actors. After all, Shaw Brothers 

needed more martial arts experts to mass-produce kung fu films. After the decade 

old collaboration with Shaw Brothers ended, Shin Sang-ok went to Hong Kong to 

find a new partner but was only able to find minor independent producers. Shin, 
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 Chosun ilbo, September 7, 1973: 8; ―Li Chun Kau As Seen By Huang Fung,‖ Golden 

Movie News (April 1973): 44-45; ―Taekwondo Heroes,‖ Golden Movie News (July 1973): 

34-47 and 60-61. 
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however, produced a couple of more co-production films until the studio‘s official 

closure. 
83

 His ups and downs, therefore, were the consequences of the turbulent 

‗60s in Asian cinema and its invisible structure, the TNASS. In the final chapter that 

follows, the new regional and trans-regional structure of the 1970s: the radical 

transformation of American film industry, Kung Fu syndrome in the world, new 

international division of labors, and the end of TNASS will be scrupulously 

narrated. 
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 In an interview conducted in 1997, the interviewer, film critic Lee Yeon-ho, asked Shin 

about his ‗70s films. Chung questioned that, in his point of view, many of Shin‘s 1970s 

films looked more like Hong Kong films. Shin Sang-ok, however, did not answer in 

detail and tried to change the subject. His answer was rather brief but important to note 

here. Shin said, ―I did them for money. I had to run the studio, and needed to produce 

many films.‖ No matter what he recalled, that‘s the end of the story of Shin Sang-Ok‘s 

―international adventure‖ which began in 1962, and ended in 1975. It can be a story of 

one of many film personnel of the time but his narrative overlapped with the border-

crossings in celluloid Asia around the time. See Lee Yeon-ho, ―Shin Sang-ok, dangsineun 

nugusimnikka?‖ [Shin Sang-ok, who are you?], KINO 120 (1997): 120-127. 
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Chapter Six 

Going Global: 

New Regional Division of Cultural Labor and the End of TNASS 

 

 

The dream of every Chinese producer that his picture be shown in Europe 

and America has been transnalted into reality. This is the first step. We are 

going to follow up with many more pictures in the states and Canada. In 

Europe, our film shall meet the public in Germany, France, Britain, Greece, 

Denmark, Norway, Spain, and, of course, Italy. – Raymond Chow.
1
 

 

It’s like Chinese food. When Americans taste it, they like it 

 – Run Run Shaw.
2
 

 

 

By the early 1970s, TNASS was in the time of transition. The entrance of television 

in Japan during the early 1960s affected the film industry severely, and, by 1970, 

the prime period of the Japanese film industry, ―the era of the studio system,‖ 

seemed already gone. Unlike Hollywood or the Hong Kong film industry, Japanese 

studios did not enter the television business, and they tried what Hollywood studios 

did during the early 1950s; producing wide screen films, promoting young assistant 

directors, and diversifying film genres. However, as the figures indicate, it is 

apparent that all those attempts did not save the movies from the onslaught of 

television. As David Desser illustrates, by 1970, attendance at movies was a mere 

                                           

1
 “Chinese Pictures in World Market,” Golden Movie News (May 1973): 23. 

 
2
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253,000,000 moviegoers per year which was almost one fifth of its peak year in 

1958 which reached 11 billion moviegoers per year.3 He declares, ―…it is therefore 

clear that the decline in attendance was due to an overall disenchantment with the 

cinema, probably in its competition with television; and Japan‘s situation reflects a 

worldwide decline in movie audiences in nations with television.‖4 Donald Richie 

pronounces, ―…majority audiences, debauched by television, vanished forever.‖5 

Why did the Japanese stop going to see films at the theatre? Kyoko Hirano suggests 

two reasons; the obvious factor of television and major studios‘ failure to produce 

interesting or entertaining films which were enough to attract the Japanese back into 

the theatres.6 Compared to Hollywood‘s blockbuster films such as Star Wars and 

Jaws, Japanese films could not compete. In addition, more importantly, the major 

studios‘ management structure also made them less profitable. Surprisingly, a film 

studio‘s largest expense was maintaining the unnecessary jobs of thousands of 

employees from the industry‘s golden age of the 1950s.7 Therefore, despite 

sporadic commercial success of independent-produced films, both independent 
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filmmakers and the studios hardly made profits.8 Nikkatsu, as a result, changed the 

studio‘s policy in 1971. After ceasing its operations for a while, Nikkatsu declared 

that the studio would produce only soft-core pornographic films, so called Roman 

Porno.9 Shochiku, on the other hand, was in a slightly better position since it had a 

stable money-earner: the Tora-san series. The series released one or two films per 

year since the first Tora-san film came out in 1969. During the 1970s and 1980s, 

and early 1990s the Tora-san series and its spin-offs remained a core franchise for 

Shochiku throughout nearly three decades while Daiei, the most powerful and 

influential motion picture studio in Asia during the 1950s, declared bankruptcy in 

1971. Nagata Masaichi, who had initiated FPA, left the studio in the following year. 

With Nagata Masaichi‘s retirement and Daiei‘s impoverishment, Japan withdrew 

from the FPA committee completely in 1972. 

Hong Kong, on the other hand, showed relatively slower movement in 

terms of television broadcasting than Japan, Korea, and Taiwan. Interestingly 

enough, television did not drastically affect movie attendance in Hong Kong 

although the household ownership of television sets in Hong Kong ―had grown 
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from 12.3 per cent in 1968 to 72 per cent in 1972.‖10 Interestingly enough, the 

emergence of TV in Hong Kong affected only the Cantonese-language film industry 

while Shaw Brothers was maintaining close tie with television in terms of ―subject 

matter‖ and ―modes of representation‖ (Zhang, 2004). The first transmission by 

Television Broadcast Ltd (TVB) on November 18
th

, 1967 signalled a new era in 

Hong Kong and led to the gradual replacement of cable television which was 

established after the war. James Kung and Zhang Yueai argue that the increased 

popularity of television in the early 1970s radically ―undermined the importance of 

popular, previously dominant forms such as Cantonese films and radio programs‖11 

and TVB and RTV trained many young and talented filmmakers whom then ignited 

what we call the ―Hong Kong new wave‖ in the mid to late 1970s. With the 

entrance of TV and its unprecedented impact on the everyday life of Hong Kongers, 

the Cantonese film industry collapsed all of a sudden. In 1970, a total of 35 

Cantonese films were released but the following year, 1971, only one Cantonese 

film was released. Three logical explanations are; 1) mass production of Cantonese 

films of indifferent, poor quality 2) Cantonese language television attracted the 

majority of ―female‖ Cantonese film audiences 3) Mandarin martial arts films‘ 

popularity attracted the ―male‖ sectors of Cantonese film audiences.12 Indeed, 

Shaw Brothers had enjoyed the ―golden age‖ of Mandarin martial arts films, 
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roughly between 1966, a year of Da zui xia (Come Drink with Me), and 1970 when 

Chang Cheh‘s Long hu dou (The Chinese Boxer) dominated the year‘s box office in 

the Hong Kong and Southeast Asian markets. Particularly the year 1970 was the 

zenith of Shaw‘s regional dominion in view of the fact that nine out of ten box 

office successes were Shaw‘s martial arts films including Wu hu tu long (Brothers 

Five), Shi san tai bao (The Heroic Ones), Bao chou (Vengeance!), and E lang gu 

(Valley of the Fangs). 

However, with the entrance of Bruce Lee and The Big Boss, the power 

structure began to dismantle. Shaw‘s former production director Raymond Chow 

initiated his own studio Golden Harvest by recruiting Shaw‘s important directors 

and stars such as a Korean director Chung Chang-hwa (Valley of the Fangs), Wong 

Fung, Law Chi, Lo Wei (Tie guan yin / Angel with the Iron Fists), and superstar 

Jimmy Wang Yu (The One-Armed Swordsman). Run Run Shaw was facing the 

biggest rival in his life, even tougher than Loke Wan-tho since Chow had long been 

Run Run Shaw‘s right arm and, therefore, knew Shaw‘s company structure, genre 

strategies, and, most importantly, Run Run‘s personal tastes. As a widely known 

fact, Run Run Shaw overlooked Bruce Lee, and Lee, instead, went to Golden 

Harvest that resulted in The Big Boss, the most profitable film ever made in Hong 

Kong that grossed HKD 3,197,417, easily out-performed Shaw‘s The Chinese 

Boxer that had earned slightly more than 2 million dollars (HKD).13 Although 

Shaw‘s martial arts films still held great portions in the year‘s box office, it was 

clear to Run Run Shaw that the company was in need of new blood, new genres, 
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and new style. Moreover, Hong Kong‘s traditional overseas market, Southeast Asia, 

went through political and economic transformations. Laos and Vietnam were 

closed due to the communist victory in the Vietnam War. Indonesia, the key market 

in the mid-1970s, imposed an import quota on Hong Kong pictures. Singapore and 

Malaysia tightened up censorship restrictions. The Hong Kong film industry had to 

find a solution to survive, and, Grace Leung and Joseph Chan argue, ―the crisis 

within and without caused Hong Kong cinema to become even more commercial 

and entertainment-oriented to meet the tastes of different markets.‖14  

The Bruce Lee phenomenon around the world, consequently, globalized 

the Hong Kong film industry. The overseas market grew rapidly from over 20 

countries in 1971 to over 80 countries within a few years.15 For Shaw Brothers and 

newly launched Golden Harvest, as well as a relative newcomer Bang Bang 

Pictures, the period presented great opportunities to leap forward. However, Shaw 

Brothers, the most gigantic studio among all, had to satisfy the studio‘s traditional 

audiences in Hong Kong and Southeast Asia. 

As a man of animal instinct, Run Run Shaw hijacked the elements of 

Cantonese TV that Shaw family had invested heavily from the beginning of TVB. 

Chor Yuen directed his legendary The House of 72 Tenants in 1973, and the film 

broke the record by earning 5 million dollars. Chor Yuen said, ―the success of the 

film owed much to the initial success of the stage play. My only contribution was to 
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make it more localized.‖
16

 Yuen who had shown an impressive track record in the 

Cantonese cinema industry, was recruited to produce films that appealed to local 

people. Yuen, in 72 Tenants, brought TV entertainers into the film because ―the 

audience liked them.‖17 With the success of 72 Tenants, Yuen directed a series of 

TV-adapted films. Xiang Gang qi shi san (Hong Kong 73, 1973) was another 

triumph that reached second place in the year‘s box office. Shaw also made a long-

term contract with Michael Hui, a pervasively popular comedian. Along with this 

comedy endeavor, Shaw Brothers went into sex films that had showed impressive 

track records. In 1973, Feng liu yun shi (Illicit Desire), Bei di yan zhi (Facets of 

Love), and Dan Mai jiao wa (Sexy Girls of Denmark) were all distributed by 

Shaw‘s theatres. All of them made handsome profits; however, the sex films and 

Cantonese comedies were exclusively for Hong Kong audiences and were not 

suitable for overseas market. Thus, Shaw Brothers was focused on three major 

genres; kung fu films for overseas markets, Cantonese comedies and adult films for 

Hong Kong market. Yet, only a month later, in April, everything changed. Tian xia 

di yi quan (Five Fingers of Death)‘s unexpected syndrome in America, Europe, and 

even in the Middle East was a total surprise to Shaw and the Hong Kong film 

industry.
18

 Indeed, Five Fingers of Death (aka King Boxer) was a mediocre 

production in Shaw‘s standard that ranked 29
th

 in 1972‘s year-end box office, far 
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behind Shaw‘s comedy and soft-core sex films such as Da jun fa (The 

Warlord,1972), Feng yue qi tan (Legends of Lust, 1972), Ai nu (Intimate 

Confessions of a Chinese Courtesan, 1972). Shaw, clearly, had changed its 

production strategy, and the number of martial arts/kung fu films was decreasing, 

and films like Five Fingers of Death were second-rate, low-budget genre films that 

attracted mostly male audiences in Hong Kong and Southeast Asia. However, 

Warner Brothers picked up the film, and it swiped the world‘s theatres in 1973. The 

abrupt success of Five Fingers of Death made a deep impact on the Hong Kong 

film industry.  

Roughly between 1973 and 1976, with the financial success of ―made in 

Hong Kong‖ kung fu films in the global marketplace, Shaw Brothers and Golden 

Harvest went global. The European and American film industries were actively 

linked with Hong Kong, and kung fu cinema, no matter the genres, sold everywhere 

and emerged as a global currency in the world‘s everyday culture.19 In 1973, 
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genre was ignited by a group of Mandarin-speaking Shanghai diaspora filmmakers. In 

1966, when King Hu‘s martial arts film Come Drink With Me broke the box office record 

in Hong Kong, Shaw Brothers quickly began to produce Wuxia pian or ―new-style 

martial arts‖ films. Chang Cheh represents this new trend. Wuxia pian contains three 

representative cycles; Wong Fei-hong, One-Armed Swordsman, and Golden Swallow. 

However, by the end of the decade, wuxia pian‘s popularity became to be waned with the 

rapid change of Hong Kong society. Thus, a new trend came out, and became 

internationalized as a synonym of Hong Kong action cinema, that is, the kung fu film. In 

lieu of the Mandarin-language term Wuxia pian, a Cantonese vernacular, ―kung fu‖ 

denotes the uniqueness of Hong Kong cinema – with the term itself in the local dialect, 

the genre was named as the territory‘s very own. Therefore, with the success of Bruce 

Lee‘s The Big Boss in 1972, kung fu film‘s gaining of the international currency should 
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Warner Bros. co-produced Enter the Dragon with Raymond Chow‘s Golden 

Harvest and Bruce Lee‘s Concord Pictures
20

, and Shaw Brothers produced Legend 

of the Seven Golden Vampires and Shatter with Hammer Pictures, under the 

direction of British director Roy Baker.21 Warner Bros.‘ Cleopatra Jones and the 

Casino of Gold (1975) were shot at the facilities of Shaw Brothers,22 and the 

company‘s further co-productions with western companies were: Virgins of the 

Seven Seas (1974) and The Bamboo House of Dolls (1973), Superman against the 

Orient (1974), Superman against the Amazon (1974), and This Time I’ll Make You 

Rich (1974) with an Italian company, and Mighty Peking Man (1976) with a 

German-American company.23 Shaw Brothers even coproduced a kung fu-Western 

Blood Money (aka The Stranger and the Gunfighter, 1975) with Carlo Ponti, an 

                                                                                                                      

be examined as a small British colony‘s departure from its Mainland influence of culture 
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Italian media mogul who cast Lee Van Cliff and Lo Lieh for this precursor of the 

Jackie Chan-Owen Wilson vehicle Shanghai Knights.24 The history of these films, 

nevertheless, has long been forgotten due both to the film‘s exploitative quality and 

lack of research about them. Discussing those coproduction films requires 

expanding historical, political, and economic frames that cinema studies 

traditionally labeled and has written when it deals with Euro-trashes, cult movies, 

and Asian extreme cinemas. How to read them is, thus, a challenging mission and 

work needs to be done regarding not only the textual representation of the 

orient/west binaries and the negotiations that evoke tensions in those texts but the 

transformation of regional and trans-regional structures of the film industry of the 

time. The intricate web of transnational hierarchies and the international division of 

labor elicit parochial approaches to the subject which are inadequate to decipher the 

logic behind the burgeoning of the productions. 

What I attempt to do in this section is, thus, not to attune with the Hong 

Kong film industry‘s vigorous endeavors to transnationalize Hong Kong cinema 

that identifies the nature of Hong Kong‘s unique film history but to scrutinize the 

specific moment and mode of production of Hong Kong cinema history. The 

burgeoning of trans-Asian productions, I argue, evokes the end of TNASS, and this 

new mode of production also marks the farewell to Asian cinema as we knew it. 

There are multiple ways to explain the sudden mushrooming of trans-Asian 

productions; Hollywood‘s cultural imperialism toward Asia or the new international 

division of cultural labor, Hong Kong cinema‘s global outreach, the hybridization of 
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cinematic genres, and the transformation of the Asian political-cultural sphere. In 

this last chapter, I will intensely scrutinize the triangular network between Euro-

America, Hong Kong, and other Asian film industries by exploring the ways in 

which the previous TNASS structure had transformed, with the capital poured into 

Hong Kong film industry, and slide into the rubric of the global film industry where 

more advanced cinema industry‘s ever-galvanizing quest for cheap labors led the 

increasingly transnationalized division of labors in every film city in the world. 

However, my critical perspective is fundamentally different from the media 

imperialism scholars‘ thesis in the way that Hong Kong was not just a scapegoat of 

the inevitable movements of the capitals but was an active participant that aspired to 

conquer the western market by using the city-state‘s already established regional 

film industry hierarchies during the latter half of the 1960s. 

In the pages follow, I will discuss the transformation of the American 

film industry around that time to figure out how such mediocre products of Shaw 

Brothers had reached the U.S. and worldwide markets, and fascinated audiences 

other than in Asia. Then I will scrutinize European exploitation film productions‘ 

collaboration with Hong Kong‘s two major studios – Shaw and Golden Harvest that 

were ignited immediately post-Five Fingers of Death sphere.  

American Film Industry’s Transformation in the early 1970s 

When the Shaw Brothers product Five Fingers of Death was distributed to the 

global media marketplace by Warner Bros. on March 27, 1973, the American film 

industry in general and Warner Bros. in particular were facing radical 

transformations in the film industry. During the 1960s, as many film historians 

pronounce, Hollywood studios were near collapse, and the American film industry 
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entered the age of conglomerates. Due to the over-production in the last years of the 

sixties, particularly lavishly expensive musicals and war movies, and the recession 

of 1969, the American film industry witnessed the widespread unemployment and 

production people had suffered the massive lay-offs and economic hardships.25 

Moreover, film attendance in the United States fell to an all-time low at the start of 

the decade (15. 9 million in 1971) while production costs were rising drastically. In 

his seminal Lost Illusions: American Cinema in the Shadow of Watergate and 

Vietnam (1970-1979), David Cook summarizes the decade: ―The 1970s surely was 

the decade when the theatrical moviegoing experience hits its nadir in the United 

States,‖26 thus, the studio system that had dominated Hollywood filmmaking had 

changed drastically in the sixties and profoundly affected the seventies. By the late 

1960s, film historian Tino Balio writes, motion picture companies were ―either 

taken over by huge multifaceted corporations, absorbed into burgeoning 

entertainment conglomerates, or became conglomerates through diversification.‖27 

The Gulf & Western took over Paramount in 1966 and Trans America merged with 

United Artists in 1967. The old studio system of Hollywood was disassembled and 

filmmaking became a part of the media conglomerates that control the entire globe. 

Foreign markets, reducing the budget, and restructuring and rearranging the 
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previous studio system-mode of production were transformed drastically, and, 

accordingly, ―runaway production‖ became more important in the mid 1960s. 

―Runaway production‖ strategy as a mode of production, although the 

practice has a long history itself dating back as early as the immediate postwar 

moment in Europe, became an important tactic to reduce the risk and manage 

growing American film industry‘s global market28 by subcontracting and 

coproducing low-budget exploitation films with European film productions, 

particularly Italian, Spanish, and German companies. According to Sheldon Hall 

and Steve Neale, Italy and Spain proved ―to have the right combination of studio 

facilities, scenic-locales, and cheap, sometimes nonunion labor to attract numerous 

large-scale epics,‖29 as well as modest-budget ―Western‖ genres that turned out as 

―Spaghetti Westerns‖ in the 1960s. As Paul Monaco argues, Hollywood, at the end 

of 1950s and the beginning of the 1960s, pioneered the practices of shifting 

production to places ―where labor was abundant and cheap and where the 

government offered substantial subsidies and tax breaks.‖30 Moreover, Ben 

Goldsmith and Tom O‘Regan imposingly delineate motion picture studios in 

                                           
28

 Steve Neale and Sheldon Hall, in their latest study, state; ―Between 1946 and 1960, 

annual ticket sales in America slumped from some 4,400 million to 2,129 million, and in 

Britain from 1,635 million to 501 million. In the same period those in Italy rose from 411 

million to 745 million, and in France they remained approximately level at 419 million in 

1960, compared to 417 million in 1946,‖ therefore, markets in France, Italy, West 

Germany, and Japan became crucial sources of revenue. See Sheldon Hall and Steve 

Neale, Epics, Spectacles, and Blockbusters: A Hollywood History (Detroit, Michigan: 

Wayne State University Press, 2010), 177. 

 
29

 Ibid., 178. 

 
30

 Paul Monaco, The Sixties: 1960-1969, History of the American Cinema vol. 8 (Berkley 

and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2001), 11. 

 



 

 

  347 

 

Europe, particularly Cinecitta in Italy and Pinewood in Britain, were capable of 

such massive scale genre films and were effectively managed.31 In line with this, 

but focused more on exploitation films, Kevin Heffernen demarcates the genealogy 

of ―runaway productions‖ in his recent studies that American coproductions with 

the studios of Europe began shortly after World War II as a result of ―the efforts of 

war-ravaged countries, including Italy and England, to block theatre receipts from 

the major U.S. studios in an effort to prevent large amounts of currency from 

leaving their decimated economies.‖32 Coproduction was the most logical way to 

take greenbacks out of these countries since American studios were blocked from 

spending their earnings overseas back home. Therefore, relatively small companies, 

most representatively AIP (American International Pictures), invested capitals that 

they had earned in foreign markets to the local production in the form of 

coproductions. AIP and other productions had multiple advantages by practicing 

this production method; it kept the cost down, particularly less cost for labors, but 

spent more for the production quality. As a matter of fact, Heffernan argues, those 

―runaway productions‖ were very successful in both American and European 

markets during the 1960s. Italian ―sword and sandal‖ genres were for the most part 

successful at the U.S. box office during the first half of the 1960s. Hercules, Sign of 

the Gladiator, and Goliath and the Barbarians out-performed other European 

imports, including French and Italian art house films. Variety wrote, ―Serious art 
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house films are doing a constantly expanding business but the major share of 

foreign earnings continues to go to the dubbed exploitation product.‖33 

Nevertheless, by the late 1960s, Italy, Germany, and Spain were no longer 

supplying ―cheap enough‖ labors. Language barriers and government red tapes led 

much longer shooting schedules and, thus, overseas productions were significantly 

decreased.34 On the other hand, due to the abrupt popularities of kung fu films in 

the early 1970s, Hong Kong emerged as a new destination. This time, not only 

Hollywood but European productions had adopted this strategy, and many 

exploitation productions set off to Hong Kong. In the American film industry, 

instead of AIP or the National General Pictures (NGP), Warner Brothers, a major 

studio now officially a subsidiary of Warner Communication Inc (WCI), entered 

this business in the early 1970s, surprisingly. 

Warner Brothers’ Asian Adventure 

In 1967, Jack L. Warner of Warner Bros. sold the company to Seven Arts Ltd., 

which had already bought the television rights of over one hundred Warner Brothers‘ 

post-1948 films, for 84 million dollars. Seven Arts Ltd., a Canadian company, 

represents a changing entertainment industry during the period. The company 

distributed major studios‘ films to American and Canadian television networks and 

stations. Since American television networks (ABC, NBC, and CBS) had found that 

the presentation of feature films during prime time could gain a larger percentage of 

the viewing public than could regular television programs, there was a dramatic 
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increase in the amount of money the networks were willing to pay for leasing 

motion pictures.35 In 1961, the average price for leasing a motion picture to a 

television network was USD 150,000 for two airings. However, the price went up to 

USD 800,000 in 1968.36 

The new Warner Bros.-Seven Arts, however, had been acquired by 

Kinney National Services, Inc., a total ―outsider‖ of the entertainment business, 

which was engaged primarily in car rentals, parking lots, construction, and funeral 

homes, on July 9, 1969.37  Before buying Warner Bros.-Seven Arts, the president 

of Kinney, Steve Ross, had already purchased the Ashley Famous Agency, National 

Periodical Publications, the Licensing Corporation of America, and Panavision. 

Warner Bros.-Seven Arts had acquired the Atlantic recording Corporation before the 

company‘s buyout. Therefore, this newly constructed company was ready to build 

de facto an entertainment conglomerate. Within a couple of years, Kinney devoured 

various entertainment and leisure-related companies such as three large cable 

television operations, Sterling Publications, and Elektra Corporation. By 1971, 

Kinney formed Warner Cable, Warner Books, WEA Corporation 

(Warner/Elektra/Atlantic), and Warner Bros, and in 1972, Kinney was split into two 

entirely separate corporations; National Kinney and Warner Communications Inc. 

(WCI), and Steve Ross was elected to head the leisure organization which was 
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divided into four divisions; film, music, television, and publishing.38 Now, as a 

mere weak subsidiary, Warner Bros. was supported by WCI‘s record music and 

television operations. Its position became the producer of ―software for the music, 

television, publishing, and electronic games companies allied with it in WCI,‖ as 

Robert Gustafson analyzes.39 Therefore, a hit film could certainly lead to a 

television program by Warner Television, and made even more profits from WEA as 

in cases of Alice Doesn’t Live Here Anymore and the successful TV series Alice, and 

multi-platinum records of Super Fly which were also published as a comic book and 

paperback novels. 

Five Fingers of Death, a Hong Kong martial arts film that was 

distributed by WCI, clearly represents these changing structures of the American 

film industry. Five Fingers of Death showed impressive performances throughout 

WCI‘s international distribution circuits in European countries such as Italy, 

Germany, and Britain, as well as Middle Eastern Countries including Lebanon, Iran, 

and Egypt as Variety hastily reported, ―They [kung fu cinema] have now swept 

across the Orient and Middle East and are scoring in European markets.‖40 In 

addition, Warner Television‘s successful TV series Kung Fu convinced WCI to 

distribute Five Fingers of Death in the American market as the studio‘s first ‗made 

in Hong Kong‘ product. By the time Warner Bros. picked up the film, the studio had 

been producing the first Warner Bros-Hong Kong (Golden Harvest/Concord 
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pictures) co-production film Enter the Dragon since January 22
nd

, 1973, along with 

two blaxploitation films Cleopatra Jones and Super Fly TNT.41 In addition, Warner 

Television was regularly producing the TV series Kung Fu for ABC-TV since the 

first show had aired on August 15, 1972 for ABC-TV‘s made-for-television movie 

show ―Movie of the Week.‖42 White actor David Carradine played Kwai Chang 

Caine who is a biracial (half American/half Chinese) Shaorin Monk. Kung Fu was a 

very successful network primetime show, and by the third season the show had 

broadcasted a total of 62 episodes.43 Clearly, Warner Bros. noticed the growing 
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martial arts expert played by the legendary Bruce Lee. After the show‘s relative success, 

Bruce Lee wanted to be a lead actor in an American TV show. He assisted in the 

development of a martial arts project The Warrior (later the project changed its title to 

Kung Fu), hoping to get a major role on the show. However, according to Kareem Abdul-

Jabbar, who wrote a biography of Bruce Lee, he was denied the lead role in Kung Fu 

because of ―the ingrained racism of network television.‖ Deeply disappointed, Bruce Lee 

left America and went to Hong Kong where he starred in a number of martial arts films 

such as The Big Boss (1971), Fist of Fury (1971), and Enter the Dragon (1973), and 

became an international star. - Kareem Abdul Jabbar, quoted in Darrel Y. Hamamoto, 

Monitored Peril: Asian Americans and the Politics of TV Representation (Minneapolis: 

University of Minnesota Press, 1994), 60-61. Kung Fu clearly shows the network‘s 

policy of casting that the lead character should be played by a white actor no matter what 

the show‘s genre is. Asian actors always were given the role of servants, laundrymen, 

mystics, gangsters, and enemy soldiers. In addition, Kung Fu represents how the network 

had formulated martial arts into an already established TV genre. At first glance, Kung 

Fu is a martial arts drama, however, the show itself utilized the codes and conventions of 

the television Western rather than the Hong Kong Martial arts cinema of the 1970s. 
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popularity of kung fu culture in America. Books, art exhibitions, comic books, 

street fashions, and, particularly, Afro American, Asian American, and Hispanic 

youths who mostly resided in major urban centers such as Philadelphia, Los 

Angeles, New York, and Chicago became the strong supporters of kung fu cinema.  

Before major studios like Warner Brothers came into this business, 

American International Pictures (AIP), National General Pictures (NGP), and other 

small to mid-sized distributors caught the trend as early as the late 1960s. However, 

most Hong Kong cinema was still exhibited at Chinatown theatres which were 

owned and distributed by Shaw Brothers.44 Across the nation, by the early 1970s, 

there were more than two dozen Chinese theatres in New York, San Francisco, Los 

Angeles, and other cities. As Chinese culture became more integrated into 

mainstream American culture during the late 1960s and early 70s, most Hong 

Kong-imported films had subtitles in English and Chinese.45 A small contingent of 

fans from other ethnic communities also patronized the movies. Afro American and 

Hispanic youths appreciated movies with non-white heroes. Therefore, Warner 

Bros.‘ decision to distribute Five Fingers of Death was not a one-time-only event. It 

was based on carefully prepared marketing research and strategies. Obviously, the 

latest Hong Kong-import films were marketed aiming at both neighborhood theatres 
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in Afro American communities and to the wider market through appeals to the 

exploitation audience.46 

On March 14, 1973, Variety reported that Warner Bros. had picked up 

global distribution rights (Outside of Asia) to Five Fingers of Death, and would 

open the film on March 21 in New York, San Francisco, and Los Angeles in 35 

locations.47 The instant reviews of the film were mixed. Variety said that the film 

was ―exquisitely-filmed and packed with colorful production values, direction by 

Cheng Chang Ho is powerful,‖ and predicted that the film might spell wide general 

responses, ―particularly in light of the success of ABC-TV‘s Kung Fu series.‖48 On 

the other hand, The New York Times critic Roger Greenspun had a different view. 

He criticized that the film is ―all too extravagant, too gratuitously wild,‖ and even 

said that it was ―entirely possible to take it as a joke.‖49 Five Fingers of Death 

debuted at number one in the domestic box office on April 4. The film was 

exhibited in three major cities (New York, San Francisco, and Los Angeles) in one 

first run theatre and 53 showcases, and grossed USD 696,000 in its first week of 

screening. Variety analyzed that the film‘s unexpected success was to get the action-

oriented fans, black and white, as well as ―camp followers who find the dubbing 
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and excessive mayhem food for giggles,‖50 and the success of Five Fingers of 

Death is ―recalling last year (1972)‘s Super Fly phenomenon.‖51 In light of this, 

Variety, as well as The New York Times, attributed the film‘s phenomenal reception 

to the recent commercial successes of blaxploitation films. However, Five Fingers 

of Death‘s reception was far more than the trade magazine‘s analysis. Tom Costner 

observed the Manhattan audiences‘ reaction. He stated that ―I don‘t think I‘ve ever 

heard an audience yell louder when the good guys struck blows against evil and 

injustice. Oddly enough, the audience in the first-run house on Broadway was more 

unified against the wrongdoers than a 42
nd

 street audience I later observed.‖52 He 

claimed that people needed a fantasy escape from the daily pressures, and that the 

recent success of the French Connection and Super Fly could be discussed in the 

same way as Five Fingers of Death.53 

Only a few months later, Warner Bros., Hong Kong‘s Golden Harvest, 

and Bruce Lee‘s Concord pictures‘ co-production film Enter the Dragon was 

released in the United States on August 25, 1973. Warner Bros. distributed the film 

in New York a week before the film‘s wide release. Four first run theatres; Loews 
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State 1 and 2, Orpheum, and Cine showed Enter the Dragon, and the film grossed 

USD 104, 312 in its first three days.54Having changed its position, The New York 

Times delivered a positive review. Howard Thomson wrote that Enter the Dragon 

was ―expertly made and well-meshed,‖ and the real surprise was that ―this caboose 

cash-in was made so well, unlike its imported predecessors.‖ By the end of the 

review, he praises the ―crispy dialogues‖ of Michael Allen‘s script and Robert 

Clouse‘s direction while looking down at Hong Kong imported films‘ ―essentially 

shoddy productions.‖55 With the help of positive reviews and Warner Bros.‘ 

aggressive marketing strategies, Enter the Dragon expanded into 11 cities, 

including Los Angeles, New York, San Francisco, Chicago, Detroit, and 

Philadelphia, and screened 12 first run and 11 showcase theatres in its second week 

of release. Enter the Dragon grossed USD 802,280 and ranked at number one on 

Variety‘s domestic box office chart.56 

As the first American-made kung fu film, Enter the Dragon took a 

different path than its ―made in HK‖ predecessors did. While they were spending 

USD 550,000 on a film, Warner Bros. tried to reach a bigger audience, i.e. white 

filmgoers as well as the genre‘s stable patrons; Blacks and Hispanics. Variety 

analyzed the film‘s success as being due to hiring an international cast (Black, 
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White, and ‗Oriental‘), showing a better storyline than the dubbed ―Chinese-made 

actioners,‖ and ―a prestigious campaign from WB.‖57 As Variety pointed out, 

Warner Bros.‘ promotional campaign was an unusual effort. Ernie Grossman, the 

head of WB‘s publicity department, used free karate classes, illustrated flip books, 

comic books, posters, news releases, radio and TV spots, and interviews.58 In 

addition, Bruce Lee‘s sudden death also helped to increase the film‘s word-of-

mouth advertisements. All major publications such as Esquire, Time, The Wall 

Street Journal, and Newsweek, as well as popular magazines covered the 

‗unexpected‘ death of Bruce Lee. However, with the death of Bruce Lee, and his 

last ‗official‘ film Enter the Dragon, the kung fu craze seemed to die as well 

although Warner Bros. tried to maintain the craze by consolidating with 

Blaxploitation during the subsequent years. After the evaporation of the kung fu 

craze, in the late 1970s, American cinema went into new phase. Warner Bros., after 

suffering their structural transformations, rapidly reshaped and, finally, rehabilitated 

by the end of the decade. 

European Productions’ Hong Kong Business 

In 1974, only a few months after Five Fingers of Death‘s commercial success in 

America, German film producer Wolf C. Hartwig arrived in Hong Kong, and, with 

Run Run Shaw, embarked on the coproduced film The Bod Squad (aka. Virgins of 

the Seven Seas). Hartwig and a director Ernst Hofbauer were well known for their 

soft-core porn Schoolgirl Reports series which has the twelve subsequent films that 
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eventually ended the cycle in 1980. The series were the most successful German 

media products, in terms of its commercial value, in the history of German cinema 

that out-performed popular Edar Wallace ―krimi‖ (crime) films.59 Harwig and 

Hofbauer brought two of his ―schoolgirls‖ Sonja Jeannine and Deborah Ralls who 

performed the seventh installment of the series in Germany, and Run Run Shaw 

made additional contracts with two European soft-core porn actresses, Diane Drube 

and Gillian Bray for the production.60 Shaw Brothers‘ contract stars Hua Yueh and 

Hsieh Wang appeared in the film as well.61 In the early 1970s, Shaw Brothers 

wanted to diversify its genres since the market for martial arts cinema reached its 

limit and the audience attendance showed signs of decrease. Hong Kong film 

industry was not yet discovered in the Western market and Bruce Lee‘s The Big 
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Boss was still in production and was not distributed in the local market hitherto. 

Run Run Shaw imported and distributed a European adult film Swedish Fly Girls 

(1971) in the Hong Kong market. Since Singapore, Malaysia, and Taiwan had more 

strict censorship policies, Hong Kong was the only legitimate market for 

distributing soft-core porn films. The film was very successful, and, as a savvy 

businessman, Shaw instantly recognized the market potential of such films. Shaw 

Brothers cast the film‘s heroine Brite Tove, a Danish actress, to the studio‘s new 

production Sexy Girls of Denmark that was shot almost entirely in Copenhagen.62  

 

 

 

Tove, after the film‘s location shooting in Copenhagen, came to Hong 

Kong to appear in Kuei Chih-hung‘s ―concentration camp‖ film Nu ji zhong ying 
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 ―With Love from Denmark,‖ Southern Screen (March 1973). The film tells a story of a 

Hong Kong man Tsung Hua who is an overseas Chinese businessman in Denmark and 
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desire. However, despite Tove‘s aggressive and passionate attempt to seduce Hua, he 
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Fig. 20 - Bamboo House of Dolls (1973) 
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(Bamboo House of Dolls) in April 1973, which is another CCP (counterfeit co-

production) with Shin Films.63 Only a month after The Bod Squad began shooting, 

the minor Italian production company INDIEF began shooting a Shaw-INDIEF 

coproduction, Supermen against the Orient (Crash! Che botte strippo strappo 

stroppio), in Shaw Brothers studio lots. Supermen against the Orient is another 

addition to a very successful European B-movie series, Fantastic Supermen, which 

began in 1967 with Three Supermen against the Goldface. Italian director Bitto 

Albertini began his career as a cinematographer, and made his name with these 

three supermen films which are silly and absurd action-comedies. The series, after 

its initial success, made its way into foreign locales such as Three Supermen in 

Tokyo (1967), Three Supermen in the Jungle (1970), then finally arrived in Hong 

Kong via Bangkok.64 Bitto Albertini and his crew arrived in Hong Kong in May 

1973. American actor Robert Malcolm and two Italians Antonio Cantafora and 

Savatore Borghese teamed up with Lo Lieh and Shih Szu, two hot properties of 

Shaw studio.65  

More important than previous productions, later in that year, Harold 

Shaw flew to London and met Sir Michael Carreras of Hammer Pictures to 

complete the contract between two companies for co-producing two films in a row 
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in Hong Kong by using Shaw Brothers‘ studio facilities. The results were the kung 

fu-Horror film The Legend of Seven Golden Vampires and the kung fu-Thriller 

Shatter, both directed by British filmmakers (Roy Ward Baker and Michael Carreras) 

and starring British actor Peter Cushing in 1974.66 How did Hammer Pictures, a 

horror legend, end up with Kung Fu films? As I.Q. Hunter claims, The Legend was 

Hammer‘s ―last and most outlandish attempt to update its Dracula franchise.‖
67

 

During the mid and late 1960s, Hammer conceded what Robin Wood called the 

―obsolescence‖ of the traditional vampire and began to satirise it in revisionist films 

like Taste the Blood of Dracula (1968) and The Vampire Lovers (1970). In early 

1973, Sir James Carreras resigned from Hammer and his son Michael assumed full 

control. The year 1973, on the other hand, was the ―very special‖ time for Hong 

Kong cinema. Shaw Brothers film Five Fingers of Death became so popular among 

European countries particularly in Italy, Germany, and the U.K. Michael Carreras 

was well aware of Hong Kong martial arts films‘ ticket power. With a fanfare of a 

series of Hong Kong films‘ box office successes in America in April and May 1973, 

Michael made a deal with Run Run Shaw of Shaw Brothers to make two films on 

location in Hong Kong: The Legend of Seven Golden Vampires and Shatter (1974) 
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which is not a horror film but an action thriller film. Hammer pictures‘ prestige star 

Peter Cushing signed a contract for two films together.  

By the time The Legend was in pre-production stage, Hammer pictures 

were desperately in need of finding a new source for financing since Hammer films‘ 

popularity in Europe and America was not lucrative anymore, and the British 

company‘s financial backup was, in fact, not stable enough to be a streamline for 

producing films. Therefore, co-producing films with Shaw Brothers meant that the 

company could obtain access to the most prolific producer of martial arts films, and 

an opportunity to expand its influence and its market share in Asia. Shaw Brothers, 

on the other hand, wanted to exploit the kung fu boom that came about due to Bruce 

Lee. Don Houghton‘s script had directed by Roy Ward Baker who had initially 

thought that the idea of combining two exploitation film genres was a good idea. 

However, he quickly became skeptical when he had arrived in Hong Kong‘s Shaw 

Brothers‘ Movie town studio. Geoff Mayer, who wrote a book on Roy Ward Baker, 

argued that Baker had actually been deeply disappointed since ―films were shot 

silent, with dialogue dubbed later in many languages, and the stages were enormous 

about the sheds with no sound proofing at all,‖ and Baker also complained that 

―there was little open space in Hong Kong.‖68  

In addition, Baker had to face a ―big‖ problem when Run Run Shaw 

claimed to hire a Chinese filmmaker for martial arts sequences. Here is the dilemma. 

Hammer pictures obviously wanted to show ―Dracula,‖ while Shaw Brothers 

apparently wanted to highlight kung fu but also to dig into China‘s own tradition of 
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Horror. After viewing a rough cut of the kung fu scenes which were directed by Roy 

Ward Baker, Run Run Shaw strongly expressed his dissatisfaction, and demanded to 

hire a Chinese choreographer and a second unit director. Hence, Chang Cheh, a 

prominent filmmaker in Shaw Brothers, took over the martial arts sequences, and 

Baker had to move back and direct only the ―drama‖ in the film. Chang Cheh also 

filmed additional martial arts scenes for a 110-minute ―Asian‖ version compare to 

the 89-minute ―European‖ version. Geoff Mayer stresses that this decision produced 

a ―noticeable inconsistency in the ―realist‖ presentation with the anti-classical, anti-

realist martial arts techniques favored by the Shaw studios produced a jarring 

effect.‖69  

On the other hand, Stephen Teo argues that Roy Ward Baker ―managed 

to balance both sides. Some would even say that there are more of Shaw brothers in 

it than of ammer. However, the results are quite ambiguous.‖70 According to 

Hammer studio historian Tom Johnson, The Legend premiered at London‘s Warner 

Rendezvous on August 29, 1974. It went into general release on October 6, ―doing 

fantastic business in both the U.K. and the Far East.‖
71

 However, how The Legend 

was distributed, circulated, and consumed is not known yet. The Legend was not 

released in the USA till 1979, in a heavily reduced version (83-minute) called The 

Seven Brothers Meet Dracula. Shaw Brothers and Hammer pictures produced one 
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more co-production, The Shatter, in 1974 right after they finished the shooting of 

The Legend. The Shatter, surprisingly, did not contain any elements of horror film 

traditions that the studio had built since the 1940s. In lieu of following the studio‘s 

legacy, Michael Carreras, who also directed the film, wanted to find a niche in the 

global market and TV industry. Producing this hybrid action film, Hammer ―came 

to the martial arts after the craze was over‖ as Johnson and Vecchio claim.72 The 

Shatter was released in the U.S. in January 1976, and quickly disappeared. Hammer 

studio came back to its genre film after these series of failures, and produced two 

horror films Man about the House (1974) and The Lady Vanishes (1978), and then 

there were no more Hammer films since the studio closed its production unit.73 As 

Tom Johnson and Deborah Del Vecchio wrote about The Legend, ―Director Roy 

Ward Baker kept things moving, but not much more, helping to make The Legend 
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of Seven Golden Vampires a sad way to end one of the great horror series.‖
74

 

New Regional Division of Labor and the End of TNASS 

As I discussed above, Five Fingers of Death radically transformed the studio‘s 

strategy, and European and American film productions‘ sudden influx to this 

regional media capital accelerated the regional division of cultural labor. Shaw, in 

1974 and 1975, divided its production line into three sectors; Cantonese comedies 

for the local market, Martial Arts films for World market, and coproductions with 

Western companies. For the world market, Golden Harvest was ahead of Shaw in 

this business since Bruce Lee and Angela Mao grew to be two iconic stars in Kung 

fu films and Golden Harvest took advantage of their star images when selling their 

films worldwide. Especially in 1973 and 1974, anything ―kung fu‖ made profits in 

American and European media markets. Raymond Chow proudly proclaimed, ―We 

are selling to a multinational audience so it is time to have a multinational cast.‖75 

And Chow went on to produce Enter the Dragon with Warner Brothers in 1973 as I 

scrutinized above. Later in the decade, Chow‘s ambitions grew even further, and 

Golden Harvest established a special department to make only English-language 

films
76

 that yielded The Amsterdam Kill, The Boys in Company C, and in 1980, 
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with the worldwide fame of Jackie Chan, Battle Creek Brawl.
77

 

Shaw Brothers, however, lacked the vision that Chow possessed. Mona 

Fong who replaced Chow‘s position was not aware of the rapidly changing film 

business in Europe and America, and her decisions of coproducing films with B 

movie productions in Europe eventually undermined the company‘s reputation and 

its global outreach.
78

 Chua Lam, Shaw Brothers‘ overseas production director, said 

in an interview, ―At that time, these foreign companies only wanted to find a 

reliable production company in Hong Kong for collaboration. Under the agreement, 

Shaws was responsible for all local production fees and held Southeast Asian 

copyright.‖79 Shaw‘s ―global projects,‖ nevertheless, fell down in both local and 

global market and none of them made a splash at the local box office.80 While 

Shaw Brothers miscalculated and over-produced low quality sex comedies and 

sexploitation kung fu films for European markets, Golden Harvest and small, 

independent film productions in Hong Kong were busy producing kung fu films for 
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ever-increasing global demands. However, the demand was far higher than the local 

film industry‘s capacity, therefore, transnational division of cultural labor 

functioned at an unprecedented rate, beginning in 1974. In other words, Hong Kong 

film producers urgently needed subcontractors who had many years‘ experiences of 

making kung fu films and were reliable in terms of the speed of completion. They 

also needed more male performers who knew how to kick and female performers 

who were ready to take off their clothes. Money came from Euro-American 

companies, and Hong Kong film executives have sufficient greenbacks to wire. 

Thus, Korea and Taiwan entered this unparalleled race of manufacturing 

―standardized‖ kung fu products. As Grace Leung and Joseph Chan wrote, between 

1973 and 1976, over 300 kung fu films were produced in Hong Kong, and one third 

of them were ―never released‖ in Hong Kong.81 Not only Shaw Brothers and 

Golden Harvest, but also minor and independent companies in Hong Kong and 

Taiwan actively participated in the race. To meet the demand for kung fu films in 

the global market and maximize the profits, Hong Kong productions turned their 

attention to Korea again.
82

 

Although Korea was not particularly known for martial arts films, a few 

directors and actors were working keenly in the Hong Kong film industry including 

Chung Chang-hwa, Nam Seok-hoon (Namkung Hsun), and Hwang Jeong-li 

(Hwang Jang Lee). Kim Si-hyeon, a Korea-based action film director, recalled the 

period‘s practices. Kim recounted:  
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[T]here were some ―brokers‖ in Seoul who had networks 

with Hong Kong. For example, my film Heuggeomi (Black 

Spider, 1975) was exported to Hong Kong for USD 36,000. 

After the film‘s export, many of my action films (Taekwondo 

pictures, according to Kim) were pre-sold to Hong Kong. On 

the whole, I had received USD 3,000-5,000 first, then Hong 

Kong productions paid rest of USD 25,000-30,000 upon the 

films‘ completion…Once or twice, Hong Kong kung fu stars 

like Carter Wong came to appear my pictures but not often. 

He was very expensive star. Therefore, we hired Korean 

actors and named them ‗Hong Kong-style‘ pseudonyms.83  

 

Accordingly, the Korean film industry in the mid-1970s faced the great needs of 

martial arts performers for both local and overseas markets. Since the country did 

not have its own cultural traditions of this kind and therefore lacked the pool of 

martial arts actors, interestingly enough, between 1974 and 1976, a group of Korean 

diasporas arrived in the Korean film industry. They were all Taekwondo experts 

who had owned Taekwondo centers in North America, and even in France. They 

were; Rhee Jhoon-ku, Han Yong-cheol, Bobby Kim and Alex Lee. Bobby Kim, who 

had owned three Taekwondo centers in Colorado, made a contract with Taechang 

production in 1974. Openly publicized as Bruce Lee‘s friend, Kim proclaimed that 

his only aim is ―to export Korean cinema and acquire foreign currencies.‖84 

With the presence of overseas Korean ―real‖ martial arts experts, the 

Korean film industry encountered the immense popularity of action films in local 
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market. Due to the strict import-quota, Korean audiences had very limited 

opportunities to experience Hong Kong-product kung fu films. Only selective films 

were introduced to the Korean market. Bruce Lee‘s The Big Boss and Fist of Fury 

out-performed other foreign films and broke the record for imported films in Korea. 

Lee Doo-yong, Ko Young-nam, Kim Si-hyun, and Kim Hyo-cheon churned out 

action films for local market. In 1974 

alone, the Korean film industry 

churned out twenty six martial arts 

films, about twenty percent of total 

outputs of Korean cinema in that 

year. Hwang Jeong-li, Kwon Young-

moon, and Wang Ho (Casanova 

Wang) stood out, and they made their 

way to Hong Kong. Ng See-yuen, a 

former Shaw Brothers executive, 

recruited Hwang, and cast him in his 

debut film as a director; Nan quan 

bei tui (Secret Rivals) that was 

produced by Ng‘s newly launched 

Seasonal Film Corporation in 1975. 

After the success of the film, Hwang earned fame in Hong Kong and stayed there 

for seven more years.85 
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Fig. 21 – Newspaper ad for When Taekwondo 
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By 1976, kung fu craze in the West showed its significant decline. The American 

film industry entered the age of blockbusters and multiplexes. Theatres in 

metropolitan cities closed down one by one, and the Hong Kong film industry failed 

to find the ―next‖ Bruce Lee.
86

 In the Hong Kong local market, Tao hui (Jumpin‘ 

Ash, 1976), a crime thriller, scored big and the public was eager to see more 

realistic and local-centered films that old dinosaurs like Shaw Brothers could not 

supply. New Wave directors, Ann Hui, Allen Fung, Tsui Hark, and Patrick Tam 

changed the industry altogether. Although Chor Yuen and Lau Kar-leung 

reincarnated the 1960s Martial Arts film by adapting Gu Long‘s martial arts 

literatures - Yuen‘s Liu xing hu die jian (Killer Clans, 1976) and Tian ya ming yue 

dao (The Magic Blade, 1976), and creating new cycles of Shaolin - Lau‘s Shao Lin 

san shi liu fang (the 36th Chamber of Shaolin,1976) and Hong Xi Guan yu Hong 

Wen Ding (Executioners from Shaolin, 1977), Shaw Brothers‘ glory days were gone, 

without a doubt. Shaw‘s best asset, Gordon Liu, was no match for Golden Harvest‘s 

Jackie Chan who eventually dominated the entire Asian market throughout the 

1980s. Shaw Brothers kept producing movies but ceased its production entirely in 

1985. Since then, Run Run Shaw and his family‘s business have focused on two 

sectors; TVB, the world‘s biggest television company, and the real estate business.  

In the early 1970s, due to Hong Kong‘s rapid growth, film personnel like 

Chang Cheh and Jimmy Wang Yu set up their own productions in Taiwan and 

supplied action/martial arts films for the Southeast Asian market,87 and Taiwanese 
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film producers had close ties with Korean counterparts during the period for 

producing more martial arts/kung fu films. After the kung fu craze faded away, 

Michael Hui comedies and Shaolin cycles became stable in Taiwan as well as 

Qiong Yao melodramas and locally-produced, state-sponsored, anti-Japanese war 

films. However, shrinking kung fu film markets in the West affected both Korean 

and Taiwanese cinema fatally and they went into a long recession. In 1975, Shin 

Films, one of Shaw‘s regional partners and competitors during the 1960s and the 

1970s, closed its business due to the government‘s external forces as scrutinized in 

chapter four, and all the film industry sectors in Korea, partly due to the increasing 

popularity of Television, faced the rapid decline of the market. Similar to this, the 

Taiwanese film industry suffered from overabundant ―low quality‖ martial arts and 

melodramas that made local audiences turn their attention to foreign movies. Most 

―once were‖ major studios reduced their size significantly. Indeed, the aftermath of 

the kung fu craze altered the regional film industry. The age of the studio system in 

Asia, what I termed TNASS, died away eventually and never resuscitated, not until 

the new millennium. 
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Epilogue: 

The Transnational Asian Studio System Redux 

 

 

A Battle of Wits (Mo Gong/Muk Gong), a Japan, Korea, Hong Kong and PRC 

coproduction film, was released in the American DVD market in October 2009, 

three years after its original distribution in Asia in 2006, via Dragon Dynasty, a 

DVD label which was initiated and backed by The Weinstein Company (TWC).
1
 

What TWC ambitiously promoted the most was to invest and secure the streamline 

of Asian-produced action films to be ―the leader in Asian cinema in North 

America.‖
2
 It is, however, hardly surprising since the brothers, Harvey and Bob 

Weinstein, were in fact the biggest backer of Zhang Yimou‘s Hero that garnered 

more than USD 50 million in the American theatrical market alone not to mention 

DVD sales and foreign distribution revenues. The brothers invested nearly two-

thirds of the film‘s USD 30 million costs.
3
 With the advice from Quentin Tarantino 
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and Hong Kong-based British journalist and producer Bey Logan,
4
 TWC launched 

the DVD label ―Dragon Dynasty‖ that would distribute all of TWC‘s Asian titles to 

form and expand potential ticket buyers of Asian action cinema in North America. 

Logan said, ―I think there‘s a perception out there that these films are cheap and 

stupid….and, well, some are, but not the ones we‘re going to release on the label.‖
5
 

Using plentiful capitals that the new company had acquired from the Wall Street 

financiers, TWC purchased North American distribution rights of Fortune Star‘s 

libraries and Celestial pictures‘ Shaw Brothers titles in 2005 as well as TWC‘s own 

Asian cinema collections that the brothers have acquired the rights to since the late 

1980s. Their first DVD release was, no wonder, the Tony Jarr vehicle The Protector 

in 2007 after its flamboyant launching party at Cannes International Film Festival in 

2006.
6
 

Moreover, as the brothers have always been aggressive in terms of their 

business instinct, TWC announced the launch of a USD 285 million Asian Film 

Fund (AFD) that ―will fully finance the development, production, acquisition, 

marketing and distribution of a large slate of Asian themed films over the next six 
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years.‖
7
 TWC anticipated producing or acquiring about 20 theatrical features and 

10 direct-to-video titles during the term for the fund which was structured and 

placed by Goldman Sachs. As the first project, TWC consolidated a project label Qi 

with a powerful TV producer, Tony Katz (24), and a Hong Kong film 

director/producer, Andrew Lau (Infernal Affairs), to coproduce three action films as 

well as TWC‘s own project Mulan and a remake of Seven Samurai.
8
 However, at 

the time of writing, none of the projects have materialized thus far, and Andrew 

Lau‘s already announced TWC projects, Honeymoon in Bangkok and Transit have 

been postponed or cancelled. Moreover, TWC itself went through restructuring in 

2009 and the company is in deep trouble to redeem a debt which almost drove the 

company into bankruptcy. Dragon Dynasty‘s well-packaged titles made no splash 

either, and none of the titles sold more than 100,000 copies in the North American 

market. 

Although the brothers, Logan, and Tarantino had confidence that they 

would ―invent‖ a new business model but in the end failed to generate a new 

generation of Asian action film fans in North America. Clearly, the second martial 

arts craze in 21
st
 century America, after the first vogue in the early 1970s, boosted 

by the groundbreaking success of Crouching Tiger Hidden Dragon, Hero, and 

Jackie Chan vehicles, has faded and lost its ticket power as John Woo‘s latest 

extravaganza epic Red Cliff and Peter Chan‘s The Warlords exemplifies. Speaking 

of Red Cliff, John Woo‘s first film produced in Asia since Once a Thief in 1991, it 
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was not even distributed nationwide but took a path of limited releasing with only 

40 theatres in America, and grossed USD 620,577 despite the critics‘ widely 

favorable reviews and the film‘s USD 80 million budgets plus the presence of pan-

Asian superstars. As Stanley Rosen‘s meticulous analysis of China‘s efforts to enter 

the American market for the last ten years indicates, Chinese dapian (―domestic big 

pictures‖ (Ying Zhu), ―big film‖ (Chris Berry) or ―big event pictures‖ (D.W. 

Davis)
9
, although they have been among the most successful foreign language films 

both in American and international markets, are now diminishing in the U.S. media 

marketplace.
10

 After a ten-year struggle to settle in the America, after its brief 

glories, Chinese dapian are now walking out of the market in North America. Rosen 

concludes in the same article by asserting that ―it is unrealistic for China, or any 

other country, to expect to match Hollywood‘s box office success in North America 

or in the international market.‖
11

 Upon this logic, A Battle of Wits, another dapian, 

along with many other ―big pictures‖ from Asia, was not able to secure its American 

theatrical distribution. TWC, three years after its production, released the film as 
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one of their direct-to-video items. 

Should we consider this as the last song of the ―big budget‖ Chinese 

martial arts films? Concerning the U.S. market alone, the answer is ―highly likely,‖ 

but the focal point of examination needs further scrutiny when we turn our attention 

away from the parochial U.S. foreign-language film market to the global film 

industries in the new century where ―the second American empire‖ (Amsden 2008), 

is gradually losing its precedent-ultimate hegemony of the screen industries of the 

world, at least in Asia. Indeed, Red Cliff was a ―pan-Asian‖ project and the film‘s 

target destination was not in the U.S. but in PRC and other Asian media 

marketplaces; Taiwan, Korea, Japan, and Southeast Asia. The film was based on the 

Chinese classic novel Romance of the Three Kingdoms, written by Luo Guanzhong, 

that most Asians are familiar with. Given that the film‘s pan-Asian identity, its 

reported USD 80 million budget was instantly fulfilled with three major Asian 

media conglomerates; Taiwan‘s CMC Entertainment group, Korea‘s Showbox 

Entertainment, and PRC‘s China Film Group (CFG).
12

 Even before this two-part, 

over five-hour long epic film‘s official distribution in Asia, the investors had 

recouped the USD 80 million through the practice of pre-selling to major Asian and 

European distributors.
13

 However, if I may repeat, the film‘s target market was no 
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other than PRC. The film‘s unprecedentedly high budget was only able to be 

appropriated when it had considered the PRC market. In this article, instead of 

calling them dapian, a Chinese local term, I call these films ―Pan-Asian Big 

Pictures‖ (PAP), the practice that has been growing in the region, which is parallel 

to the demise of the Hollywood‘s aggressive endeavor to take advantage of Asian 

human resources. PAP primarily aimed at the PRC market, were set almost always 

in ancient China (or equivalent ―China-like‖ space and time), shot in Mandarin, 

funded by multiple media conglomerates in Asia, and coproduced with some of the 

region‘s most competent creative personnel. The major players of PAP are CFG, 

Polybona, and The Huayi Brothers in PRC, CMC in Taiwan, Mediacopr Raintree 

Pictures in Singapore,
14

 Media Asia and EDKO in Hong Kong, and CJ 

Entertainment, Show Box, and Boram Entertainment in Korea. 

Since 2004, the geography of the regional cinema has transformed 

drastically. Between 2004 and 2006, CFG actively co-produced films with Hong 

Kong productions, capitals, and creative personnel. Indeed, the collaborations 

between Hong Kong and CFG were triggered after the introduction of CEFA (the 

Closer Economic Partnership Arrangement) in June 2003 which enabled Hong 

Kong film producers to access the PRC market.
15

 CEFA, Darrell William Davis 
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wrote, sought to ―integrate China, Hong Kong, and Macau through a package of 

changes providing favorable conditions for products and services from the latter 

two.‖
16

 With the launch of CEFA, the Hong Kong film industry, whose domestic 

market had drastically shrunk since the mid 1990s, finally saw the signs of 

rehabilitation. Hong King cinema was given a new market where the potential 

seems infinite. Opening of the PRC market, or marketization in the China film 

business, to the Hong Kong film industry attracted many other Asian media players 

and, in a mere couple of years, most major media conglomerates in Asia; Media 

Asia, EDKO, CME, CJ Entertainment, and Showbox have competitively joined the 

race to reach the seemingly lucrative but still less-developed ―PRC‖ market.
17

 

However, entering PRC requires overcoming many unexpected obstacles. As 

numerous scholars have convincingly argued, CEFA actually transformed Hong 
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Kong cinema (Davis and Yeh 2009; Yeh 2010; Davis 2010; Pang 2010), not only in 

terms of the industrial structure but also its contents and aesthetics, since, to take 

advantage of new breaks, Hong Kong producers needed ―to make content 

adjustments in order to cater to the mainland audience‘s taste and satisfy censors.‖
18

  

Darrel William Davis, in view of this, stated in his recent essay: 

 

…[M]arketization doesn‘t necessarily mean full privatization 

or commercialization divorced from benefits to society. 

There are clear targets: marketization must assist Chinese 

cinema, but it must also uphold socialist tenets while 

entertaining and enlightening audiences regarding Party 

legitimacy; the market may not purvey destabilizing, 

unwholesome material. If this means constraints on 

filmmakers, businessmen, and bureaucrats, so be 

it…―freedom‖ in the marketplace is fine, but it is subject to 

proper authority and control. All Chinese know this, 

according to official writ.
19

 

 

Hong Kong producers, after countless miscalculations and failures, have learned 

how to communicate with and attune to the Party and the Chinese film policy 

bureaucrats. As an example, Peter Chan, a Thailand-born Hong Kong filmmaker 

and producer who runs Applause Pictures, had once considered that the future of 

Hong Kong cinema resided in ―Pan-Asian cinema‖ that would embrace Thailand, 

Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Malaysia, and, possibly, India. Chan expressed that he 
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had launched the ‗transnational Asian film company‘ Applause Pictures in the late 

1990s to make ―Pan-Asian cinemas which can appeal to the widest-possible 

audience of Asia.‖
20

 Upon this belief, Applause Pictures had produced One Spring 

Day (2002), Jan Dara (2003), The Eye (2002), and the Pan-Asian musical Perhaps 

Love (2005) with Asia‘s leading film producers except those of PRC. However, 

since the launch of CEFA, Chan redirected his policy and now Applause is 

producing PAP in PRC under its new label ―Cinema Popular.‖ With the splendid 

commercial success he gained with a star-driven epic The Warlords (2008), a 

remake of Shaw Brothers‘ The Blood Brothers (1973), Chan is no longer looking to 

export films to the U.S. market or collaborate with other film producers in Asia. 

Here is the rationale behind this: The Warlords grossed a record RMB 220 million 

in China and gathered approximately USD 40 million in Asia alone while the film‘s 

American box office result was an alarmingly low USD 129, 078 for 49 days. 

Cinema Popular‘s‘ first project Bodyguards and Assassins (2009) was even more 

successful. Once a ―Pan-Asian cinema‖ aficionado, Peter Chan is now a very 

successful ―Pan-Chinese cinema‖ producer.
21

 In lieu of this, Yeh claimed aptly in 

her recent study; ―in the present China market, pan-Chinese – not pan-Asian - is the 

dominant order.‖
22
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This phenomenon as a whole brought Hong Kong film scholars‘ 

collective fear that Cantonese cinema and Hong Kong cinema‘s aesthetic traditions 

that had developed throughout decades will disappear eventually.
23

 The Hong 

Kong film industry, however, for the first time since the late 1990s, showed signs of 

resurgence, given the record of seventy films produced in 2009, thirty percent more 

than those made in Hong Kong in 2008.
24

 To provide more PAP for PRC market, 

Hong Kong‘s major media conglomerates; Media Asia, China Star, Emperor, and 

EDKO, along with other transnational players are collaborating with the U.S., 

Europe, and other Asian countries‘ counterparts to reduce their financial risks and 

maximize the production budgets to produce ―bigger and bigger‖ PAP. South 

Korean media conglomerates entered this intricately complex web of entertainment 

businesses under these political-economic contexts.  

Korea’s Global Project or Asianization in the Film Industry 

Korean filmmaker Cho Dong-oh, who directed The Restless (Joongchun, 2006), an 
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epic fantasy, coproduced between Nabi Pictures in Korea
25

 and CFG in 2006, 

expressed that the film would appeal to ―Korean audiences who prefer stories 

grounded in reality, Japanese audiences who wanted surrealism, Chinese audiences 

who were accustomed to martial arts blockbusters. The film was targeting not only 

Koreans but the entire Asia.‖ Indeed, making PAP, i.e. ―Korea‘s global project‖ has 

been the Korean film industry‘s catchphrase for years which will ultimately help to 

export Korean cultural products to the Asian and global media marketplaces, 

especially to the PRC market, the global film industry‘s last virgin territory. 

Between 2000 and 2009, many Korean film executives were, all of 

sudden, involved with numerous PAP as well as mid-budget comedies and low-

budget arthouse films during the period such as Musa (2001), Shadowless Sword 

(2004), The Promise (2005), A Battle of Wits (2006), Seven Swords (2006), Red 

Cliff (2008), Three Kingdoms: Resurrection of the Dragon (2008), and Sophie’s 

Revenge (2009). CJ Entertainment, Show East, Boram Entertainment (BE), and 

other major media conglomerates in Korea invested partially and fully in these 

Hong Kong-initiated productions. Those films can be roughly categorized into three 

different stages in terms of their mode of productions. First, during the early period 

of this practice, PRC was an ―outsourcing‖ partner for the Korean film industry, and 

a Korean company in fact exploited PRC to manufacture high-quality films with 

cheap labor and exotic landscapes. Anarchist, the first Korea-PRC coproduction 
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film, is the most representative case. To make a film about Korean resistances in 

Shanghai during the colonial period, the producer approached Shanghai Film Studio, 

and with a much lower budget than they were expecting due to the inexpensive 

labors in PRC, Anarchist was completed in 1999. With the modest success of the 

film, other producers and directors went to PRC, and generated a series of martial 

arts films such as Bicheonmoo (2000) and Ten Hundred Years Lake (2002).
26

 I call 

this pace ―Runaway Production‖ in Korea which is not exactly coproduction 

practice but Korean ‗national‘ cinema with PRC‘s collaborations for the sake of 

reducing the budget and introducing exotic locale. Second is the ―Inter-Asian 

Coproduction‖ stage which indicates a cinematic collaboration between two or 

three states in Asia, following from media economists Hoskins, McFadyen, and 

Finn who defined the practice as ―any production/business arrangement, between 

organizations based in different countries, ranging from co-financing, where one 

partner‘s primary role is provision of a cash investment, to full co-production, 

where the creative, artistic, and financial contributions are roughly equal.‖
27

 Musa 

(aka The Warriors), a Kim Sung-soo film, was the first of this kind. Kim shot the 

film entirely in PRC, and even cast Zhang Ziyi as a leading female role for the film. 

Musa is a story about abandoned Korean warriors during the14th century in 

Northern China. It was a co-financed and co-produced project, and the film 

garnered moderate success in both markets in 2001. Windstruck (2004) and Daisy 

                                           
26

 Hwang Dong-mi and Park Hee-sung, ―Hanjung Hapjakgwa Hangugyeonghwaui 

Junggukjinchul,‖ [Korea-China Co-production and Korean Cinema‘s Road to China] 

Korean Film Observatory 17 (June 2002): 3-5. 

 
27

 Colin Hoskins, Stuart MaFadyen, and Adam Finn, Global Television and Film: An 

Introduction to the Economics of the Business (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997), 102. 
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(2005) followed, but these two films were star vehicles of Jeon Ji-hyun (aka Giana 

Jun) who acquired an unprecedented fame in Asia after the release of My Sassy Girl 

in 2001. The third and final stage is ―Inter-Asian Financing‖ which specifies the 

practices of Korean media corporations‘ investment to PAP.
28

 Singapore has been 

actively investing capitals for PRC-targeted PAP since the late 1990s and Korea, 

around the mid-2000s, joined this race. Korea‘s Show East invested USD 3 million 

in Chen Kaige‘s overly criticized epic fantasy The Promise in 2005, BE coproduced, 

apart from A Battle of Wits, Tsui Hark‘s Seven Swords by sharing one third of the 

total budget, USD 15 million, with Tsui Hark‘s Film Workshop and PRC‘s Ciwen 

Digital Oriental Film and Television Production. Likewise, Taewon Entertainment, 

one of the major multi-entertainment companies in Korea, led the production of 

Three Kingdoms: Resurrection of the Dragon (2008). Jung Taw-won of Taewon 

Entertainment who had produced Bichunmoo and Shadowless Sword with China‘s 

Shanghai Film Studios and the U.S‘s New Line Cinema for the latter, took up 90 

                                           
28

 A Battle of Wits was, from the beginning, Iseki Satoru‘s project. As a CEO of Nippon 

Film Development and Finance, Inc (NFD), Iseki had numerous coproduction 

experiences since Kurosawa Akira‘s Ran in 1985. His first encounter with PRC was the 

Chen Kaige-directed The Emperor and the Assassin, which was completed in 1998. 

Although the final film performed poorly at the box office, Iseki at least built a strong 

connection with PRC, Taiwan, Korea, and European film studios. For Iseki, a 

quintessential cosmopolitan film producer, A Battle of Wits was an ideal project since the 

film is based on a popular Japanese manga, Bokko, written by Hideki Mori, based on 

Kenichi Sakemi‘s historical novel A Battle of Wits which is a story of warring state 

history in China. Thus, the film, at least in theory, could attract both Japanese and 

Chinese audiences. Jacob Cheung, an independent-minded filmmaker in Hong Kong, had 

waited for seven years with this gigantic project, and finally found a good hand, Iseki. 

Similar to his experiences with The Emperor and the Assassin, Nansun Shi of Hong 

Kong joined the project, and Lee Joo-ick followed. Lee was one of the executive 

producers for Chen Kaige‘s Together (2003), and Lee and Shi worked together for Tsui 

Hark‘s Seven Swords in 2005. 
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percent of the total budget but did not engage with the film‘s actual production. No 

Korean performers or technicians were involved in this project.
29

 Three Kingdoms 

was impressively successful in both Korea and PRC markets in that year. Yet, 

except the case of Three Kingdoms, all coproduced films collapsed in the Korean 

local market while being widely criticized by local fans and critics altogether for 

their denationalized characters and Korean stars‘ minor or offensive roles in those 

PAP.
30

  

Asian Film Industry Network (AFIN) and Korea’s Asianization 

On November 19-20, 2002, the Korean Film Commission (KOFIC) was unveiled 

and launched a long-term initiative to promote Asian film industries, Asian Film 

Industry Network (AFIN) at the Pusan International Film Festival (PIFF) which is 

de facto biggest and most influential film festival in the region.31 AFIN is an annual 

summit for filmmakers, executives, and industry personnel in the region to examine 

ways to promote increased co-operation and exchange among Asian film industries. 

At the first unofficial meeting, there were nine delegates from Korea, PRC, Japan, 

                                           
29

 ―Chung Tae-won,‖ Who’s Who in Korean Film Industry (Seoul: Korean Film Council, 

2007), 62-63. 

 
30

 For more about Three Kingdoms and its reception in both Korea and PRC, see Ying Yan, 

Korea-China Coproduction of Film: Focus on the Case of Three Kingdoms: Resurrection 

of the Dragon, MA thesis (Seoul: Korea University, 2009). 

 
31

 SooJeong Ahn has written important pieces on PIFF. See SooJeong Ahn, ―Placing South 

Korean Cinema into the Pusan International Film Festival: Programming Strategy in the 

Global/Local Context,‖ Cultural Studies and Cultural Industries in Northeast Asia: What 

a Difference a Region Makes, eds. Chris Berry, Nicola Liscutin, and Jonathan D. 

Mackintosh (Hong Kong: Hong Kong University Press, 2009), 73-86; Soo Jeong Ahn, 

―Re-imagining the Past: Programming South Korean Retrospectives at the Pusan 

International Film Festival,‖ Film International 6.4 (October 2008): 24-33. 
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Taiwan, Singapore, Hong Kong, Thailand, Malaysia and Iran.32 Sandy Kang of 

KOFIC expressed, ―Asia has no regional organizations or funds to support its film 

industries such as Eurimages or MEDIA programme in Europe. If the network is 

successful, we hope it may lead someday to the establishment of something similar 

for Asia. We also hope to encourage co-production treaties.‖33 After few years of 

experiments, AFIN finally celebrated its official launch at the 10
th

 annual PIFF. The 

full members were KOFIC, Unijapan (Japan), Federation of National Film 

Association of Thailand (Thailand), and Vietnam Media (Vietnam). PRC‘s China 

Film Promotion International and Singapore Film Commission took part in the 

ceremony as observers.  

Based on the joint declaration, AFIN aims to promote or encourage 1) 

exchanges of information related to their respective countries, 2) joint promotion 

activities during major international film festivals and trade fairs, 3) various 

exchange and cooperation programs designed to foster the development of the film 

industry, and finally 4) strive to ensure the funds needed to conduct exchange and 

cooperation programs.34 Through the network a horror movie One Missed Call: 

Final which is a coproduction between CJ Entertainment (Korea), Toho, Kadokawa, 

                                           

32 Darcy Paquet, ―Asian Film Industry Network to be Launched at Pusan Film Festival,‖ 

Screen Daily, 12 November 2002, accessed at 

  http://www.screendaily.com/festivals/asian-film-industry-network-to-be-launched-at-

pusan-film-festival/4011211.article 

 

33 Ibid. 

 

34 Hawon Kim, ―Asia Yeonghwasaneop Gyoryuuo Hyeonjae,‖ [Current State of Asian 

Film Industry Exchange] Korean Film Observatory 17 (Fall 2005):10-13. 
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and Nippon TV in Japan, was produced. The film was the third installment of a very 

successful One Missed Call, and this one was directed under a Japanese director 

(Manabu Asou) and had Korean and Japanese performers, shot almost entirely in 

Pusan.35 

AFIN clearly had a ―catch up‖ model from its preliminary meeting - that 

is the European cinema bloc. Since the Maastricht Treaty was signed by the nations 

of the European Union in 1992, the concept of ‗European Cinema‘ or ‗Cinema 

Europe‘ has been constructed with needs of creating an economic, political, and 

ideological block against Hollywood. In other words, the concept ‗European cinema‘ 

inevitably allocates itself as a victim, and cries out to countries of Europe 

incorporating to prevent themselves from the threat of economic invasion and 

cultural colonization by Hollywood. This is one of the reasons that ‗European 

Cinema‘ is too often confined to just the highly developed countries among them; 

France, Italy, Britain, and Germany. What AFIN aspired was to position Korea and 

PIFF as a hub of Asian film industry, and, as a result, reduced its size in terms of its 

member countries in the end. Korea and its media industry, as it has been 

miscalculated since the 1960s, failed to oversee the structure of regional/trans-

regional media industries and in which direction it is moving toward. Constructing 

―global Korea‖ and conquering Asian markets, although it has been the nation‘s 

―catchphrase‖ for years, is only a mirage, and will never be achieved since the 

regional-level media industries are rapidly restructuring to fit into the PRC market.  

For many years, from its early attempt to coproduce films with Shaw 

                                           

35 Jin and Lee, The Birth of East Asia, 36. 
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Brothers, the Korean film industry has tried to penetrate geographically and 

culturally adjacent markets. After the initial efforts, thus, countless coproduction 

films between Korea and Hong Kong had dominated the Korean market until the 

mid 1970s. However, in many coproduction films, Korean companies, 

representatively Shin Films, only invested a certain portion of the total budget while 

supplying mainly male actors for Hong Kong‘s historical epic films that were 

produced and distributed for Chinese diasporas audiences around the world. Thus, 

in other words, Korean film industry helped to reinforce the cultural China by 

contributing locations for the ―imagined China‖ of Hong Kong cinema and 

providing male actors whose nationalities were erased and dialogues were dubbed 

in Mandarin. What is more, with the success of Five Fingers of Death in 1973, 

American media conglomerates turned their attention to Asia, and poured capital 

into this region to secure kung fu films for their global distribution to maximize the 

profits. Hong Kong, as a cultural producer of China-setting kung fu films, generated 

the so called kung fu craze under the political undercurrent of US-China 

normalization, epitomized by Nixon‘s visit to PRC in 1971, and to provide more 

kung fu films, Hong Kong film producers extended their networks to Korea and 

Taiwan in the mid 1970s. This particular division of labor maintained well but 

eventually decreased in the late 1970s when the boom of kung fu films evaporated 

in global market. Therefore, although Korean film industry has tried constantly to 

expand its market into ‗cross-border market,‘ Korea had quintessential weakness to 

penetrate it. That is, language and cultural differences 

After the phenomenal success of Crouching Tiger and Hero, US-based 

multi-national media corporations, including the case of TWC, have been heavily 
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investing capitals to Hong Kong-based productions since no American company 

was able to set up the direct production office in PRC, and Hong Kong has been an 

agency for foreign media conglomerates for many years since the 1970s. American 

companies were in need of acquiring more martial arts films, and, with the opening 

of PRC in terms of regional film industry, Hong Kong-based companies are eager to 

coproduce and shot films in PRC. To raise budget for ‗big pictures‘ like Hero, Hong 

Kong producers were in need of cooperating with other Asian film executives to 

reduce its risk. Korea, once again, was associated with this system from around the 

early part of this century as Shin Films did in the 1960s. Apart from contemporary 

setting trendy films and television dramas that ignited the Korean Wave in the 

regional popular culture during the early 2000s, the Korean film industry has not 

successfully found a niche market for her cinema. In terms of PAP, and kung fu or 

martial arts films that had already gained global cultural currency, Korea is not an 

attractive resource for transnational media corporations. Korea‘s gangster films, 

comedies, and romance dramas are only valid in Asia with few exceptions of 

arthouse films that specifically aimed at International Film Festival Circuits. As 

Shin Films was exploited as a regional partner to produce big pictures for Hong 

Kong‘s Shaw Brothers, contemporary Korean media corporations are supplying 

significant portions of budget, a few star performers and technicians, and gained 

local distribution rights, exactly the same as what Shin Films did four decades ago. 

Shin‘s aim was twofold then; supplying big pictures with less cost and attune to the 

governments‘ economic policy that guaranteed to import foreign films. 

TNASS was originally initiated, in the 1950s, under the U.S. dominated 

Cold War cultural sphere in the region, with Japan‘s new Asian adventures, and it 
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transformed to the fierce battlefield between the developmental states studio and 

market-oriented studio in the 1960s. When TNASS was over, only the Hong Kong 

film industry survived. Indeed, the PRC was single the most important factor that 

had shaped, altered, and interweaved TNASS throughout time. Washington‘s 

foreign policy, Japan‘s redirection toward Southeast Asia, the Asian Film Festival‘s 

anti-communism dictum, and Hong Kong‘s coproductions with Korea and Taiwan 

were all affected by the presence of the PRC. Now, after three decades since 

TNASS‘s vanishing, the PRC opened its media market to the world. Hong Kong, 

once again, is playing important roles. With the new governments, Korea is 

targeting ―Asia‖ as well but the nation-state lost its direction in the intricate web of 

inter/trans-regional matrix, and does not know what to do or where to go as the 

1960s Korean cinema did. History repeats itself, unfortunately. 
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APPENDIX A 

The Asian Film Festival (1954 -2009)
36

 

 

                                           

36 AFF was renamed again in 1982. Since Australia and New Zealand had joined FPA in 

1976 and 1977 respectively, AFF had to change its identity once again, and became the 

Asia-Pacific Film Festival (APFF). However, the regional film sphere had completely 

transformed, and Asian cinema entered the new period of film festival. Ever since 1977, 

with the inauguration of the Hong Kong International Film Festival (HIFF), the 

importance of AFF has rapidly declined in the region. In the exceedingly competitive 

arena of regional film festivals, Pusan International Film Festival (PIFF) and Shanghai 

International Film Festival (SIFF) have successfully proved their significances since the 

early 2000s, and, although AFF is still, surprisingly, holding its annual event, no regional 

media or film personnel care about AFF anymore. 

 

Main sources: Nan Guo Dian Ying (Southern Screen, Hong Kong), Guo Ji Dian Ying 

(International Screen, Hong Kong), Movie Magazine (Yeonghwa Jabji, South Korea), 

Hong Kong Film Archive Database 

(ipac.hkfa.lcsd.gov.hk/ipac20/ipac.jsp?profile=#focus), Korean Movie Database 

(www.kmdb.or.kr), Chosun Daly Database (Korea, srchdb1.chosun.com/pdf/i_archive), 

Naver Digital News Database (Korea, dna.naver.com/search/searchByDate.nhn#), 

LexisNexis Database (www.lexisnexis.com). 

 

http://www.kmdb.or.kr/
http://www.lexisnexis.com/
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Year Period 

 

Host City Country Best Pictures 

The Southeast Asian Film Festival (1954-56) 

1954 8-20 May  Tokyo Japan Konjiki Yasha  

(Golden Demon, Koji Shima, 

Japan, 1954) 

1955 14-21 May  Singapore Singapore Shunkin Monogatari (Story of  

Shunkin, Daisuke Itô, Japan, 

1954) 

1956 12-16 June  Hong 

Kong 

Hong Kong Anak Dalita (Lamberto V. 

Avellana, the Philippines, 

1956) 

The Asian Film Festival (1957-80) 

1957 20-24 May  Tokyo Japan Suzakumon (The Love of a 

Princess, Kazuo Mori, Japan, 

1957) 

1958 11-26 April  Manila The 

Philippines 

Si Qian Jin (Our Sister Hedy, 

Doe Ching, Hong Kong, 

1957) 

1959 4-8 May  Kuala 

Lumpur 

Malaysia Jiang Shan Mei Ren (The 

Kingdom and the Beauty, Li 

Han-hsiang, Hong Kong) 

1960 5-9 April  Tokyo Japan Houmen (Back Door, Li Han-

hsiang, Hong Kong, 1960) 

1961 7-11 March  Manila The 

Philippines 

Nocturn of a Woman (Inoue  

Umetsugu, Japan, 1961) 

1962 12-16 May  Seoul South 

Korea 

Sarangbang Sonnimgwa 

Eomeoni (My Mother and her 

Guest, Shin Sang-ok, South 

Korea, 1961) 

1963 11-15 April  Tokyo Japan Koto (Twin Sisters of Kyoto, 

Noboru Nakamura, Japan, 

1963) 

1964 15-19 June  Taipei Taiwan Ke Nu (Oyster Girl, Li Hsing 

and Li Chia, Taiwan, 1963) 

1965 10-15 May  Kyoto Japan Wan Gu Liu Fang (The 

Grand Substitution, Yan Jun, 

Hong Kong, 1965) 

1966 5-9 May  Seoul South Lan Yu Hei (The Blue and the 
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Korea Black, Doe Ching, Hong 

Kong, 1966) 

1967 26 September 

-3 October 

Tokyo Japan Shan Shan (Susanna,  

Ho Meng-hua, Hong Kong, 

1967) 

1968 Cancelled 

1969 16-20 June  Manila The 

Philippines 

No info 

1970 16-19 June  Jakarta Indonesia Apa Yang Kau Cari, Palupi? 

(What are You Looking for, 

Palupi?, Asrul Sani, 

Indonesia, 1970) 

1971 5-9 June  Taipei Taiwan Penganten Remaja (Wim 

Umboh, Indonesia, 1971) 

1972 17-23 May  Seoul South 

Korea 

Non-competition 

1973 14-18 May Singapore Singapore Sandakan Hachibanshokan 

Bohkyo (Sandakan 8, Kei 

Kumai, Japan, 1974) 

1974 11-15 June  Taipei Taiwan Non-competition 

1975 12-16 June  Jakarta Indonesia Non-competition 

1976 15-18 June  Pusan South 

Korea 

Erimo Cape (No info on 

director, Japan, 1975) 

1977 21-25 

November 

Bangkok Thailand Sensei No Tsushinbo 

(Teacher’s Mark Card, 

Kazunari Takeda, Japan, 

1977) 

1978 20 September 

20-6 October 

Sydney Australia No info 

1979 3-6 July  Singapore Singapore Pengemis Dan Tukang Becak 

(The Beggar and the 

Rickshaw Man, Wim  

Umboh , Indonesia, 1978) 

1980 28 June- 

3 July 

Bali Indonesia No info 

1981 Cancelled 

The Asia-Pacific Film Festival (1982 -   ) 

1982 10-15 

September 

Kuala 

Lumpur 

Malaysia No info 

1983 15-19 

November 

Taipei Taiwan Sasame-yuki (The Makioka 

Sisters, Kon Ichikawa, Japan, 
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1983) 

1984 5-9 

December 

Bangkok Thailand No info 

1985 4-7 June Tokyo Japan Gipgo Puleun Bam (Deep 

Blue Night, Bae Chang-ho, 

South Korea, 1985) 

1986 12-15 

September 

Seoul South 

Korea 

Doea Tanda Mata 

(Mementos, Teguh Karya, 

Indonesia, 1985) 

1987 27-30 

October 

Taipei Taiwan Sibaji (The Surrogate 

Woman, Im Kwon-taek, 

South Korea, 1987) 

1988 22-24 

November 

Phuket Thailand Dao Cao Ren (Straw Man, 

Wang Tong, Taiwan, 1987) 

1989 18-21 

December 

Jakarta Indonesia No info 

1990 31 October 

-3 November 

Kuching Malaysia Ke Tu Qiu Hen (Song of the 

Exile, Ann Hui, Hong Kong, 

1990) 

Michin Salang-ui Nolae 

(Song of Crazy Love, Kim 

Ho-sun, South Korea) 

1991 6-9 

December 

Taipei Taiwan Gu Ling Jie Shao Nian Sha 

Ren Shi Jian (A Brighter 

Summer Day, Edward Yang, 

Taiwan, 1991) 

1992 1-4 

September 

Seoul South 

Korea 

Tui Shou (Pushing Hands, 

Ang Lee, Taiwan, 1992) 

1993 7-10 

September 

Fukuoka Japan Long Min (Cageman, Jacob 

Cheung, Hong Kong, 1992) 

1994 28 August-1 

September 

Sydney Australia Yin Shi Nan Nu (Eat Drink 

Man Woman, Ang Lee, 

Taiwan/U.S., 1994) 

1995 22-26 July Jakarta Indonesia Shao Nu Xiao Yu (Siao Yu, 

Sylvia Chang, Taiwan, 1995) 

1996 6-9 October Auckland New 

Zealand 

Ggotip (A Petal, Jang Sun-

woo, South Korea, 1996) 

1997 6-9 October Jeju Island South 

Korea 

Yi Zhi Niao Zi Xiao Jiu Jiu 

(Such a Life, Chang Chi-yun, 

Taiwan, 1997) 

1998 9-12 Taipei Taiwan  Daun Di Atas Bantal (Leaf on 
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December a Pillow, Garin Nugroho, 

Indonesia, 1998) 

1999 23-26 

November 

Bangkok Thailand Nang-Nak (Nonzee Nimibutr,  

Thailand, 1999) 

2000 6-10 

December 

Hanoi Vietnam Doi Cat (Sandy Lives, 

Nguyen Thanh Van, Vietnam, 

1999) 

2001 16-20 

October 

Jakarta Indonesia Ni Na Bian Ji Dian (What 

Time is it There?, Tsai Ming-

liang, France/Taiwan, 2001) 

2002 1-4 October Seoul South 

Korea 

Inochi (Life, Tetsuo 

Shinohara, Japan, 2002) 

2003 20-23 

October 

Shiraz Iran Dong Seung (A Little Monk, 

Joo Kyung-jung, South 

Korea, 2002) 

2004 21-25 

September 

Fukuoka Japan Tai Be Er Yi (Taipei 21, Alex 

Yang, Taiwan, 2004) 

2005 28 September 

-1 October 

Kuala 

Lumpur 

Malaysia Taegukgi Hwinallimyeo (Tae 

Guk Gi:The Brotherhood of 

War, Kang Je-gyu, South 

Korea, 2004) 

2006 21-25 

November 

Taipei Taiwan Zan-e ziadi (The Unwanted 

Woman,Tahmineh Milani, 

Iran, 2005) 

2007 Cancelled 

2008 Cancelled 

2009 17-19 

December 

Kaohsiung Taiwan Laskar Pelangi (The Rainbow 

Troops, Riri Riza, Indonesia, 

2008) 

2010 2-4 

December 

Taipei Taiwan Janala(The Window, 

Buddhadev Dasgupta, India, 

2009) 
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APPENDIX B 

List of Imported Hong Kong/Taiwanese Films in Korea (1967 – 1975) 

Year Title (KR/EN/CH) Import Production Director 

1967 

방랑의 

결투 

Come 

Drink With 

Me 

大醉俠 Dae-A 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

King Hu 

수은의 검 
The Grand 

Substitution 
萬古流芳 Daesung 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Yen 

Chun 

1968 

용문의 

결투 
Dragon Inn 龍門客棧  Hapdong Union (TW) King Hu 

방랑의 

제일검 

Crazy 

Swordsman 
大瘋俠 Jeil 

First Pictures 

(TW) 
Law Chi 

남해의 

연가 
Oyster Girl 蚵女 Yeonbang CMPC (TW) 

Hsing 

Lee and 

Chia Li 

외팔이 
One-Armed 

Swordsman 
獨臂刀 Shin Films 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

삼인의 

협객 

The 

Magnificent 

Trio 

邊城三俠  Shin Films 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

심야의 

결투 

The Golden 

Swallow 
金燕子 Shin Films 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

금도괴객 
The Golden 

Sword 
金刀怪客 

Yeon-

bang 

龍國影業公

司. 

Gwan 

Yam 

여걸 

흑나비 

Black 

Butterfly 

女俠黑蝴

蝶  
Taechang 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Lo Wei 

1969 

일대검왕 

The 

swordsman 

of all 

swordsmen 

一代劍王 Shin Films Union (TW) 

Joseph 

Kuo Nan-

hong 

돌아온 

외팔이 

Return of 

the One-

Armed 

Swordman 

獨臂刀王 Shin Films 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

단장의 검 
Trail of the 

Broken 
斷腸劍 Hapdong  

Shaw 

Brothers 

Chang 

Cheh 
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Blade (HK) 

무정도 

Fight for 

the 

Agreement 

無情刀  Hapdong  
Lan Kwong 

(HK-TW) 
Law Chi.   

대협객 
The 

Assassin 
大刺客 Hapdong  

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

1970 

양자강 

풍운 

An Inch of 

Ground an 

Inch of 

Blood 

楊子江風

雲 
Jeil 

China Motion 

Pictures  

Li Han-

hsiang 

스잔나 Susanna 珊珊  Hapdong  

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Ho 

Meng-

hua 

복수 
The 

Vengeance 
報仇  Hapdong  

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

용호의 

결투 

The 

Chinese 

Boxer 

龍虎鬥 
Gyeonghw

a 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Wang Yu 

애가 

Love 

Without 

End 

新不了情 Eun-a 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Pan Lei 

봉신방 
Feng Shen 

Bang 
封神榜 Dong-A 

  

천면마녀 

Temptress 

of 

Thousand 

Faces 

千面魔女  Hankook 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chung 

Chang-

hwa 

위험한 

렛슨 

Whose 

Baby is in 

the 

Classroom 

女校春色  Anyang 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Inoue 

Umetsug

u 

1971 

왕우의 

혈투 
My Son 春火 Hankook 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Lo Wei 

노객과 

도객 

From the 

Highway 

路客與刀

客  
Anyang MP&GI (HK) 

Cheung 

Chang-

chak  

여걸비호 
The 

Thundering 

神劍震江

湖  
Dong-A 

Shaw 

Brothers 

Hsu 

Tseng-
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Sword (HK) Hung 

비룡대협

객 

The Flying 

Dragon 

飛龍英雄

傳 
Han-il 

 

Hu 

Xiaofeng 

화월춘야 
Hong Kong 

Rhapsody 
花月良宵  Hapdong 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Inoue 

Umetsug

u  

용문객 
The Grand 

Passion  
Hwacheon Union (TW) 

Yeung 

Sai-Hing 

더 러브 
A Place to 

Call Home 
玉女親情 Anyang 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Wu Jia-

Xiang  

주홍무 
  

Joong-

Ang   

속 봉신방 

Na Cha and 

the Seven 

Devils 

梅山收七

怪 
Woosung 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Tetsuya 

Yamauch

i 

권격 
Duel of 

Fists 
拳擊   Anyang 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Chang 

Cheh 

흑백도 
The Brave 

of the Evil 
黑白道 Yesul 

 
Wang Yu 

철사장과 

공수도 

Duel of 

Karate 

鐵沙掌決

鬥 

空手道 

Dae-A 
Hsing Hua 

(TW) 

Fu 

Ching-wa 

귀문의 

독수리 

The Evil 

Karate  
Woosung 

  

보은대전 

The 

Merciful 

Sword 

報恩刀 Hapdong  

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Yin Doi (HK) 

Poon Lui 

1972 

열화문 
 

烈火門 Hwacheon 
First Film 

(TW)  

충의객 
  

Woosung 
  

수호지 
The Water 

Margin 
水滸傳   Anyang 

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Pao 

Hsueh-li 

Chang 

Cheh 

흑호문 
Furious 

Slaughter 
霸王拳 Hwacheon 

First Film 

(TW) 

Ting 

Shan-hsi 

1973 천왕권 Showdown 天王拳 Hapdong 
Lei Ming 

Yauu (HK) 

Ding Sin-

Saai 
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백인도장 
The Ghost‘s 

Sword 
百人導掌 Dong-A  

Hong Hwa 

(TW) 

Joseph 

Kuo Nan-

hong 

종횡천하 
The 

Invincible 
縱橫天下 Namhwa 

Gwok Ga 

(TW) 

Law 

Chun 

정무문 Fist of Fury 精武門  Segyeong 
Golden 

Harvest (HK) 
Lo Wei 

독행도 

The 

Magnificent 

Chivalry 

獨行道 Hwacheon 
First Film 

(TW) 
Su Li 

14 인의 

여걸 

The 14 

Amazons 

十四女英

豪  
Dong-A  

Shaw 

Brothers 

(HK) 

Ching 

Gong 

당산대형 
The Big 

Boss 
唐山大兄  

Shin 

Production 

Golden 

Harvest (HK) 
Lo Wei 

용쟁호투 
Enter the 

Dragon 
龍爭虎鬥 Dong-A 

Golden 

Harvest (HK) 

Warner 

Brothers (US) 

Robert 

Clouse 

냉혈호 

A Man 

Called 

Tiger 

冷面虎  Gukje 
Golden 

Harvest (HK) 
Lo Wei 

쌍용 
The Two 

Cavaliers 
雙龍出海 Woosung 

First Film 

(HK/TW) 

Yueh 

Feng 

1974 

사대천왕 
Dragon 

Squad 
四大天王 Dae-yeong 

First Film 

(HK/TW) 
Wang Yu 

외팔이 

드라곤 

One Armed 

Boxer 
獨臂拳王 Dong-A 

Golden 

Harvest (HK) 
Wang Yu 

홍콩에서 

온 불사신 

The Little 

Godfather 

from HK 

香港小教

父 
Hanjin 

The Eternal 

Film 

(HK/TW) 

Ng See-

yuen 

맹룡과강 
The Way of 

the Dragon 
猛龍過江 Hanjin 

Golden 

Harvest (HK) 

Bruce 

Lee 

마로여걸 
Black Alley 

Princess 

馬路小英

雄 
Yeonbang 

Golden 

Harvest 
Lo Wei 

소녀 
  

Shin 

Production   

1975 
스카이 

하이 

The Man 

from Hong 

Kong 

直搗黃龍  
Sam-

yeong 

Golden 

Harvest 

Wang Yu, 

Brian 

Trenchar

d-Smith 
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APPENDIX C 

List of Coproduction Films Directed by Chung Chang-hwa (1958 – 1977) 

 

 

 

Year Title (SK/HK/EN) Production  

1958 

 망향 望鄉  

Watching Home 

Town 

Asia Pictures (SK) Sun 

Kwang (HK) 

1966 

 
순간을 

영원히 艷諜神龍 Special Agent X-7 

Yulin Film (HK)    

Asia Pictures (SK) 

1967 

 조용한 이별 長相憶  Deep in My Heart 

Asia Pictures (SK) 

Lan Kwong (HK/TW) 

1969 

 천면마녀 千面魔女 

The Temptress of a 

Thousand Faces Shaw Brothers (HK) 

1969 

 비련 烽火情天 Tragic Love 

Yulin Film (HK)   

Asia Pictures (SK) 

1970 여협매인두 女俠賣人頭  Heads for Sale Shaw Brothers (HK) 

1970 
아랑곡의 

혈투 餓狼谷  Valley of the Fangs Shaw Brothers (HK) 

1971 여래풍 來如風 The Swift Knight Shaw Brothers (HK) 

1971 칠인의 협객 六刺客  Six Assassins Shaw Brothers (HK) 

1972 

 
철인 

 

天下第一拳  

 

Five Fingers of 

Death 

 

Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

1973 

 
흑야괴객 

 

黑夜怪客  

 

The Devil's Treasure 

 

Golden Harvest (HK) 

Woojin (SK) 

1974 황비 黃飛鴻少林拳  The Skyhawk Golden Harvest (HK) 

1975 흑무사 艷窟神探 The Association  Golden Harvest (HK) 

1976 

 
심판자 

 

鬼計雙雄  

 

The Double Crossers 

 

Golden Harvest (HK) 

Woojin (SK) 

1977 충열도 破戒  Broken Oath Golden Harvest (HK) 
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APPENDIX D 

List of Coproduction Films Cited in the Dissertation (1955-1976) 

 

JP=Japan, HK=Hong Kong, SK=South Korea, TW=Taiwan, IN=Indonesia, 

PH=Philippines, GM=Germany, IT=Italy 

 

 

1955 

Sanda Wong (She mo/蛇魔) 

Director: Gerardo de Leon (PH) 

Studio: Southeast Asia Film (HK) / Wader Picture and Development Co. (PH)  

  

Princess Yang kwei-fei (Yōkihi/楊貴妃) 

Director: Mizoguchi Kenji (JP) 

Studio: Shaws and Sons (HK) / Daiei (JP)    

 

1956 

Madame Butterfly (Hu die fu ren/蝴蝶夫人) 

Director: Yi Wen (HK) 

Studio: Hsin Hwa Motion Picture Company (HK) 

 

Madame White Snake (aka. The Legend of the White Serpent/ Byaku fujin no 

yoren/ 

白夫人の妖恋) 

Dir. Toyoda Shiro, Toho (JP) and Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

1957 

Hong Kong-Tokyo Honeymoon (Xiang Gang Dong Jing mi yue lu xing/香港東京蜜

月旅行) 

Director: Nomura Yoshitarou (JP) 

Studio: Yung Hwa Motion Picture Studio (HK), Shochiku (JP)    

 

1958 

Love with an Alien (Igukjeongwon/이국정원/異國情願 ) 

Director: Hua Keyi (aka Wakasugi Mitsuo / JP), Tu Quangqi (HK), Jeon Chang-

keun (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Korea Entertainment (SK) 
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Love in Heaven and Earth (aka The Sentimental Heaven and Earth/Cheonjiyujeong/

천지유정/天地有情) 

Director: Kim Hwa-rang (SK) 

Studio: Korea Entertainment (SK) 

 

Sorrow of Love (aka Everasting Love / Geurimja Sarang/그림자 사랑/多情恨) 

Director: Kim Hwa-rang (SK) 

Studio: Korea Entertainment (SK) 

 

Golden City Pagoda (She nu si fan/蛇女思凡) 

Director: Wang Tianlin (HK) 

Studio: Golden City Film Company (HK) 

 

1958 

Love for You (Saranghagi Ttaemune/사랑하기 때문에/星月爭輝) 

Director: Han Hyung-mo (SK) 

Studio: Liberty Film (HK) / Korea Entertainment (SK) 

 

1961 

A Night in Hong Kong (Xiang gang zhi ye/香港之夜) 

Director: Yasuki Chiba (JP) 

Studio: MP&GI (HK), Toho (JP)    

 

1962 

The Flaming Mountain (Huo yan shan/火燄山) 

Director: Mok Hong-si (HK) / Kim Soo-yong (SK) 

Studio: Lan Kwong (HK), Hanyang Pictures (SK)   

 

1963 

Star of Hong Kong (Xiang Gang zhi xing/香港之星) 

Director: Yasuki Chiba (JP) 

Studio: MP&GI (HK), Toho (JP)    

 

Tokyo, Hong Kong, Hawaii (Xiang Gang Dong Jing Xia Wei Yi/香港,東京,夏威夷) 

Director: Yasuki Chiba (JP) 

Studio: MP&GI (HK), Toho (JP)    
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1964 

The Last Woman of Shang (aka Princess Dalgi/달기/妲己) 

Director: Choe In-heon (SK), Griffin Yueh Feng (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

The Black Forest (Hei sen lin/黑森林) 

Director: Yuan Chiu-feng 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / CMPC (TW) 

 

1965 

Hong Kong, Manila, Singapore (Xin hua duo duo kai 心花朵朵開) 

Director: Doe Ching (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Yabut (PH) 

 

1967 

That Man in Chang-an (Heukdojeok/흑도적/幪面大俠 ) 

Director: Choi Gyeong-ok (SK), Yen Chun (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

The Goddess of Mercy (Daepokgun/대폭굮/觀世音) 

Director: Lim Won-sick (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

The King with My Face (Cheolmyeonhwangje/철면황제/鐵頭皇帝) 

Director: Ho Meng-hua (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

International Secret Agent (SOS hongkong/SOS 홍콩/ 國際女間諜) 

Director: Shin Sang-ok (SK) 

Studio: Lan Kwong Film Company (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

Interpol (Te jing ling ling jiu/特警009) 

Director: Nakahira Koh (aka Yang Su-hsi) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

The Black Falcon (Hei ying/黑鷹) 

Director: Takumi Furukawa (aka Tai Kao-mei) (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 
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King Drummer (Qing chun gu wang/青春鼓王) 

Director: Inoue Umetsugu (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

Hong Kong Nocturne (Xiang jiang hua yue ye/香江花月夜) 

Director: Inoue Umetsugu (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

Deep In My Heart (Joyonghan Ibyeol/조용한 이별/長相憶) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Lan Kwong (HK) / Asea (SK) 

 

1968 

Special Agent X-7 (Sunganeul Yeongwonhi/숚갂을 영원히/艷諜神龍) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Yulian/Jin Hui (HK) / Asea Films (SK) 

 

Summer Heat (Kuang lian shi/狂戀詩) 

Director: Nakahira Koh (aka Yang Su-hsi) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

The Brave Tanks (Jangnyeol 509 Daejeonchadae/장렬 509 대젂차대/神勇坦克隊) 

Director: Kim Dong-hak (SK) 

Studio: Lan Kwong (HK) / Jaeil Pictures (SK) 

 

1969 

Temptress of a Thousand Faces (Cheonmyeonmanyeo/천면마녀/天面魔女) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

Diary of a Lady Killer (Lie ren/獵人) 

Director: Nakahira Koh (aka Yang Su-hsi) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

The Millionaire Chase (Dian jin gui/釣金龜) 

Director: Inoue Umetsugu (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 
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1970 

Naked Love (Luo qing/裸情) 

Director: Jeon Seok-yeol (SK) 

Studio: unknown 

 

Valley of the Fangs (Aranggogui Hyeoltu/아랑곡의 혈투/餓狼谷) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Asea Films (SK) / Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

1971 (1969) 

Thousand Years Fox (Cheonnyeonho/天年狐) 

Director: Shin Sang-ok (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

1971 

Six Assassins (Chirinui Hyeopgaek/칠인의 협객/六俠客) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (SK) / Anyang Pictures (SK) 

 

The Swift Knight (Lai ru feng/卒好風) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

We Love Millionaires (Cheonyeoui Sucheop/처녀의 수첩/我愛金龜婿) 

Director: Inoue Umetsugu (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

The Venus’ Tear Diamond (Yeonaedojeok/鑽石艷盜) 

Director: Inoue Umetsugu (JP) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

1972 

Five Fingers of Death (aka King Boxer/Cheolgwon/철권/天下第一拳)  

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Shin Films (SK) 

 

The Merry Wife (Wa wa fu ren/娃娃夫人)  

Director: Kim Soo-yong (aka Chin Chu-yung, SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 
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Flower in the Rain (Yu zhong hua/雨中花) 

Director: Kim Soo-yong (aka Chin Chu-yung, SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

Hap Ki Do (Heugyeonbisu/흑연비수/合氣道) 

Director: Huang Feng (aka Wong Fung) (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Woojin Film (SK) 

 

Finger of Doom (Eumnyangdo/음양도/太陰指) 

Director: Pao Hsueh-li (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Anyang (SK) 

 

1973 

The Devil’s Treasure (Heugyagoegaek/흑야괴객/黑夜怪客) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Woojin Film (SK) 

 

When Taekwondo Strikes (Heukgwon/흑권/胎倦 蕓九州) 

Director: Huang Feng (HK) 

Studio: Anyang Film (SK) / Golden Harvest (HK) 

 

Enter the Dragon (Yongjaenghotu/용쟁호투/龍爭虎鬥) 

Director: Robert Clouse (USA) 

Cast: Bruce Lee, John Saxon, Jim Kelly, Betty Chung 

Studio: Golden Harvest (HK), Warner Bros. (USA) 

Release date: 10-18-1973 

 

The Bamboo House of Dolls (Yeogambang/여감방/女集中營) 

Director: Kuei Chih-hung (HK), 

Cast: Lo Lieh, Brite Tove, Wang Hsia, Terry Liu 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Rapid Film (Germany) 

Release date: 12-21-1973 

 

1974 

The Skyhawk (Hwangbi/황비/黃飛鴻小林拳) 

Director: Chung Chang-hwa (SK) 

Studio: Golden Harvest (HK) / Hap-dong film (SK) 
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The Ghost Lovers (Banhonnyeo/반혼녀/艷女還魂) 

Director: Shin Sang-ok (aka Shen Hsiang-yu) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) / Shin Film (SK) 

 

The Legend of Seven Golden Vampires (Qi jin shi/七金屍) 

Director: Roy Ward Baker (UK), Chang Cheh (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Hammer Pictures (UK)   

 

Shatter (aka Call Him Mr. Shatter) (Duo ming ci ke/奪命刺客) 

Director: Michael Carreras, Monte Hellman (UK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Hammer Pictures (UK) 

 

Supermen against the Orient (Si wang yi hou/四王一后) 

Director: Adalberto Albertini (Italy) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), I.N.D.E.F. (Italy)   

 

Virgins of the Seven Seas (Yang ji/洋妓) 

Director: Kuei Chih-hung (HK), Ernst Hofbauer (Germany) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Rapid Film (Germany) 

 

This Time I’ll Make You Rich (Cai xing gao zhao/財星高照) 

Director: Frank Kramer 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK) 

 

1975 

The Man from Hong Kong (Zhi dao huang long/直搗黃龍) 

Director: Jimmy Wang Yu (HK), Brian Trenchard-Smith (Australia) 

Studio: Golden Harvest (HK)   

 

Supermen against the Amazons (San chao ren yu nu ba wang/三超人與女霸王) 

Director: Al Bradely 

Studio: Shaw Brothers, I.N.D.E.F. (Italy) 

 

Cleopatra Jones and the Casino of Gold (Nu jin gang dou kuang long nu/女金剛鬥

狂龍女) 

Director: Charles Bail (USA) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK), Warner Bros. (USA) 
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Blood Money (aka The Stranger and the Gunfighter/Long hu zou tian ya/龍虎走天

涯) 

Director: Antonio Margheriti 

Studio: Shaw Brothers, Champion Films (Italy) 

 

1977 

The Mighty Peking Man (Xing xing wang/猩猩王) 

Director: Ho Meng-hwa (HK) 

Studio: Shaw Brothers (HK)  
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APPENDIX E 

List of Films Cited in the Dissertation (1955-1976) (chronological orger) 

 

JP=Japan, HK=Hong Kong, SK=South Korea, TW=Taiwan, IN=Indonesia, 

PH=Philippines, GM=Germany, IT=Italy 

 

The New Earth (Die Liebe der Mitsu, Atarashiki tsuchi) 

Dir. Arnold Fanck and Itami Mansaku, Dr. Arnold Fanck-Film (GM) and Nikkatsu 

(JP), 1937 

 

Hurrah Freedom!(Jayumanse 자유만세) 

Dir. Choi In-kyu, Koryo Pictures (SK), 1946 

 

Rashomon (羅生門) 

Dir. Kurosawa Akira, Daiei (JP), 1951 

 

The Evil Night (Ag-ya 악야) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Film and Art Association (SK), 1952 

 

Anatahan (aka. Saga of Anatahan) 

Dir. Josef von Sternberg, Daiwa (JP), 1953 

 

Merry-Go-Round (Huan xi yuan jia歡喜冤家) 

Dir. Cheng Bugao, Great Wall Movie Enterprise (HK), 1954 

 

Korea (코리아) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Film and Art Association (SK), 1954 

 

Dream (Ggum 꿈)  

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1955 

 

The Youth (Jeolm-eun geudeul 젊은 그들) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1955 

 

A Cross in Gunfire (Pohwasog-ui sibjaga 포화속의 십자가) 

Dir. Lee Yong-min, Gongrib Pictures (SK), 1955 
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The Box of Death (Jugeom-ui sangja 주검의 상자) 

Dir. Kim Ki-young, Liverty Production (SK), 1955 

 

Miss Kikuko (Ju zi gu niang菊子姑娘) 

Dir. Yan Jun, Guotai Film Company (HK), 1956 

 

Season of the Sun (Taiyō no kisetsu 太陽の季節) 

Dir. Furukawa Takumi, Nikkatsu (JP), 1956 

 

Crazed Fruit (Kurutta Kajitsu 狂った果実) 

Dir. Nakahira Ko, Nikkatsu (JP), 1956 

 

Muyoungtap (무영탑) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1957 

 

The Flower in Hell (Ji-oghwa 지옥화) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1958 

 

A Confession of a Female College Student (Eoneu yeodaesaeng-ui gobaeg djsm  

어느 여대생의 고백) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1958 

 

Dongshimcho (동심초) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1958 

 

La Traviata (Chunhui 춘희) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1958 

 

Rusty Knife (Sabita naifu 錆びたナイフ) 

Dir. Masuda Toshio, Nikkatsu (JP), 1958 

 

Ashes and Diamonds (Popiól i diament). 

Dir. Andrzei Wajda, Zespól Filmowy "Kadr" (Poland), 1958 

 

Diau Charn (貂蟬) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1958 

The Kingdom and the Beauty (Jiang shan mei ren 江山美人) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1959 
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The Nun’s Story,  

Dir. Fred Zinnemann, Warner Bros (US), 1959 

 

It’s not her Sin (Geu yeoja-ui joega anida 그녀의 죄가 아니다) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1959 

 

A Sister’s Garden (Jamae-ui hwa-won 자매의 화원) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Seoul Pictures (SK), 1959 

 

A Returned Man (Dol-a-on sana-I 돌아온 사나이) 

Dir. Kim Soo-yong, Shin Films (SK), 1960 

 

A Love History (Salang-ui yeogsa 사랑의 역사) 

Dir. Lee Kang-cheon, Shin Films (SK), 1960 

 

Back Door (Hou men 後門) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1960 

 

Houseguest and a Mother (Sarangbang Sonnimgwa Eomeoni 사랑방 손님과 어머니). 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1961 

 

Romance Papa (Romaenseu Papa 로맨스 파파) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1961 

 

Evergreen Tree (Sangnoksu 상록수) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1961 

 

The Chivalrous Robber (Iljimae 의적일지매) 

Dir.Jang Il-ho, Sin Films (SK), 1961 

 

Il Gobbo (aka The Hunchback of Rome)  

Dir. Carlo Lizzani, Dino de Laurentis Cinematografica (IT), 1961 

 

Seong Chun-hyang (성춘향) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1961 

 

Splendor in the Grass 

Dir. Elia Kazan, Warner Bros (US), 1961 
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Bound by Chaste Rule (Yeollyeomun 열녀문) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Tyrant Yeonsan (Pokgun Yeonsan 폭굮연산 part1 and part 2) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

A Sad Cry (Bulleodo Daedab-eomneun Ireumi-yeo 불러도 대답 없는 이름이여) 

Dir. Jeon Eung-joo, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Cool and Cold (Mujeong 무정) 

Dir. Lee Gang-cheon, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Love as You Want (Maeum-daero Sarang Hago 마음대로 사랑하고) 

Dir. Kim Yong-deok, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Somewhere in the World (Isesang Eodin-ga-e 이세상 어딘가에) 

Dir. Jeon Eung-joo, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Teacher Waryong’s Trip to Seoul (Waryong Seonsaeng Sang-gyeong-gi 와룡선생 상

경기) 

Dir. Kim Yong-deok, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Family Meeting (Gajog Hoe-ui 가족회의) 

Dir. Park Sang-ho, Shin Films (SK), 1962 

 

Knife in the Water (Nóz w wodzie) 

Dir. Roman Polanski, Zespol Filmowy ―Kamera‖ (Poland), 1962 

 

The Love Eterne (Liang Shan Po yu Zhu Ying Tai 梁山伯與祝英台) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1963. 

 

The Cloud Bridge of Gratitude (Boeunui Gureumdari 보은의 구름다리) 

Dir. Choi Gyeong-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1963 

 

I Have a Secret (Naneun Bimiri Itda 나는 비밀이 있다) 

Dir. Kim Yong-deok, Shin Films (SK), 1963 

 

A Gate of Hell (Jiongmun 지옥문) 

Dir. Lee Yong-min, Sejong Pictures (SK), 1963 



 

 

  412 

 

Oyster Girl(ke nu 蚵女 남해의 연가) 

Dir. Hsing Lee and Chia Li, CMPC (TW), 1963 

 

Donovan’s Reef 

Dir. John Ford, Paramount (US), 1963 

 

Zulu 

Dir. Cy Endfield, Diamond Films (UK), 1964 

 

The Red Muffler (Ppalgan Mahura 빨갂 마후라) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1964 

 

Deaf Samryong (Beongeori Samryongi 벙어리 삼룡이) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1964 

 

The Story of Bae, Local Official (Baebijang 배비장) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Star Film (SK), 1965 

 

To the Last Day (I Sesang Kkeutkkaji 이 세상 끝까지) 

Dir. Go Yeong-nam, Hap-Dong Pictures (SK), 1965 

 

Sorrow Even Up in Heaven (Jeo Haneul-edo Seulpeum-I 저 하늘에도 슬픔이) 

Dir. Kim Soo-yong, Shin Films (SK), 1965 

 

The Heir (Sangsokja 상속자) 

Dir. Kim Soo-yong, Shin Films (SK), 1965 

 

The Sino-Japanese War and Queen Min the Heroine (Cheong-iljeonjaenggwa 

yeogeol Minbi 청일젂쟁과 여걸 민비) 

Dir. Lim Won-sick, Shin Films (SK), 1965 

 

The Burglar Story (Shonin no isu) 

Dir. Yamamoto Satsuo, Daiei (JP), 1965 

 

Beautiful Duckling (Yang ya ren jia 養鴨人家) 

Dir. Hsing Lee, CMPC (TW), 1965 

 

Xi Shi: Beauty of the Beauties (Shang ji 西施) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Grand Motion Pictures (TW), 1965 
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A Few Dollars More (Per qualche dollaro in più) 

Dir. Sergio Leone, P.E.A. Rome (IT), 1965 

 

Affection (Yu Jeong 유정) 

Dir. Kim Soo-yong, Yeonbang Pictures (SK), 1966 

 

Daisies (Sedmikrásky) 

Dir. Vera Chitylova, Filmové Studio Barrandov (CZECH), 1966 

 

The Good, The Bad, and The Ugly (Il buono, il brutto, il cattivo) 

Dir. Sergio Leone, P.E.A. Rome (IT), 1966 

 

The Magnificent Trio (Bian Cheng San Xia 邊城三俠) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1966 

 

Come Drink With Me (Da Zui Xia 大醉俠) 

Dir. King Hu, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1966 

 

The Blue and the Black (Lan yu hei 藍與黑) 

Dir. Doe Ching, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1966 

 

Dragon Gate Inn (Long Men Ke Zhan 龍門客棧) 

Dir. King Hu, Union Film (TW), 1967 

 

The One-Armed Swordsman (Du Bei Dao 獨臂刀) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1967 

 

The Fireman’s Ball (Horí, má panenko) 

Dir. Milos Forman, Filmové Studio Barrandov (CZECH), 1967 

 

Tender Heart (Dajeongbulsim 다정불심) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1967 

 

Mountain Bandits (Majeok 마적), 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Deok-heung Film (SK), 1967 

 

Traces (Ijojanyeong 이조잔영) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1967 
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The King’s First Love (Imgeumnimui Cheotsarang 임금님의 첫사랑) 

Dir. Lee Kyu-woong, Anyang Pictures (SK), 1967 

 

To Sir, with Love 

Dir. James Clavell, Columbia Pictures (US), 1967 

 

The Golden Swallow (Jin Yan Zi 女賊金燕子) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1968 

 

A Wonderer (Pungranggaek 풍랑객) 

Dir. Lim Won-sick, Shin Films (SK), 1968 

 

Trumpet in the Sky (Bamhaneurui Treompet 밤하늘의 트럼펫) 

Dir. Yang Myung-sik, Shin Films (SK), 1968 

 

Baldheaded Bachelor (Daemeori Chonggak 대머리 총각) 

Dir. Shim Woo-seop, Shin-A Film (SK), 1968 

 

A Child of Winds and Clouds (Pung-una 풍운아) 

Dir. Lim Won-sick, Shin Films (SK), 1968 

 

The Life of a Woman (Yeoja-ui ilsaeng 여자의 일생)  

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1968 

 

The Homeless Wanderer (Musukja 무숙자) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1968 

 

Prince Daewon (Daewongun 대원굮) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Anyang Pictures (SK), 1968 

 

Death by Hanging (Kōshikei 絞死刑) 

Dir. Oshima Nagisa, Art Theatre Guild (JP), 1968 

 

Return of the One-Armed Swordsman (Du bi dou wang獨臂刀王) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1969 

 

Eunuch (naesi 내시) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Shin Films (SK), 1969 
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Tora-san (Otoko wa tsurai yo 男はつらいよ) 

Dir. Yamada Yoji, Shochiku (JP), 1969-95 

 

Diary of a Shinjuku Thief (Shinjuku dorobô nikki 新宿泥棒日記) 

Dir. Oshima Nagisa, Art Theatre Guild (JP), 1969. 

 

The Man Who Left His Will On Film (Tōkyō sensō sengo hiwa 東京戰争戦後秘話) 

Dir. Oshima Nagisa, Art Theatre Guild (JP), 1970 

 

The Chinese Boxer (Long Hu Men 龍虎鬥) 

Dir. Jimmy Wang Yu, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1970 

 

A Place to Call Home (Yu nu qin qing玉女親情) 

Dir. Wu Chia-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1970 

 

Duel of Fists (Quan Ji拳擊) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1971 

 

Straw Dogs 

Dir. Sam Peckinpah, ABC Pictures (US), 1971 

 

The Big Boss / Fists of Fury (Tang Shan Da Xiong 唐山大兄) 

Die. Lo Wei, Golden Harvest (HK), 1971. 

 

A Touch of Zen (Xia Nu 俠女) 

Dir. King Hu, Union Film (TW), 1971 

 

The Water Margin (Shui hu zhuan 水滸傳) 

Dir. Chang Cheh, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1972 

 

The House of 72 Tenants (Qi shi er jia fang ke 七十二家房客) 

Dir. Chor Yuen, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1972. 

 

Summertime Killer (Un verano para matar) 

Dir. Antonio Isasi-Isasmendi, Isasi P.C. (SPAIN), 1972 

 

Fists of Fury / The Chinese Connection (Jing Wu Men 精武門) 

Dir. Lo Wei, Golden Harvest (HK), 1972 
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The Warlord (Da jun fa 大軍閥 ) 

Dir. Li Han-hsiang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1972  

 

Intimate Confessions of a Chinese Courtesan (Ai nu 愛奴)  

Dir. Chor Yuen, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1972 

 

Hong Kong 73 (Xiang Gang qi shi san) 

Dir. Chor Yuen, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1973. 

 

Sexy Girls of Denmark (Dan Mai jiao wa 丹麥嬌娃) 

Dir. Lu Chi, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1973 

 

Rose and Wild Dog (Jangmi-wa deulgae 장미와 들개) 

Dir. Shin Sang-ok, Hap-dong Pictures (SK), 1975 

 

Black Spider (Heuggeomi 흑거미) 

Dir. Kim Si-hyun, Hwa-Cheon Gongsa (SK), 1975 

 

Secret Rivals (Nan quan bei tui 南拳北腿 비밀객) 

Dir. Ng See-yuen, Seasonal Fim Corporation (HK), 1976 

 

Killer Clans (Liu xing hu die jian 流星蝴蝶劍) 

Dir. Chor Yuen, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1976 

 

Jumpin’ Ash (Tao hui 跳灰) 

Dir. Po-chih Leong and Siao Fong Fong, Bang Bang Pictures (HK), 1976 

 

In the Realm of the Senses(Ai no Korīda 愛のコリーダ) 

Dir. Oshima Nagisa, Oshima Production (JP), 1977 

 

Executioners from Shaolin (Hong Xi Guan yu Hong Wen Ding 洪熙官) 

Dir. Liu Chia-liang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1977 

 

The 36th Chamber of Shaolin (Shao Lin san shi liu fang 少林三十六房) 

Dir. Liu Chia-liang, Shaw Brothers (HK), 1978 

 

Crouching Tiger Hidden Dragon (와호장룡 臥虎藏龍) 

Dir. Ang Lee, Columbia (US), 2000 
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Musa (무사 武士) 

Dir. Kim Sung-soo, CJ/Sidus/Beijing Film Studio (SK/PRC), 2000  

 

Bicheonmoo (비천무) 

Dir. Kim Young-joon, Taewon Entertainment (SK), 2000 

 

One Spring Day (봄날은 갂다) 

Dir. Hur Jin-ho, Applause Pictures/Shochiku/Sidus (SK/HK), 2001 

 

Jan Dara  

Dir. Nonzee Nimibutr, Applause Pictures (THAI), 2001 

 

The Eye (Jian gui 見鬼 디아이) 

Dir. Pang Brothers, Applause/Raintree (SK/THAI), 2002 

 

Hero (Yīngxióng 英雄 영웅) 

Dir. Zhang Yimou, Sil-Metropole, CFG, Elite (US/PRC/HK), 2002 

 

Ten Hundred Years Lake (Cheonnyeonho천년호) 

Dir. Lee Kwang-hoon, Hanmaek (SK/PRC), 2003 

 

 

Perhaps Love (Ru guo ai 퍼헵스 러브) 

Dir. Peter Chan,Applause Pictures (HK/SK/TW/PRC), 2005 

 

 

Shadowless Sword (Mu-yeong-gum 무영검) 

Dir. Kim Young-joon, Taewon/New Line (SK/PRC/HK), 2005 

 

The Promise (Wu ji, 無極 무극) 

Dir. Chen Kaige, CFG/Moonstone/CJ (PRC/HK/SK/TW/JP), 2005 

 

Seven Swords (Qi jian 七劍 칠검) 

Dir. Tsui Hark, Sundream/Huayi/Boram/Cubical/Fortissimo (HK/PRC/SK/TW/JP), 

2005 

 

A Battle of Wits (Mo Gong 墨攻 묵공) 

Dir. Jacob Cheung, Sundream/Huayi/Boram/Cubical/Fortissimo 

(HK/SK/PRC.TW/JP), 2006 
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The Warlords (Tou ming zhuang 投名狀 명장) 

Dir. Peter Chan, Morgan &Chan Films/Media Asia (PRC/HK/TW), 2007 

 

Red Cliff (Chi bi 赤壁 적벽대젂) 

Dir. John Woo, CFG/Avex/Lion Rock/CMC/ShowBox (PRC/HK/SK/TW/JP/US), 

2008 

 

Three Kingdoms: Resurrection of the Dragon (San guo zhi jian long xie jia 三國之

見龍卸甲 삼국지 용의눈물) 

Dir. Daniel Lee, Taewon Entertainment (SK/PRC), 2008 

 

Sophie’s Revenge (Fei chang wan mei 非常完美 소피의 복수) 

Dir. Jin Yimeng, CJ/Beijing Perfect World, CFG (SK/PRC), 2009 
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