UNIVERSITY OF LEEDS

This is a repository copy of Soft Power, Film Culture and the BRICS.

White Rose Research Online URL for this paper:
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/116250/

Version: Accepted Version

Article:
Cooke, P (2016) Soft Power, Film Culture and the BRICS. New Cinemas, 14 (1). pp. 3-15.
ISSN 1474-2756

https://doi.org/10.1386/ncin.14.1.3 2

© 2016 Intellect Ltd. This is an author produced version of a paper published in New
Cinemas. Uploaded in accordance with the publisher's self-archiving policy.

Reuse

Items deposited in White Rose Research Online are protected by copyright, with all rights reserved unless
indicated otherwise. They may be downloaded and/or printed for private study, or other acts as permitted by
national copyright laws. The publisher or other rights holders may allow further reproduction and re-use of
the full text version. This is indicated by the licence information on the White Rose Research Online record
for the item.

Takedown
If you consider content in White Rose Research Online to be in breach of UK law, please notify us by
emailing eprints@whiterose.ac.uk including the URL of the record and the reason for the withdrawal request.

eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/



mailto:eprints@whiterose.ac.uk
https://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/

Soft Power, Film Culture and the BRICS

Paul Cooke

‘BRICS turn film market on its head’
Writing in the Financial Times 2013, Andrew Edgecliffe-Johnson argued that the
BRICS groupof emerging nations (Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa) had
now reached a poinin their development where they had effectiveiflipped” the
film market, focusingJS filmmakers and distributors on international opportunities
and creating a biggadS market for foreignfilms’ (Edgecliffe-Johnson 2013). The
main focus for Edgecliffe-Johnsoaswell asseveral other commentatasthe time,
wasin actual fact the rapid growth of the Chinese market, wim@012 became the
second largest film market after the USA, and which some commentators predicted
would overtake the USAas soon as 2018 (Plowright 2015). Edgecliffe-Johnson
suggests that this development might open up wheld’s cinemato more
internationalUS co-productions that couldn turn, increasélollywood’s appetite for
the production of non-English-language films for international markets. However, the
main opportunityin the sights of the Hollywood majoes the time was, without
doubt, the chancw® sell their mainstream, English-language, prodadhe Chinese
market, a market that, moreover, seemed immntonthe overall slowdowrin the
Chinese economy proofit were neededas Peter Shiao (CEO of Orb Media Group
and Chair of the annudJS-China Film Summit) observes, that historyis any
indicator when therés stress in the social fabric of society people rely on movies
evenmore’ (Quotedin Carroll and Phillips 2015).

The growing importance of the Chinese market for Hollywasdyell asthe

broader shiftsn the global geopolitical landscape, signallgdthe riseof the wider



BRICS grouping, has had a range of knock-on effects for global film culture.
Remaining for the moment with China, this has &iChris Homewood has notetm,

the growing incorporation of Chinese elements into Hollywood blockbustensler

to win one of the coveted 34 places allocated a y@aron-domestic productions
(Homewood 2014). For examplié,is noticeable the extemd which China has been
presentedisa ‘deus ex machina’ in recent Hollywood films, theountry’s apparently
boundless resources and technological ingenuity beingtasale the likes of John
Cusack or Matt Damon from calamitya host of epic blockbusters, be&/ia new-age
‘arks’ in the environmental disaster movie 2012 (2012), or the Chinese rocket booster
deployed to help save a stranded astrommadthe Martian (2015). That said, how
necessary, or even helpful, these elements realli a@isputedoy commentatorsAs
Yuxing Zhou observes, while the Chinese censor maghttmes seento use the
accusation ofin unfavourable depiction of China and Chinese culasa way of
preventing, omat least delaying, the release of a Hollywood finM:1-3 (2006), for
example was ostensibly refused a screening permiti@tige inclusion of a scene
depicting laundry hanging on bamboo pdles Shanghai street the real reason for
such decisionss far more likelyto be economic rather than political. Such decisions
invariable involve films looking for a release during the sumn@&ina’s most
popular film-going season, which the authorities tena@antto protect for domestic
productions (Zhou 2015: 6). Whigtlessin doubtis the importance of the increasing
number of English-languad¢S-Chineseco-productions facilitatethy the China Film
Co-Production Corporation (CFCC). CFCC productions aagfransformers: Age of
Extinction (2014) and Furious 7 (2015) not only coastdomestic’ releases ando

fall outside the 34-film non-domestic quota, they also allow the Hollywood padner



keep a larger percentage of the box-office receipts (Homewood 20isijhis that
has driven the major growth Hollywood’s engagement with China.

Hollywood’s motivation for this engagemeid straightforwardly financial.
More complex, and for some Western commentadbtsast morecontroversial, has
beenChina’s motivation. 2012 also saw a ser@sChinese-initiated events theUS
domestic market that, on the one hand, seemedmplement developments China
but, on the other, appear¢o some intent upon challengirgdollywood’s cultural
hegemonyat home.In July of that yeaChina’s Dalian Wanda Group acquired AMC,
the second largest movie theatre chaithe US. This was the beginnin§a series of
movesby Wanda that ledh 2015to its takeover of production and finance company
Legendary Entertainment for $3.5 billion, the largest a@déats kind by a Chinese
company. Wanda moreover matlelear that the company still had a long viago,
its ultimate ambition beingo become a major playen the global film industry,
growing the numbeof culturally-Chinese, internationally-focused productions made
in the country (Fritz and Burkitt 2016At the same time, PresideXt Jinping had
been engagingn high level talks with several of the Hollywood majors aina¢d
further strengtheningChina’s relationship with theUS film industry. These
developments provoked a good deal of attention amongst industry commentators,
being seerby manyasa worrying example o€hina’s strategic focus oits global
‘soft power’, with the Chinese authorities ostensibly using ¢bentry’s economic
might to buy its way into the Hollywood Dream Factory’ andin so doing gain the
kind of cultural influence American governments have long saiogithieve via this
particular industry (Nunns 2012; Homewood 201@hina buys soft power with hard

cashin Hollywood’, declared the French Associated Pri@s2016, warning readers



that ‘there is no such thingasa freelunch’ and thatChina’s growing influence will

have significant consequences for the industry (AFP 2016).

Defining Soft Power

The term‘soft power’ was coinedy the political analyst Joseph Nyethe 1990<0
describe what he saas the increasing emphasis put on thewer of attaction’ in
international foreign relations, rather than thad power’ of ‘coercion or payments’,
focusingin particular on the role of Americat thetime theworld’s only superpower
(Nye 2004: ix). Since thensoft power’ has been much discussed, migratagiNye
has more recently noted, from beirag academic concejjt..] to the front pages of
newspapers’ and finallyto the speeches ofop leaders’ around the world (Nye 2011:
81). There are any number of examples of tthen’s usageby political elitesto
characterize their approadh international relations andpn particular, the role of
cultureasa soft power vehicle for public diplomacg Jinping might certainly agree
with the commentators cited above th@iina’s engagement with Hollywoods
indeed parbf thestate’s self-conscious airto generate soft power through cultural
policy, if not with the concerns they share (The China Post 2014). FBIRI@S’
premier Vladimir Putin also emphasizes the role of cultural soft pasgart of
Russia’s ‘comprehensive toolkit for achieving foreign policy objectiyeshile
simultaneously decrying what his government defiagthe ‘unlawful use of“soft
power” and human rights concepts exert political pressure on sovereigates’
(Putin 2013). Similarlyin the UK one might mention the 2014 House of Lords select
committee report onSoft Power and th&/K’s Influence’, which explored the way
the country’s cultural assets should be leveragegromote and protect theation’s

economic and wider politad interests globally (House of Lords 201@y. one could



point to the centralityof culturein the EU’s ‘Preparatory Action’ report Culturein

EU External Relations, which puts forward a series of suggestions for theiways
which membertates’ collective ‘cultural powercan|...] be transformed into soft
power’ through the more effective coordination of resoulicesrderto support the
circulation of cultural products (via, for example, European film festivals). Crucially
the report highlights whait perceivesto be the attractiveness ofhe European
“narrative’”’, whichit definesasa celebration of the fundamentBlropean’ values of
‘cultural diversity’ and ‘freedom of expression’ (Isar et al. 2014: 7-20, italicsn
original).

From this snapshot of some of the waysvhich the soft poweof cultureis
being instrumentalized by political elitasjs clear that soft poweas a complex term.
Indeed, for some commentators, Nye included, the increasingly varied cantexts
which it is being used can run the danger of making the wrmlasticasto be of
little analytical use (Nye 2011: 81). Nonetheless, the mamevrhich it is used
around the world highlights the variaty ways national governments understand the
role of national and transnationalarratives’ — to returnto the EU report for a
moment- in helpingto shape global interactions, and the role that culture generally,
and film and median particular, haso playin this context. For China, th@untry’s
enormous financial resourcesvieaupported a whole host of cultural initiatives, from
the Confucius Instituted has set up around the woild orderto promote Chinese
culture and the learning of the Chinese languagihe expansion of China Central
Television (CCTV) into a global media network and, of couite,ever closer
engagement with Hollywoodn the UK, the relationship between economics and soft
power assets workén the opposite direction, theation’s cultural capital (its

language, the global recognition of certain British culttiselnds’, from the Premier



Leagueto the BBC) being leveragetb support economic growth. With regatal
film, here one might mention film-director DanBpyle’s opening ceremony for the
2012 Olympics, which was frequently cited a key reason for theK topping the
soft-power league table that year and contributiiipe £9.9bn boogb the economy
the games ostensibly generated (Gillespie @hdoughlin 2015: 388-9). Similarly,
the British film industry was a key partngr VisitBritain’s 2014 campaign, which
featured Bond, Wallace and Gromit and was tirteedoincide with the releasef a
new Paddington Bear movie. Theaddington is GREAT Britain’ campaigris saidto
have generated over £1.2Inextra tourism, trade and investment (Sweney 20[b).
Putin’s foreign policy statement, soft powisrconflated with questions of propaganda
and the way governments have sough{mis)represenRussia’s national mission
throughits culture. Film, once again, provides a useful w@yllustrate this. As is
discussedn this special edition of New Cinemay Vlad Strukov, the nomination of
Andrey Zvyagintsev’s 2014 film Leviathan for the foreign-language Oscar was
hugely controversial. The nomination of a film that offered a critical image of
contemporary Russian institutions outraged the Kremlin, which saw athia
deliberately provocativact by the American Academy of Motion Picture Arts and
Sciences. Although,as Strukov argues, the film has a far more ambivalent
relationship with the state than the headlinesthe Western press about the Oscar
nomination suggest. The production of the film wadact supported financiallpy

the state and, Strukov suggests, the debiategenerated was ultimately
instrumentalizedy the governmento increase the international visibility of Russian
culture, for allits criticism of thefilm’s content.At the same timeQutin’s statement

challenges the fundamental princigé soft powerasa means of gaining influence



precisely not through exerting pressure bythighlighting the attractiveness of a
country’s culturein orderto suggest the attractivenesstsfwider value system.

It is this principle whichis at the centre of th&U’s conceptualization of the
role of soft powerin its external relations, suggesting a model of interaction
however utopian this might appeaof mutuality and shared responsibility between
nationsin order to promote a collective understandinggbbbal cultural citizenship
that recognizes shared cultural riglaswell as sharedresponsibilities’ (Isar et al.
2014: 8).0f courseastheUK’s rejection of theEU in 2016 showed, this far easier
said than done, sinageultimately involves ceding control of theational narrative’,
allowing it to be co-createdin partnership with others. This processcofcreation
becomes both more complicated still, and more neceggaihg digital age, wheit
is increasingly difficult foran individual, or even a governmeng control the way
any single source of information will be distributed and interpreiednd users on
the internet. Now more than eves Nye suggestsglobal politics involves“verbal
fighting” among competingarratives’ (Nye 2011: 87)And, aswe cansee from our
discussion of China abovi,is a contest where the role of the traditionally dominant

‘combatants’, not least the USs increasingly challenged.

The BRICS and the Role of Film Culture

Like the concept of soft power, thBRICS’ was originallyan academic term that
now has the kinaf political purchase the economist JiNeill could never have
envisaged when he coined the acronym BRIQ001to describe a group of rapidly
emerging economies (O'Neill 2001). The BRIC countries represent 40% of the
world’s population andin the first decade of the 2Lentury were widely predicted

to overtake thes7 economiedn the next 20 years or so, with China and India (or



‘Chindia’ astheyar often referredo in the literature)in particular, functionin@gsits
engine (Engardio 2007; Foroohar 201@)was never envisagday O’Neill that this
grouping would become a political entity holding regular international sunmomits
that,in 2014,it would crege its own financial structure the New Development Bank
— aimedat providingan alternativeto the US-dominated International Monetary Fund
and World Bank (The Economist 2009).2010 the group expandéalinclude South
Africa, then thecontinent’s largest economy, anich the process signalled a further
move away fromO’Neill’s initial ecnomic definition of the group. Now the group
seemedto be asserting a political positioas a collective mouthpiece for the
developing world, and specifically for the rising importaméehe ‘Global South’,
which, along with Russia, might have the potent@alchallenge the political and
economic hegemonyf the Western worléh the 22! Century Puri 2010)

Within discussions of both soft power and the role of the BRIC8lobal
politics, cinema playsn important role At least since Griffiths, film has, of course,
been recognizedsanimportant medium for the communication ofi@ion’s values
to the rest of the world. And agaiat least since Griffiths, the terms of engagement
with this form of communication have largely been dictdigdHollywood. Thisis
most clearly evidencedh the continued economic dominance of Hollywood films
which consistentlyachieve the biggest worldwide grosses (Cooke 2007: 1-2). The
dominance of Hollywoodn much of the worlds attributableto a wide varietyof
factors, not leasto the consistent effortt)S Governments have put into gaining
global dominancen the areas of distribution and exhibitidh.is Hollywood that
largely controls which films audiences detsee wherever they may be. With most
cinema screenis large parts of the world showing Hollywood produicts with such

films that spectators are most famili#iris often very difficult for nondS films to



gain international distribution, particulary the US. Even films from outside North
America that do welkt the major film festivals suchs Venice, Berlin or Cannes
generally remain confinet the periphery, unabk® gain the screen space that would
allow themto secure a bigger shaoé the audience. Little wonder, then, thtats by
Hollywood’s standards thate define whatwe meanby ‘mainstream’ filmmakingin
much of the world. Th&JS is also fiercely protective ats distribution dominance,
lobbying for increasing global deregulation during the GATT and subsequent World
Trade Organization talkso thatit could further increasis market sharén parts of
the world that continuto protect domest film production and distribution (Miller et.
al., 2004). Having said that, one cannot deny the extraordinary pull of Hollywood,
evenin some places wheriés films are hardeto find. As Geoffrey Nowell-Smith
putsit:
Sometimes the banal truth are the valuable ones and this that the much-
mouthed banalities about Hollywoas dream factory are not only true but
important.[...] Hollywood is the biggest fabricator of fantasy, and tigits
enormous unchallenged strength. (Nowell-Smith 1998: 12)
Compare, for example the failure of Confucius (2010), a large-budget Chinese
historical biopic which was the product of a Chinese cultural policy intetaled
showcasdo the world the potential of the Chinese film industry. The film famously
flopped, evemat home, being unableo compete with Jame€ameron’s global hit
Avatar (2009), despite the Hollywood film receiving only very limited distribuion
China. Avatar grossed $4.8M on the first dayits release, while Confucius only
$1.8M week and this despite a much wider release (AFP 2010).
Hollywood has long been a k&yS soft power asset, regularly deployed

the nationto supportits drive to communicate the benefits @b value system, of



democracy and the potential of th&merican Dream’. Here one might mention the
post 9/11 discussions between the White House and Bryce Zabel, then chairman of
the Academy of Television Arts and Sciences about how Hollyweadd help the
government formulatés messagé¢o the rest of the world about who Americans are,
and what thepelieve’ (Miller and Rampton 2001). The rationale behind this was that
if more (specifically the Muslim part) of the world understood the benefits of
American democracyt would help protect the country against further terrorist
attacks. Thiss an approach that also recall$S cultural policy towards Germany
post-World War Two, when Hollywood was similarly seaha tool for spreading
democracyAs Jennifer Fajas shown, however, the power of Hollywdodpresent

a universally understandable message of democracy was chaliented specific
reading ofits films by audiencesn Germanyat the time. The success of soft powser
always rootedn a process oto-creation. Far from seeing Hollywood movias
straightforward depictions of theAmerican Dream’, Fay highlights how they were
often takerto parallel the spectacle of Nazi cinema, ando doing seemetb reveal,

for many in Germany, the racist foundations of the American nation. This was
particularly commorin the reception of the Westerns that were a staptbe films
suppliedby the US occupation forcet the time, their depiction of native Americans
as violent savages who must be controllbg the white settlers being reaabs
reminiscent of the Nazi presentation of Jews (Fay 2008: 81). More successful was
WestGermany’s own form of cultural diplomacin the 1970s, wheit promoted the
self-critical films of the New German Cinema abroaditsacultural organization the
Goethe Institute. Producdaly a generation of filmmakers who were accusing the
nation of not having com& terms withits culpability for the crimes of National

Socialism, thestate’s active promotion of filmsby Rainer Werner Fassbinder,



Margarethe von Trotta, Volker Schlondorff and others conversely shoovéide
world that the nation was indeed attempttogaceits past and thaits democratic
structures were strong enougghengagean dialogue withits detractors (Knight 2004
28-30).

That said, for alits critics, Hollywood remains vg attractiveto audiences
around the world andgsis evidencedn both the much cited annual Monocle soft
power surveyaswell asErnst&Young’s ‘Soft PowerIndex’, it continuego function
as a key plankin the ongoing success of Ameriea one of theworld’s leading
exponents of soft power, despite the role the nation playegnerating the global
financial crisisin 2008aswell asin the destabilization of Middle Eastern stateshe
wake of Georg&V. Bush’s ‘War on Terror’ (Bloomfield 2013; Ernst &Young 2012).
Nonethelessas suggestedn EdgecliffeJohnson’s article for theFT, things would
appearto be shifting.Or at leastit would seem that other parts of the world are
seeking eitheto emulate- or indeedasin the case of Chinag co-opt— Hollywood
to support their soft-power strategy.

Thisis particularly visiblein India. The Hindi film industry, known around the
world as Bollywood, produces around 1000 feature films annually, attragting
excess of a billion spectatoas home and across the Indian diaspora. This diasporic
audience is hugely significant not only for the success of the film industry but the
entire Indian economy;Non ResidentIndians’ (NRI) invest around $70 billion
annually (4% of India’s GDP) in the country (Bellman 2015). The growing
importance of NRIs has had a particularly noticeable impact on the image of the
Indian migrantin Bollywood. As Ingrid Therwath putsit, ‘Once unloved and
portrayedasthe epitome of moral corruption, [the NRI has become] the embodiment

of the national ethoaswell asof a triumphant apitalism’ (Therwath 2010: 4). Since



the 1990s, the NRI has frequently been presesdedBrand Ambassador’ for India,
reflecting a cosmopolitan version of modernity that embraces global capitalism while
preserving traditional Indian (patriarchal) values (Therwath 2010El)ha Tiger
(Once There was a Tiger, Kabir Khan, 2012), for example, a musical spygtack/
partially set in Dublin, presentsits protagonistsas cosmopolitan travellers,
comfortable in the most exotic of settings- specifically in this case a
‘Bollywoodized’ version of the Irish capital, replete with leprechaun hats and a
Bhangra-dancing Hurling team. Thssthe Ireland of théCeltic Tiger’ thatis distinct
from, but sits comfortably with, the IndiafTiger’, the film’s eponymous hero
(Barton 2016: 176-8). Theris no official compulsionin India for filmmakersto
supportan official soft power strategy. The Indian indusisynotoriously unregulated
and receives verlttle in the way of financial state support that might incengvis
official collaboration with governmental initiatives. The use of Dublsa location
was du€do Ireland’s generous tax-credit system for film productions. However, within
the Indian industry theris also support for theountry’s overall aim of usingts soft
power assetfo present the nation favourably the NRI community. The producer
and director Yash Chopra, for example, insists that the industry hasoral
responsibility [to] depict Indiaat its best. We’re the historians of Indid...]. The
Indian Diaspora must maintaits identity, its roots’ (Quotedin Therwath 2010: 9).
And, this has been strongly welcomég the governmentas the former Prime
Minister Manmohan Singh made clear2008:

the soft power of Indian some ways can be a very important instrument of

foreign policy. Cultural relationdndia’s film industry — Bollywood — | find

wherever Igoin the Middle-Eastin Africa — people talk about Indian flm&o



thatis a new wayof influencing the world about the growing importance of
India. (Quotedn Therwath 2010:10)
Bollywood is a key component dBrand India’, its increasingly globally recognized
stars suchas Shah Rukh Khan and Deepika Padukone helgimgdrive the
international visibility of the nation. The Indian film industag well asthe size of
the global audience that wishtssee the films produced, are hugely significant for
the nation’s soft power appeal. And3s we have seen above, althougie Chinese
film industry does not consistently achieve the level of success attaynédlian
films, there isto a degree, a similar dynama¢ work within China. Since 2000 there
have been some very successful Chinese films, asgzhangYimou’s Hero (2002)
and House of Flying Daggers (2004), which suggest the potential global appeal of the
nation’s cinema. With the growth of Wanda, one might imagine that this potential
could gradually be realized.

While ‘Chindia’ is a case apart from the rest of tBRICS, the role of the
Brazilian, Russian and South African film industries, along with the economic pull of
their markets, also playan important rolein thesenation’s soft power strategies, not
leastasthey,at times, seeko present the BRIC&sa coherent political bloc. Chinese
commentators, for example, pototthe need for the BRIC® work more effectively
togetherin orderto use the median a coordinated wato realize the groups potential
for the whole ofthe Global South. Reportingn the 2014 BRICS summit held
Brazil, timedto coincide with the start of the Football World Cuyp,Congju argues
that while the economic power of the grospgrowing, its collective voice, along
with that of rest of the developing world continuesbe ‘drowned out by the much
louder mediaof the West (Congju, 2014). Howeveras already noted, thiss

changing. China (CCTV), Russia (RT) and Brazil (Rede Globo) all support media



organizations withan international reach. This part of a global trend that, Jeremy
Tunstall notes, has fact been visiblat least since the late 1980s, pointtnghe fact
that theUS has now becom®a large-scale medianporter’, suggesting that while the
US mass medias still dominant,its influenceis declining (Tunstall 2008: xiv). Yet
more importantlyin terms of the overall argument of this present voluinleegs the
guestion Daya Kishan Thussu and Kaarle Nordenstreng‘Bsks the impressive
growth of median the BRICS countries and their greater visibility across the globe
indicate the end of globalizati@sWestrnization?’ (Thussu and Nordenstreng 2015:
13). Thereis little evidence that the likes &T and Globo will heed.i Congj’s call

to coordinate their effortdt is difficult to see how CCTV could engage wishazil’s
hugely successful telenovela industry, for example, one ofaiinéry’s key cultural
exports. However, with regartb film production specifically, the relationship
between BRICS member statssbecoming more intertwined. 2015 saw the first
BRICS media summiin Beijing. This was followedn 2016 by the launch of the
BRICS film festivalin India. Although quite small scalg, was seemsa significant
development for the group, aimé&nlpromote a sense of culturals well as political
coherence. More significantly, one semsincreasing number of internationed-
production deals being signed across the group, allowing mutual daodéss huge
global market, which already outstrips thkS and is continuingto grow. In the
process, member states are given the opportunitgenerate, and leverage the
potential of, cultural soft power through mutual cultural exchange (Pham Z0&2).
said, the ability of these natiorte take advantage of this opportunitgmains
contingent on their relative economic position within wigstill a very diverse
group,aswell asthe particular strengtbf their film industry and the economic model

which shape#. Russia and South Africa, for example, sreery different positions,



in terms of their film economie$y India or China. Moreover, the BRIC&an often

be simply one grouping amongst manywhich member states might wish place
themselves. While Brazil mighat times present itselés part of the BRICSas
Stephanie Dennison and Alessandra Meleiro nategther times thiss far less
importantto the country thants Latin American identity, oiits relationship with
Portugal. Nonethelessswe shall sean this volume o a lesser or greater extent all
the BRICS see a strategic value membership of the group. Moreover, all are
concernedo utilize the potential of soft power, keempresent the valué particular

it should be noted, of their nationfahrrative’ bothto the restof the world and their
own peopleathome. Film has a key rote playin this regard.

Across the BRICS, thegroup’s successin increasingits global profile
ultimately remains contingent on eachitsf constituentation’s ability to embrace
the need for théco-creation’ of soft powerasidentifiedby the EU, that is, the need
for political elitesto cede authorityn the generation of soft pow&s others.If we
returnto China, andas Yanling Yang discusseis her contributionto this volume,
while the country andts growing media industry wishée increase the number and
success of culturally Chinese films internationallgs indicatedin its so-called ‘go
abroad’ strategy- the government’s repeated effortto control the typesf films that
are shown internationigl and at homeis stifling the creativity of the industryAt
home there isit should be noted, some space for experimental, even critical, low-
budget film production, generally distributed straighDVD. However, these films
do not tendo find their way to the big screen, a far more rigidly controlled medium
of exhibition (Zhou 2015: 240). Thus, they have limited impact on the mainstream
industry and certainly dtttle to support the generation of the type of soft power

saw generated, for examplay the West Germargovernment’s support for the



socially-critical New German Cinema the 1970sAs Lauren Rivers asks her
analysisof the 2013 Monocle soft power rankings:
does all this monetary investment matter, when the global public toeed
accept your values and legitimadyi?the case of China, many argue that the
crackdown on modern and radical expressions of Chinese art and free
speech, muddled with the inability for countri@strust their values with
communist overtones are posing serious obstadetheir influence, no
matter how much they spend. (Rivers 2013)
Nonethelessaswe have seen, the influence of Chisancreasingasis its impact on
global film culture. And whilein the West, and on the pages of Monocle, there
often discussion of the need for Chiwaaddress human rights issugspther parts of
the world, particularly Africa, China has a great deal of influence, wittpuhEc’s
view of the country frequently aligning with the version of China foundecent
Hollywood films. Thenation’s ability to support the development of theorld’s
technical infrastructures frequently seeasa collective good (Cooke 2009).

Of course, given the ever weakening economies of Russia, Brazil and South
Africa, the slowdownin the growth of China was wels the political turmoil
provokedby charges of corruptioat the highest levein Brazil and South Africa,
only time will tell if — or how long— the BRICS will remain a significant political
grouping. Nonetheless, however global geopolitics contitmelevelop, and indeed
however consumption patterns of audio-visual culture contitoueshift as the
technologies of distribution and exhibition contirtoelevelopin the digital age, film
culture, for the moment, remains a key assst national governments and

transnational groups vie for visibility and influence on the global stage.



This Special Edition of New Cinemas
This present volume has emerged from a project develop#ue Centre for World
Cinemas and Digital Culturest the University of Leeds, funddaly the Worldwide
Universities Network and the AHRC and offers the first detailed exploration of the
relationship between soft power and film culture across the BRICS, broadening the
dominant focusn the current scholarly literature on the rokefiim asa soft power
assein China and IndiaWe also seeko broaden the methodological approclthe
discussion of soft power and film adopteyl other scholars. This ham) date, been
dominatedby quantitative analysis and a focos policy. Here one might mention,
for example, the excellent work of Kaarle Nordenstreng &wya Kishan Thussu
(2015) or HongmeLi and LeslieL. Marsh (2016). This work also tenttsexamine
the wider media landscape of the BRICS, with only limited discussion of film culture
specifically.In the articles collected together here, the authors, too, explore the impact
of a policy focus on soft power across the BRICS. However, they aretéegnm
beyond this dimensionig examine three sets of interrelated questions:
1) How do the BRICS understand the role of film as a soft power asset and how
is this reflected in the size, and shape, of their support for the industry?
2) How is public policy around soft power reflected in the types of films that are
produced by, and in, BRICSember states? What does soft power ‘look
like’? Do the film’s produced help to support the ‘national narratives’ the
BRICS ostensibly wish to communicate? How do these film negotiate, or how
are they shaped by, the competing imperatives of the global film industry?
3) How do BRICS films find an audience? What are the mechanisms of

their consumptionn the digital age? How do these mechanisms provide new



opportunities, as well as challenges, for both governments and individual

citizens to reflect upon the nation’s soft power potential?

In their analysis of Brazil, Stephanie Dennison and Alessandra Meleiro
historicize the idea of BRICS, suggesting theat are now moving towards a post-
BRICS moment. The authors highlight the multiple waysvhich the country has
soughtto developits international profile through film, discussing the competing
networks within which the countig positioned beyond the BRICS. They thggnon
to examine the national eliteattemptto raise thecountry’s profile internationally
throughits failed campaigrno securean Oscar nomination for the hagiographic biopic
of theBrazil’s former president Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva, Lula: Son of Brazil (Fabio
Barreto, 2009). The Oscars also play a key nolé/lad Strukov’s discussion of soft
power and film culturén the Russian Federatiolm. a detailed accoumf the national
and international reception of the film Leviathan (Andrey Zvyagintsev, 2014)
Strukov explores what he definasthe nationatlite’s construction of Manipulative
SmartPower’, through which the country seet@raiseits international profile, and
authority, evenas it is attackedby the Western median the process, Strukov
explores how soft power operates differerstyhome and abroadis well as the
complex nature of soft-power generationthe digital age, focusingp particular on
the waysin which internet pirates played a pivotal ratethe debate generatdxy
Zvyagintsev’s film. The multifaceted naturef soft power, and particularly the
tension between the wayswhichit canplay outat home and abroad animportant
aspect of the argument of AshvinDevasundaram’s study of soft power and Indian
film culture. Devasundaram highlights the huge diversitylndian film culture
beyond Bollywood, lookingat the constructed naturef Bollywood as the

international face of the nation on screen. Instead, he explores the growing



significance of small-scaléndie’ productions that are beginnirtg challenge the
hegemonic position of Bollywoodit home, evenas they are often presented
internationally as examples of Bollywood. Yanling Yang moves the discussion
China. She examines the contradictiahthe heart of theountry’s international film
strategy, arguing for increased creative freedatnmomein orderto improve the
attractiveness of Chinese films on the international market. Finally, Paul Cooke
investigates the relationship of South African filothe national soft power narrative.
Like many of the other contributorso this volume, Cooke highlights the tension
between the role soft power plays domesticalba tool for nation building, and the
way it is usedto position the country internationally. Again, the case of South Africa
reveals the need for national elitesbe willing to cede authorityn the construction

of the national narrativedo cultural producersjf genuine soft poweis to be
generated. Cooke discusses, for example, the controversy surrounding the banning
Jahmil X.T.Qubeka’s thriller Of Good Reporatthe 2013 Durban International Film
Festival as child pornography, whiclit clearlyis not. In sum,it is the aim of this
volumeto investigate the competing pressures across the BRICS that shape the ways
its members understand filas vehicle of soft power generation, exploring the role
soft power plays along théndustry’s entire value change, from productida
consumptionaswell asthe wayit influences the types of films audiences around the

world getto see.
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