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The Aftermath of Rome 1957. The International 
Cinematographic Industry Associations Facing the 

European Single Market
matteo citrini

Twenty-five very serious gentlemen [...] wearing classic ties and dark 
hats walked into the Festival, among the starlets in golden swimsuits 
and poorly shaven nouvelle-vague directors, and went to lock them-
selves in a ping-pong room at the Carlton Hotel where, instead of 
throwing balls at each other, they threw statistics, type contracts, and 
articles of law1.

The colorful chronicle of what happened in Cannes in May 1962 
serves as a starting point to discuss the main topic of this essay: the 
associative impulse and diplomatic efforts of the major European 
cinematographic industries to tackle the rising problems that trans-
nationally gripped cinema, especially regarding Europe’s transition 
to the European Single Market (esm). Specifically, I intend to deal 
historically with the constitutive dynamics of the two main film asso-
ciations that would mark the dialogue with international institutions 
from the late 1950s onward: the Bureau International du Cinéma 
(bic, 1958) and the Comité des Industries Cinématographiques Eu-
ropéennes (cice, 1962).
The majority of media industry studies tend to identify 1989 as the 
birth year of a European discourse on cinema, labeling the preced-
ing period as stagnant or unsuccessful2. Nearly all the scholars who 
look at the European dimension of pre-1990s audiovisual media do 
so from an aesthetic or cultural standpoint, focusing on textual or au-
dience analysis rather than investigating the technological, industrial, 
and regulatory instances3. The opinion that “until the completion of 
the Single Market in 1986 there was little thought of a European film 
policy”4 has therefore been strengthened. 
I suggest that, instead, ever since the signing of the 1957 Treaty of 
Rome and thus from the initial stages of transition to the ESM, the 
highest decision-making spheres of the film industry in the so-called 
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“Europe of the Six” took action in response to what they experienced 
as a small revolution. Thus, two associations were born: bic, acting 
on the global level, and cice, acting on the European level. These two 
associations were to constitute both a policy-making pole, in which 
individual national instances could converge and dialogue, and a 
privileged channel through which to communicate with the newly 
created international institutions that dictated the new conditions of 
industrial activity. It is at this point that—as a result of the dialogue 
within the bic and cice, and between these associations and the Eu-
ropean authorities (in particular the Groupe Parlementaire Européen 
pour le Cinéma  or gpec),—a surprisingly dense and complex web of 
activity emerges. This essay merely presents the early stages of this ac-
tivity, culminating with the drafting and issuing of the first European 
directive on cinematographic matters in 1963.
There are perhaps two main reasons behind this aporia in the current 
historiography of European cinematographic industry. The first con-
cerns the accessibility of key sources, such as those produced by the 
associations themselves and preserved in the Italian anica archives5. 
In particular, BIC was headquartered in Rome and the Italian associ-
ation was an absolute protagonist (often in close collaboration with 
the French equivalent). The second reason is that the main direction 
in which the efforts of these associations went would, for reasons we 
shall see, limit the application of the Treaty; in other words, to protect 
the cinema from the esm. Theirs was an intense “techno-diplomatic”6 
effort, whose relevance does not end with the historical period cov-
ered here (the early 1960s), but constitutes a fundamental incubator 
for multiple key dynamics still present in the European audiovisu-
al framework7. One example is the economic definition of films as 
goods and services, and the process by which the ambiguous techni-
cal, industrial and artistic, and cultural attributes of the film industry 
are recognized and formalized in regulations. By the same token, we 
find observations and remarks in the agendas of these associations 
from sixty years ago regarding the complex and sophisticated mech-
anisms of protection, finance, taxation, and collaboration in cinema 
within and beyond the Community borders8. Furthermore, when it 
comes to the specifics of the European market, issues such as uneven 
production across the eu and attempts to rebalance it have been at 
the center of discussion practically since the signing of the Treaty of 
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Rome and remain relevant today, aligning with the two pillars of eu 
action towards the audiovisual industry: “regulate and support”9.

The perceived revolutionary consequences of the Treaty of Rome
History shows that the film industry tends towards international-
ization almost by vocation. Since well before 1957, we find traces 
of more or less successful attempts at continental or even world-
wide coordination of individual national realities in order to agree 
on technical standards, business practices, regulatory frameworks, or 
economic-financial dynamics. In this sense, probably the most sig-
nificant achievement before the Treaty of Rome was the founding 
of the Fédération Internationale des Associations de Producteurs de 
Films (fiapf) in 1933, which brought together representatives of pro-
duction from all over the world and constituted the womb in which 
many of the subsequent ideas and suggestions were gestated. But even 
focusing on the European reality alone, there was no shortage of pro-
posals in the early 1950s for a European Cinema Community that, 
looking to the virtuous example of co-productions, would prepare 
for “the advent of a European cinematographic market through the 
resolution of problems that currently hinder free trade”10.
Indeed, the discussion of a Single Market had been on the table for 
several years and was implemented in 1957, with the Treaty of Rome, 
which, in addition to establishing the directives for the transition of 
the six economies involved, also indicated a very precise timetable: 
the transitional period would be twelve years (1958-1970), divided 
into three four-year phases, each with specific minimum objectives to 
be achieved. In the words of Paul-Henri Spaak, one of the architects 
of the esm, this was the “largest voluntary and direct transformation 
in the history of Europe”11.
Despite this, the general reaction of film industry to the Treaty seems 
to imply that, for them, it was a bolt out of the blue, evoking much 
surprise and even more misgivings towards the directions and time-
lines presented. Providing an early and very influential reading of 
these changes was Nicola De Pirro with an article in “Bianco e nero”, 
in which the then Direttore Generale dello Spettacolo scrupulously 
analyzes which articles of the Treaty would affect the film industry 
and how they should be responded to, at least in Italy12. Speaking 
plainly about “revolutionary” aspects, De Pirro opens with a state-
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ment that has been reiterated ever since: the film industry is in itself 
an exception to any other economic sector. This uniqueness is due to 
multiple factors, but above all, it is grounded in its being both art and 
industry, in playing an obvious social and cultural role, in the unpre-
dictability of its trends, and in the complexity of its object, the film13. 
On this consideration, it has been argued that an ad hoc legislative 
arrangement for cinema was not only useful but necessary.
The first problem posed by the Treaty had to do with the very defini-
tion of film and, in particular, whether it should be considered a good 
or a service. This problem was a theoretical one, but it also took on 
political significance. If films were considered exclusively a service—
and as such exempted from the constraint to cancel import quotas for 
countries within the esm (Arts. 31, 32, and 33)—the rules imposed 
on this type of invisible transaction (Annex iii), could be applied. 
This was not a worry for Italy and France at all, while it was very 
much a concern for West Germany, whose protectionist policy had so 
far been almost exclusively based precisely on those quotas. Then, on 
the definition of film, we see the first split between the French-Italian 
and the German sides, with the latter attempting on several occasions 
to frame film as a service only, despite Italian skepticism14.
In addition to the issue of defining film, there was also an essential 
legal one: each of the nations involved had developed film legisla-
tion over the years that, albeit with profound differences, tended to-
wards protectionism. Here we see again the distance between an Ital-
ian-French axis, whose film laws were generally similar, and a German 
one, which, on the other hand, had always left production free. Now 
both policies had to be significantly updated in order to harmonize 
the market and, at the same time, avoid any form of discrimination 
at a national level (Art. 3). In this sense, the incompatibility of state 
subsidies (Arts. 92, 93, 100-103, and 113), which was fundamental 
in Italy and France, would have hardly been justified if West Germany 
did not want to adopt similar measures, since the Germans would be 
in a strong position having on their side “both the spirit and the letter 
of the Treaty”15. This is the first point where, according to De Pirro, 
we see the revolutionary aspect of the Treaty: the need for a radical 
abandonment of a “protectionist mentality” in favor of an “expan-
sionist and cooperative one”16.
Then there was the issue of the free movement of workers (Articles 
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48, 58, 67, and 68), the most important corollaries of which were 
the necessary redefinition at the European level of “national film” and 
the updating of co-production dynamics. Here comes another revo-
lutionary aspect of the Treaty, in that it “overturns the basis on which 
the reasons for aiding national industries currently rest”17. From this 
point of view, De Pirro captures another observation that is bound 
to leave its mark, namely that co-production would be the preferred 
route to guide the transition of filmmaking to the esm. If a shift from 
a bi- or trilateral to a plurilateral logic could be achieved, it would re-
sult in “a single overarching agreement, setting out which films will be 
eligible for aid from those states whose domestic laws provide for such 
aid”18. Hence, the prediction: “co-production films will turn into ‘Eu-
ropean’ films, films of ‘esm nationality’”19.
One also finds other thorny issues that add up to those just described 
and which attest to the radical nature, at least on paper, of the Treaty 
for the European film industry, capable of threatening the very foun-
dations on which national realities had hitherto been built. None-
theless, De Pirro ends his article by inviting readers to look at the 
possibilities of the esm:

The Common Market will bear fruit if attempts to standardize what 
is different are avoided and, instead, obstacles are removed to the 
emulation of all the willing who, especially in the field of cinema, 
where the artistic impulse is preponderant, succeed in asserting the 
peculiar aptitudes of their nationality, which the Common Market 
cannot and should not attempt to suppress. [...] The problems of pro-
duction have all been enunciated, as have suggestions, necessarily ge-
neral ones. To the producers, the operators, the representatives of the 
professional and working categories, and the officials of the relevant 
Ministries, the task now is to solve, as best they can, these problems20.

Indeed, there was no shortage of optimistic voices who saw the Treaty 
as an opportunity to develop a “rationalization of structure and meth-
ods”21 and, in doing so, to economically stabilize the sector. From 
this point of view, the shared hope was that both a production with 
an “exquisitely national character, of a high artistic level, ensuring 
the continuity of the various aesthetic schools and assuring [...] the 
genuine expression of the different peoples” and a European one, “of 
a high spectacular level suited to the different domestic tastes and 
suitable for competing, on foreign markets, with the production of 
third countries”, would be pursued22.
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Early associative endeavors on an international scale
Beyond critical analysis, it was also necessary to shape and pursue 
an effective persuasive action aimed at the European authorities that 
would be able to sensitize them to the complex world of cinematog-
raphy. In other words, it was necessary to quickly form a “European 
film consortium, which includes producers from the Market coun-
tries”23, and that this authority would take on the task of guiding de-
cision-making processes within the Community. Such an association 
was established shortly thereafter, but with a worldwide rather than 
European focus. Between 3 and 6 November 1959, a series of meet-
ings of the film industry took place in Paris aimed at establishing the 
groups that would form this new international bureau: on November 
3, the Groupe de travail sur le cinéma for the European Economic 
Community was constituted; on November 4, the Confédération In-
ternationale des Industries Techniques Cinématographiques (ciitc, 
later fiatc) was founded; on November 5, meetings were held be-
tween the two groups driving the project: the fiapf and the uiec 
(Union International de l’Exploitation Cinématographique); on No-
vember 6, the Fédération Internationale des Associations de Distrib-
uteurs de Films (fiadf) was first formed and then, at meeting room 
no. 92 on the Champs Elysées, in the presence of 47 delegates from 
22 countries, the four associations just mentioned gave birth to the 
Bureau International du Cinéma (bic), which brought them together 
into a single body based in Rome24. The Bureau was thus structured 
into the four founding groups, each heading its international coun-
terpart in the specific film industry sector of expertise: the fiapf group 
for production, the uiec group for exhibitors, the fiadf group for 
distribution, and the fiatc group for the technical industries25. The 
anica president, Eitel Monaco, was elected general delegate “by ac-
clamation”26.
The link between the stipulation of the Treaty and the birth of the bic 
is made evident by several elements: by the Working Group formed 
at the same time as its establishment, by the centrality of France and 
Italy in its mission, and by the very manner in which, in the pages of 
the trade journals, the birth of the bic was announced and explained. 
In an excerpt from the “Araldo dello spettacolo”, we read:

At particularly delicate moments in history, such as the ones we are 
currently experiencing, characterized by a series of high-level politi-
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cal initiatives, meetings of heads of state, diplomatic trips from East 
to West and vice versa, new proposals and new plans intended to 
open an era of peaceful and civilized international competitions, the 
elements in charge of the film industries throughout the world also 
felt the need to initiate solutions to the major problems of cinema 
through personal contacts at the top and through a series of meetings 
which, because of their content, because of the breadth of the inte-
rests at stake, but above all because of the methodical nature of the 
programs, may well be characterized as a first attempt at planning 
the multiform, chaotic and often contradictory activity of cinema27.

Such a proposition was reiterated in the statute of the Bureau itself, 
whose main task was in fact “l’étude en commun des problèmes in-
téressant l’Industrie cinématographique et d’assurer la mise en œuvre 
des solutions proposées”28. This objective was to be pursued in four 
ways: encouraging the increase in film production quality; promoting 
the increase in films with “international value;” pushing for complete 
tax exemption for the cinematographic industry; shaping audience 
loyalty29.
As its first public act, the BIC wrote an open letter to all the main 
international political and economic authorities expressing “the most 
serious concern of the production, distribution, exhibition, and tech-
nical industries, as a consequence of the ever-increasing difficulty of 
the conditions in which cinema finds itself ”30 and predicting that if 
adequate measures such as those in place in the United States were 
not taken, the “very foundations of the motion picture industry [will 
be] irremediably compromised”31.
Both the choice of Monaco as the general delegate and that of Rome 
as the headquarters make clear the role played by anica in the birth 
of the bic. This Italian centrality was further strengthened with the 
creation in 1960 of a new major international event explicitly con-
ceived as a meeting event for and by film industrialists: the Mercato 
Internazionale del Film E del Documentario (mifed), based in Milan. 
Monaco’s role is also central here, given the good relations he had 
established with the then general secretary of Fiera Milano, Michele 
Guido Franci. The mifed was an event of dual importance through-
out the 1960s: on the one hand, for networking practices aimed at 
creating commercial opportunities between film companies of differ-
ent nationalities; on the other, as the main date for the bic sessions. 
Through this “happy meeting of cinematographic Rome and indus-
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trial Milan”32, the anica secured a leading role in the international 
film industry.
In the meantime, several other initiatives took hold. In the field of 
trade press, 1960 began with an agreement between the five most 
important journals in the Community. “Araldo dello spettacolo”, “Le 
Film français”, “Filmblatter”, “Ciné-Presse” and “Weekblad Cinema” 
inaugurated a special section within each of their issues specifically 
dedicated to reporting the most important news and statistics that 
appeared in the others. The agreement took the form of a “system 
of cooperation that would allow the journals themselves to carry out 
a concerted information activity in favor of the film community”33, 
in the belief that “the difficult task of adapting European cinemas to 
the provisions of the ESM is characterized by a complex of technical 
problems to the solution of which the specialized press can make a 
valid contribution of studies and experiences”34.

The birth of CICE between skepticism and autonomy
Diplomatic operations in the European field found an important mo-
ment of development with the First European Conference of Cinema 
and Television, held at the Palais d’Egmont in Brussels between 15 
and 18 February 1961. Of these four days, which saw the partic-
ipation of the highest representatives of the six national industries 
involved in the transition process towards the esm, we have a detailed 
account35.
In addition to taking stock of the main challenges currently faced 
by the film community, and in addition to including television in 
the discussion table for the first time, the conference also marked 
the starting point for the creation of an ad hoc commission on the 
subject of the esm that would act as a mediator between the action of 
the European institutions’ officials (“who are the only ones with deci-
sion-making capacity”)36 and the national professional organizations, 
with the aim of “clarifying the action of the former and valorizing the 
proposals of the latter”37.
It is important to underline here how the urgent tone often adopted 
by representatives of the film industry on these occasions was not 
always echoed by those colleagues who were less involved on a repre-
sentative level. Sorrowful traces of this dichotomy can be found both 
in France and in Italy, where in 1961 we start to read of a cinema 
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that was culpably “late”38 with respect to European plans; this de-
lay, according to the authors of those articles, was largely due to the 
shortsightedness and indolence of many producers, distributors, and 
exhibitors, for whom the esm would constitute nothing more than “a 
charming fantasy, a very distant and almost unachievable prospect”39. 
It was also because of this lack of consensus within the film indus-
try itself that the commission planned during the 1961 conference, 
rather than assuming the mediation features described above, ended 
up taking on concrete initiatives for the safeguarding of European 
cinema.
Thus, we arrive at the 1962 Cannes Film Festival meeting described in 
the opening quote of the essay. The “twenty-five very serious gentle-
men” who met were in fact the representatives of the six European in-
dustries and, from that introduction of “statistics, standard contracts, 
and articles of law”, the Comité de l’Industrie Cinématographique 
Européenne (cice) emerged40. In the belief that through the cice it 
would have been possible to overcome any “controversial interpre-
tation of the relationship between cinema and the esm and between 
cinema and the State”41, a twofold objective was immediately set: “to 
create a permanent cinema office in Brussels which will keep in con-
tact with the central organizations of the esm [and] to explain to the 
various governments that the terms of the Treaty of Rome should 
not be applied to cinema”42. The assertion that the Treaty currently 
represented an unviable direction for cinema comes to the fore again, 
because the Treaty was perceived not only as impracticable but also as 
harmful to an activity that was as much industry as it was art, culture, 
and communication.
The executive body of the cice was composed of seven members43. 
Unlike the bic, the cice included representatives of the production, 
distribution, and technical industries but not of the exhibitors, who 
took an autonomous form by establishing the Union Européenne du 
Spectacle Cinématographique (uesc) in the same year44.
As mentioned, cice, while acting as a mediator between national in-
dustries and European bodies, also promoted solutions that were in 
some ways alternatives to, if not competitive with, those of the Euro-
pean Community. The most significant was the ambitious self-financ-
ing project, once again a brainchild of Monaco, who worked hard to 
implement it, and whose ultimate goal was the “total tax exemption 
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and the consequent renunciation of any form of state intervention”45. 
Faced with the slowness of action at both the state and European 
levels, cice became the epicenter for a third course of action, made 
necessary by the further worsening of working conditions: given the 
gravity of the current situation “découle l’absolue nécessité d’envisager 
de toute urgence la création d’un mécanisme, peut-être artificiels, mais 
qui ont en réalité un caractère anti-dumping et sont destinés à neutra-
liser un processus également artificiel et inexorable d’asphyxie à très 
brève échéance du Cinéma Européen”46. Consequently, with the idea 
that it must choose self-financing or death, the cice developed a new 
fiscal mechanism that provided for an additional levy on the cost of 
entrance tickets for all the Community movie theaters, according to a 
common percentage. The fund so obtained would then be deposited 
in Brussels and managed by “organisations supra-nationales”47, which 
would be responsible for dispensing it according to precise rules that 
reflected the productive rationality and the community value of the 
projects.  Far from stepping on each other’s toes, cice and bic immedi-
ately moved in a climate of evident correlation, very often supporting 
each other’s requests both explicitly and implicitly, and thus, in fact, 
reinforcing coherent diplomatic action by the film industries.
In the meantime, the bic was coming to the end of its first mandate, 
and in the spring of 1962, on the occasion of the fifth edition of 
mifed, elections were held for the new board, resulting in an equally 
convincing victory for Monaco and the political line held up until 
then48. In the field of initiatives, a White Paper had meanwhile been 
drawn up, edited by Alberto De Stefani, which included an exhaus-
tive and objective analysis of the problem of the unsustainable burden 
of taxes and duties that weigh on almost all the film industries: “The 
White Paper tends to demonstrate the absurdity, the injustice, and 
the unsustainability of a tax treatment that should hit the consumer, 
while today it weighs directly on the industry”49. This situation was 
aggravated in Europe by the German situation, similar to the Amer-
ican one and which in the early 1960s had further focused on tax 
reduction, thus implementing, according to the article, a “discrimi-
nation to the detriment of Italian and French industry, all the more 
serious if the peremptory requests of the governing bodies of the eec 
for a gradual abolition of the existing aid laws in France and Italy are 
accepted”50.
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The first months of 1963 were a time of maximum tension, with the 
suspension of production activity in France and the threat of the same 
operations in West Germany. In this case, too, the cice presented 
itself as sympathetic to the requests, outlining a framework of com-
plementarity so that the paths of national protest and international 
diplomacy would point towards the same goal: “tax relief, a uniform 
structure of cinema benefits, a more flexible and more comprehensive 
attitude both on the part of national governments and on the part of 
the supranational authority in Brussels”51.

The institutional point of view: the gpec and the first directive on 
cinematographic matter
On the European institutions front, 1963 marked the start of the 
first concrete initiatives aimed at adapting the general indications of 
the Treaty to the specific reality of the film industry. As already men-
tioned, this task was entrusted at the end of 195952 to the Groupe 
Parlementaire Européen pour le Cinéma (gpec), made up of repre-
sentatives of the national ministries responsible for the national man-
agement of cinema53. Here too, Italy played a leading role both be-
cause it was entrusted with the presidency of the group, in the person 
of Enrico Carboni, and because of the importance that the then Uni-
one Nazionale Produttori Film secretary, Enrico Giannelli, had in it. 
His papers, kept in the anica archives, constitute the most precious 
source of reference for the activity of the gpec in those years.
As reported in the minutes of the gpec meetings of 27 and 28 August 
1960, the group was created to carry out a specific series of tasks: 
drawing up a list of the European cinematographic problems, reach-
ing a co-production agreement between the six countries, and draft-
ing directives “afin de coordonner les normes des six pays en matière 
de registre cinématographique”54. To comply with these requests, the 
gpec initiated a round of consultations with the national associations 
of the countries involved. As for the Italian one, five points were 
highlighted: 1. See the problems of Community cinematography in 
a global and unitary way; 2. Avoid untimely and short-term changes 
that could cause economic crises; 3. Define what a “national film” is; 
4. Focus on co-production as a way to achieve economic integration; 
5. Ensure reciprocity in the dynamics of the free movement of labor55.
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After three years of consultations with national authorities and inter-
national associations and discussions within and outside the group, 
the first European directive on cinematographic matters was drafted. 
Issued by the European Council on 15 October 1963, the directive 
defined in much greater detail the limits and methods through which 
the film industry should face the transition to the Single Market.
Particularly interesting is the explanation of the reasons justifying this 
directive, and in which some battles of bic and cice are taken up 
again, and therefore confirmed also from the European institutional 
point of view: 

The Council recognized the complexity of the problems presented 
by the cinematographic industry, a complexity that is due, on the 
one hand, to the differences existing between the various regulations 
of national markets and, on the other, to the interventions of some 
States in production, in so far as the former and the latter are liable 
to distort the competition and, finally, to the difficulties connected 
with the determination of the nationality of films56.

In sum, the points addressed in the ten articles of the directive are the 
following:

- Articles 1 and 2: Definition of films;
- Articles 3 and 4: Criteria for the recognition of their nationality;
- Articles 5, 6, and 7: Consolidation of the liberalization in film 
distribution, exploitation, and exchange;
- Article 8: Prevention of quotas on the importation of prints, dupes 
and advertising material;
- Article 9: Temporary maintenance of the quotas currently in force 
in the field of programming;
- Article 10: Prevention of restrictions on importation resulting from 
discriminatory tax provisions.

The directive provides a definition of film that, in effect, puts an end 
to the German proposal to look at film as a mere service: a film is the 
“material support corresponding to the standard copy of a completed 
cinematographic work, intended for public or private projection, to 
which all the rights permitting its economic exploitation refer in ac-
cordance with the conventions and other international provisions”57. 
This definition, it is noted, was the result of a long debate that saw a 
decisive moment in the International Meeting on Cinematographic 
Law, which was held in Paris between 15 and 18 December 1962, 
and which indicated important changes to the first proposed text58. 
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The other key point of the directive was the identification of the seven 
criteria for the recognition of the nationality of a film, which there-
fore, contrary to De Pirro’s suppositions, was not transformed into a 
“community film”, but rather the individual national definitions were 
standardized among themselves, in accordance with the community 
principles of free circulation. 
Specifically, one aspect appreciated by the Italian and French trade 
press was a better definition of the production limits within mem-
ber states59. For example, it was established that at least 70% of stu-
dio filming needed to take place in film studios located in member 
countries, a provision that follows the historic Italian legislation on 
the subject, inaugurated by the 1949 Andreotti law and confirmed 
in subsequent ones, and which mitigated the risk of dumping for 
those technical industries, such as the Italian and French ones, that 
focused on the quality of their production facilities rather than on 
their cost-effectiveness60. Another important adjustment directly con-
cerns the requirements for recognizing the nationality of a film. The 
first regulation only covered a very small number of professionals who 
were required to belong to the country of origin, without providing 
any indication regarding multiple technical jobs. The risk was there-
fore that, from then on, foreign figures could be hired for tasks that 
had previously been required to be carried out by citizens of the coun-
try. The first directive filled this gap by reinstating the requirement 
for key figures such as scriptwriters, screenwriters, dialogue writers, 
and music composers, with the clause that professionals from another 
member state could also be considered valid, subject to approval by 
their own country.
Despite its importance, the first directive constituted only a first step 
towards European legislation on cinema. So much so that, without 
even having had time to analyze the first one, the trade press was al-
ready clarifying how “the text of a Second Cinematographic Directive 
[is] already ready in Brussels”61. This time, the main themes would be 
the liberalization of constraints on the construction of movie theaters, 
the abolition of the remaining import quotas, and the adoption of 
compulsory programming for all films originating in the European 
Economic Community62. Far from being over, the “resistance” of the 
European cinematographic industry had just begun. If the first direc-
tive constituted the initial victory of the newly formed international 
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associations, giving them prestige and eminence as intermediary ac-
tors, the mediation continued with several initiatives that still had 
to take shape, such as the aforementioned self-financing project for 
European cinema or the no less suggestive European identity card for 
negatives. At the bic meeting in late 1963, Monaco’s words under-
lined the urgency of pursuing these initiatives, if only “to denounce 
to the public opinion the gravity of a fiscal situation that is among the 
main factors threatening the survival of cinema, in contrast with its 
social and cultural functions”63. If the outcome of the game was still 
undecided, the playing field was now certain to be an international 
one.
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