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ABSTRACT

This thesis explores approximately two decades in the history of the Society for Education
in Film and Television (SEFT). During the 1960s and 1970s not only did film appreciation
metamorphose into media education, but what had been a marginal discipline operating at
grass-roots level in schools became established in the Academy in a variety of forms. Film
study provided the basis from which continental theory and cultural politics might be
explored. During this period also the term 'screen education' came to have a particular

currency where each element of its designation was separately scrutinised.

There were two organisations which oversaw the transition, the Society and the British
Film Institute. In the later 1960s the BFI’s Education Department operated increasingly
like a university department. Such was the antipathy to this development among BFI
governors that the franchise for developing theory was in effect handed to the Society and
its journal Sereen during the mid-1970s.  But Screen’s writers eschewed the role of
academics. They were self-declared intellectuals seeking opportunities to try out theories

acquired from European thinkers.

While much interest has been evidenced about the journal Screem in the 1970s, the
institutional framework of its operation and SEFT's other involvements with the
development of media education have received little attention. SEFT had started as the
Society of Film Teachers (SFT) and to demonstrate its continuity as a teachers’
organisation a complementary journal Screen Education grew in size and prestige. It has
been the function of this investigation to begin to explore these un-researched areas and to

attempt to provide a framework on to which the fragmentary record may be attached.

The investigation of these developments has been complicated by the absence of any
consistent archiving of relevant materials. If only limited documentation has survived, the
timing of this research has meant that many of the individuals from the period under
review were still accessible. Therefore interviews with some fifty people have provided an

important resource that has helped to supplement the interrupted written record.
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CAUTIONARY NOTE

Each chapter heading indicates a short span of years that
will, in general, be covered in the succeeding text. The
intention is that the reader will find this approximate
indication of the chronology helpful. However, when
attempting to offer an interpretation of events, providing an
account that simply follows a straightforward timeline is
unlikely to be wholly practicable.




INTRODUCTION

I remember my delight as a young teacher in the early 1960s when I discovered there existed a
society for those who considered film was a sufficiently significant part of British culture for it
to deserve a proper place within formal education. I rapidly joined the Society for Education
in Film and Television (SEFT) and soon found myself on its Committee, then became its
Honorary Secretary in 1965. Some 25 years later, when as a long serving headteacher I was
entitled to a term’s sabbatical, I became a Visiting Fellow in the English and Media
Department of the University of London Institute of Education. This was autumn 1989 and
my personal brief for the term was to take stock of what had been achieved for media
education at this point. 1 then learned that what I expected to be my starting point - SEFT -
had just gone out of existence. My researches continued minus SEFT, though I was both
concerned and intrigued that an association which had existed for almost 40 years (during a
period when media education had been marginal within educational institutions) had managed
to disappear at the point when media studies in particular was better represented in -formal
education than it had ever been. So the potential for this research has been on my agenda for

some time.

This investigation will seek to steer a middle course between two terrains explored by others.
There has been much scholarship invested in broad cultural studies of the United Kingdom
from the perspective of the second half of the 20th century, while other scholars have looked
in detail at the theories which nurtured the rise of film study and subsequently of media
education within the UK. This investigation considers aspects of a flexible institutional
apparatus that both operated within the culture and yet facilitated the study of a marginal
discipline. It seems highly improbable that today a similar intellectual journey might be taken
by committed and gifted 'amateurs’ or that a significant aspect of the culture remains
unexplored outside the Academy, still awaiting the arrival of such determined theorists as
happened upon film in the 1970s. This account will endeavour to trace how a pioneer

movement organised and evolved in very particular circumstances.




There is one overarching research question which dominates this investigation: how did the
study of film and television, and subsequently of media, shift its position from the margins of
the curriculum in secondary education in the 1950s to become firmly established and widely
available in higher education at the end of the 20th century? To position SEFT in the history
of UK film education it was necessary to research the early years of the film appreciation
movement in the 1930s, particularly since several pre-war activists would become part of the
founding committee of the Society of Film Teachers in 1950. SFT became SEFT in 1959 and
continued until the late 1980s when the Society was disbanded. There was inevitably a
mismatch between the extensive period I felt I needed to research and that which I would
finally investigate in detail and upon which this account would be based. To have attempted to
condense such a lengthy span of time into a PhD thesis would clearly have been an

inappropriate exercise.

I knew from my research for my MA dissertation that the intervention of the journal Screen in
the 1970s was a key moment.! But in that exercise I had focused on the journal itself - as had
many other commentators. This investigation had to step back and ask additional questions.
How was the phenomenon of Screen possible? How did it fit into and then transform the
dynamics of the screen education movement? The 1950s - during which period the Society's
interest was in film - was one of steady growth and achievement. However the changes over
the following two decades were to be more important because they were more influential.
More answers to my primary research question would be found there. Having been personally
involved in the movement in the mid-to-late 1960s I was aware of the preliminaries that
preceded the arrival of Screen. But while it was possible to build a sequence of events around
Screen, there was more to SEFT than Screen and it was important to ensure that the period
under investigation had a broader coherence. This introduction will attempt to establish that
the period from the redesignation of SFT as SEFT until the final issue of Screen Education in
1982 does match the criteria. Once this period has been defined, then further subsidiary

questions about key organisations, players, events and publications will emerge.

During the period of approximately two decades - the 1960s and 1970s — there was the

greatest momentum for change. The two most influential organisations, the British Film




Institute Education Department and the Society for Education in Film and Television, were
manifestly different operations at the start of the 1980s from those they had been at the end of
the 1950s. My research then involved finding the individuals, identifying the publications,
investigating the events and unearthing the supporting documentation. As I tackled each of
these avenues of inquiry, so a hierarchy of lower-level research questions would be

formulated, some of which would form the basis of my interview enquiries with key players.

If the key research question asks, 'How did they do it?" There is a further question this
provokes, "Why did they bother?' Some 40 plus years ago, I felt able to answer it confidently,

In the beginning there were enthusiasts: teachers who enjoyed the cinema and wanted
to communicate their enthusiasm to the next generation. They saw in film an art form
which children enjoyed spontaneously. More significantly film did not have the same
built-in- hierarchy of values that literature had. There was no rift like that between
what the children read from choice and what the school, for a whole variety of reasons,
selected for them to read. The screen education movement therefore had its origins in
the enjoyment of the local cinema programme -- something which would never be
forgotten.”

It is not a statement | would need to contradict today, but I would have to add that at the time
of writing in most institutions screen education was frequently extra-curricular: the film

society and film-making club.

As film and television study began to find niches within the timetable the mood changed.
‘Often it seems tensions develop between film teachers and their colleagues, for it is somehow
implied that film is subversive in the school context.”®> Nobody had felt threatened while film
was associated with out-of-school activities. It was even acceptable in the mid-1960s as a
‘Newsom’ subject.* Few objected to what was considered a distraction for the early school
leavers.” In further education it was similarly tolerated as part of the Liberal Studies
programme for block and day release students. But when in schools film and television
courses competed with more traditional subjects in option block choices, there developed an
interventionist anti-media attitude. Some teachers felt they had a duty to advise able students

against making a decision with, they implied, adverse long term career implications.




There was another form of intervention with unexpected consequences when, in the 1970s,
schools and colleges began to introduce ‘educational technology’. The welcome this
provoked was reserved for the hardware that supported visual aids. The benefits it was
presumed to introduce were those of both facilitating and reinforcing the transfer of existing
patterns of knowledge. | observed at the time how benignly this invasion was viewed and
what might be the consequences of taking this limited perspective.

...it is not seen as a problem in the way that popular culture was. What evidence there
is suggests that children are far more adept at mastering the techniques of the visual
media than their teachers, understandably so since teachers are essentially experts with
words whose tradition is a literary one and who owe their present position to their
expertise in written examinations. Unlike the children and students of today their
education was based on reference to a very wide range of books as directed by their
teachers. They were not regularly exposed to television from an early age where the
channels are so few that there is little opportunity for selection and everyone's terms of
reference are the same. We have therefore a situation where the exg)erience of children
is not only highly specialized but is common to a whole age group.

It now is accepted as unremarkable that children will readily access, explore and find ways of
engaging with technological change and as a consequence educators must aim continuously to
connect with these developments. In the 1970s, however, it was the Trojan horse of
educational technology that encouraged a cohort of dissident insiders to move on to the attack.
There were by this stage teachers and lecturers who readily recognised the contradiction of
welcoming change but only as long as it made easier the communication of the familiar. They
were of the generation that had in the 1960s expressed dissatisfaction at university where both
the organisational structures they encountered and the courses they attempted had served to
alienate rather than educate them. They still had personal educational agendas with -unfinished
business. This fuelled their engagement with screen education, with media and with cultural
studies. What better arena for dissident energy than the territory disowned and discredited by

most of their predecessors and some of their contemporaries?

In my researches interviewees recalled how frequently they had encountered and fought
against institutional opposition to screen/media education.  Usually it seems the very
existence of this opposition served to validate the importance they wanted to give to those

aspects of media education they intended to introduce. Even now it is still possible to find




spectacular evidence of a situation bedevilled by contradiction. Christine Geraghty has put the
following on record.

Nearer home, Professor Graham Sellick, Vice-Chancellor of the University of London
was reported as having told the Headmasters’ Conference that “"so-called academic
courses in media and cultural studies" were valueless’, a rather dispiriting comment for
those of us who have the temerity to teach such subjects in his august institution.”

As someone who had been an active 'screen educationist' in the 1960s, I was familiar with the
‘histories’ which formed the introductory sections of accounts of the evolution of media
education. | was regularly disturbed at the emphases that were routinely given only to
developments post-l970.8 In the 1960s I had encountered and worked with not only the
emergency trained cohort of teachers from the late 1940s but also: their predecessors, the
activists who had been developing aspects of film appreciation since the 1930s. It was from
these two groups that SEFT's founding body the Society of Film Teachers had emerged in
1950. This limited investigation cannot do justice to the pioneers of the period from the
1930s to the late 1950s, but this introduction will need to make reference to some of the key

developments of those years.

This was a movement from the grassroots up, and not a higher education project which had
been modified as it reached down into the schools. All the more intriguing therefore that
SEFT survived the lean years and died in a time of plenty when film and media were finally
being accepted in the Academy. I perceived myself as having played a part in a movement but
had to acknowledge I was largely ignorant of its origins and did not understand its ending. In
order to answer my research question confidently I had therefore to include in my
investigations how SEFT had started and then trace the history through to its demise. Why
had it ceased precisely when its potential for recruiting new members had so significantly

increased?

During the immediate post-war period buying a cinema ticket was one of the very few options
available in the years of austerity, hence the popularity of cinema-going. Perry Anderson has

described the British cultural environment of the post-war period as a very restricted one,

almost entirely dependent on European emigré thinkers, with one exception - F. R. Leavis.”




Indeed it would be a modified Leavisite approach that would provide a framework for
addressing popular culture in the 1960s. Significantly Anderson makes no accommodation
toward film in.his survey of the British scene; but his chosen parameters were those of the
British Academy. It was in this period when film was marginalized or absent from cultural
debate that SFT was formed by teachers who felt the need to acknowledge that there was a
cultural significance in where their pupils spent so much time and to which they responded so

strongly.

The independent journal Sequence and the BFI’s Sight and Sound were -available in the late
1940s to a limited, mostly metropolitan readership.' However the only sustained and readily
accessible writing about the cinema was that provided by newspaper and journal reviewers
which John Ellis painstakingly scrutinised in his research on the 'quality film' of the period.”
In the absence of any more substantial writing about the cinema, these reviewers filled the
void. Their status was both acknowledged and subsequently endorsed when - on the
formation of the BFI’s Film Appreciation Department - a select group of these reviewers was
invited to participate in Critics’ Choice. Each month they met for lunch and voted on the film
of the month. Their selection and their comments on other new releases were published and
circulated to the BFI’s membership in Critic's Choice, an insert into the regular National Film

Theatre programme.]2

For the first decade of its existence the Society of Film Teachers drew heavily on what these
reviewers had written. Extracts from their press cuttings provided critical support for the
selection of films recommended in its Viewing Panel Reports.”>  Whilst there might be
disagreements over individual films, there was, as Ellis has shown, remarkable consensus both
in what was considered as a 'quality film' and also in their approach to analysing individual
films. Inevitably these traits were carried over into the approaches to film found in the SFT
documentation, perhaps most notably when films were analysed by separating out the
perceived contributions of the various specialist practitioners operating on the film set.
Presenting film appreciation as the recognition of a series of specialist tasks, was a method

that readily accommodated the inexperienced would-be film teacher.



No one was entering the schools as a trained film teacher. The process of becoming a film
teacher was a self selecting one where the film enthusiast looked for ways of introducing the
study of film into her/his particular institution. But s/he would already have been appointed
for possessing subject teaching skills in another area of the school curriculum." Thus with
such disparate backgrounds there was not just an absence of any shared strategy for teaching
about film, but perhaps also a reluctance to acknowledge this absence as a problem.
Consequently the accounts of more confident and established film teachers published by SFT
were likely to be very influential. These often drew on the film assessments of the
journalists/reviewers in the newspapers and periodicals. Members of SFT Viewing Panels
used the BFI library in the 1950s to draw on the published thoughts of the reviewers to add
authority to their reports on individual films. Twenty years later Ellis would look at the same
reviews in order to understand how their authors had operated as cultural intermediaries.
After twenty years what had been authoritative and influential for one generation of film
teachers had become evidence of ideological transition for the next. The shift in intellectual

positioning those twenty years represent is where the focus of this inquiry will be located.

During the 1950s both SFT and BFI were comfortable with the proposition that a more
discriminating audience would, by its very existence, ensure that films of a better quality
would be produced.” It was never explained how this might work in practice, nor was the
process of discrimination investigated. Perhaps this was a consequence of the extensive use of
the term 'film appreciation’, a formulation that itself was never adequately defined, but which

implied that with time it was possible to achieve a state of passive connoisseurship.

There was one contemporary publication that began to address some associated issues, -albeit
from the fringes of the Academy: Preface to Film by Michael Orrom and Raymond
Williams.'® It was planned to be the first of a series of publications which had been 'brought
into being to associate creative workers in a number of artistic fields in the production of films
of a new and distinctive kind'."” Thus, while SFT and BFI saw a discriminating audience as
the means by which films would be improved, others within film production wanted the
improvements to be generated on the set, while recognising this to be achievable only with

access to public money.




Williams is insistent from the outset that he is not attempting to provide a theory of film'® and
in this respect his stance reflects that of the necessarily pragmatic SFT. In Orrom’s piece, with
its emphasis on detailed technical explanations, he seems to be both addressing and promating
a mystique around the mechanics of film production. It was possible therefore for him to
speculate that, once the technical potential was understood, more original and inventive forms
of film-making would be explored. While the general population went to the cinema, and
while SFT members were connecting with the films shown there, these authors were
convinced that film as an art form had yet to be realized. Meanwhile those who considered
film to be undermining an established high culture denounced the cinema.'” It was in this
doubly hostile environment that SFT members made their claims for the emerging importance

of the mass-media in the nation’s consciousness.

Preface to Film is in effect two separate essays. Williams writes on 'Film and the Dramatic
Tradition', Orram on 'Film and its Dramatic Techniques'. Williams's contribution is dominated
by his much greater familiarity with drama than with film. He discusses the concepts of
naturalism and realism by ready reference to the theatre and the work of specific playwrights.
His instances from actual films are few and fleeting.”’ His essay demonstrates how at this
time the qualities of popular cinema had not impinged even on an academic as potentially
sympathetic as Williams.”' He leads into Orrom’s essay, expecting that only by understanding
the techniques of cinema will the search for new conventions of film-making be found. These
conventions will be different from those of the theatre and allow cinema as an art form to
come closer to expressing 'the structure of feeling' which 'lies deeply embedded in our lives'
but which devices of naturalism in the theatre have failed to articulate.”* By considering film
as an emerging and still unrealized art form, Williams avoids engaging with the popular

commercial cinema.

Orrom’s account marshals evidence from a range of films, both classics of* European silent
cinema and Hollywood films of the early 1950s. Almost all are found lacking in the guiding
principles the author cites as necessary to escape from the 'rigidities of naturalism'® - the

convention perceived as restricting the development of cinema. He discounts the popular




cinema as a rudimentary and transitional form. In the film proper, montage is to be replaced
by the use of cutting solely to provide alternative objective observations of a scene. The
fluidity of the moving camera is the fundamental technique of preference. Screen acting will
become more like ballet; speech and music will be in balance on the soundtrack, while décor
and lighting will be deployed to true psychological significance.* Given the certainty with
which these prescriptions are made, it is interesting to note that the home-grown film
movement which emerged later in the 1950s — Free Cinema — was to demonstrate the total
antithesis of this approach. Preface to Film offered little to those teachers seeking ways to
engage with the popular cinema. There were very few texts available on which film teachers
might draw. Those that were became disproportionately influential.>> SFT’s modest

introductory publications attempted to fill the gap for the less confident.

Pioneering teachers had started in the 1930s with general agreement that they were developing
“film appreciation’, probably drawing on the United States model where there was already the
practice of 'movie appreciation' in both schools and higher education.”® By the 1980s film had
lost its dominance and the descriptive terminology had broadened out to ‘media studies’ and
‘media education’. Between the film appreciation decades (1930s - 1950s) and the media
education decades of the 1980s (and later) were the 1960s and 1970s. These were the

transitional years of ‘screen education’ which form the substance of my thesis.

The term 'screen education’ was coined in 1959 by the Society of Film Teachers with its move
to extend the Society’s remit to include television and the need to change the Society’s name
appropriately.”” The BFI Education Department was never able to accommodate the term-for
Institutional reasons and used 'film and television teaching/study' instead. But ‘Screen
Education’ gained authority from its use in the titles of three SEFT journals. The first Screen
Education was published from 1959 to 1968. Then Screen Education Notes emerged from
the back of Screen in 1971 and continued until 1974 when it became Screen Education again.

It ceased publication finally in early 1982.

In the 1960s and 1970s UK viewers had the choice of just three television channels. The big

technological change during the period was the introduction of colour television, but
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compared with other broadcasting innovations this made least change to the practice of
television study. The introduction of Channel 4 in 1982 and then the spread of home video
recording and viewing would produce a very different environment in the 1980s which would

transform not only television study but also approaches to cinema.

In the 1960s and 1970s access to film viewing was controlled and communal. Films were to
be seen projected on 35mm in cinemas or in 16 mm in institutions like schools, colleges,
universities or film societies. Films became available for hire on- 16mm well before they
might subsequently be broadcast on television. In the present century where cinema
exhibition of film has become little more than the trailer for subsequent DVD sales, it is
important to recognise just how different were those ‘screen education years’ for filmgoers
and to appreciate what an influential introductory role was therefore assumed by those who
screened films in an educational environment. Perhaps even more significant were the
interventions of those in BFI Education who selected the material teachers were to use in the
classroom during those two decades. Their choice of material for film extracts would have a
determining effect on the shape of screen education.”® The BFI Lecture Service ‘which
provided speakers throughout England and Wales on behalf of the Institute and the British
Film Academy drew only on a tiny number of regular contributors, thus reinforcing the

apparent unity of the message.”’

But if the background elements of these two decades remained stable, it was also the case
during this period that developments in this embryonic subject area were transmitted by SEFT
and the BFI Education Department. Teachers would dispatch identical letters requesting help
to each organisation, since to the outsider there was no obvious way of distinguishing between
them and the priorities each had for supporting practitioners.'30 Indeed such was the mutually
shared role of the two organisations that each felt obliged to publicise the existence of the

other.

But in practice the two bodies were very different in their operation in these two decades. The
Education Department under Paddy Whannel had in the 1960s become, as [ intend to

demonstrate, an 'Academy in waiting' where Departmental members were encouraged to
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develop research interests and where the establishment of film study at university level was
considered to be an essential bridgehead. SEFT had been very energetic in the early 1960s
and had produced a series of no-nonsense publications which might be sent to those teachers
who had questions about getting started as screen educationists.  These two organizations,
having developed distinct differences in the 1960s, swapped roles in the 1970s. This exchange
of activities was not the result of consultation and assessment. It was force majeure in the
shape of intervention by a small group of BFI Governors in 1971. Under the Chairmanship of

Asa Briggs they produced their Report on the BFI Education Department.”'

This was the report which resulted in the resignations of Paddy Whannel and five of his
colleagues® but which, as a consequence, enabled SEFT to have total operational
independence from the BFI. The concentration of resources on its new journal Screen was
part of a move to explore more theoretical territory which in turn attracted an intellectual éljte
to the Society while the Report imposed blight on the Education Department which would
persist for almost a decade. The Governors insisted the Department, now renamed as
Educational Advisory Service, should play only a supportive and not a developmental role in
film and television education. The consequences are explored in the chapters that follow.
But it is remarkable that no one, not even those who resigned in protest, has retained a copy of
the report. The BFI’s own archive of Governors’ papers has no copy. Of course it may be that
what the report said was actually less significant than the construction the BFI establishment

of the time was able to put upon it.

Much of the literature 1 have needed to consult for this research has been original
documentation rather than secondary texts. There is however one aspect of my enquiry about
which I have found three decades of regular reference and detailed commentary in numerous
books: the SEFT journal Screen. Such has been the influence of this journal, and specifically
of its intervention in the 1970s, that the authors of almost all new works of film theory have
felt bound to acknowledge Screen's contribution. Screen rapidly attracted serious academic
attention, particularly from scholars in the United States. The first PhD to be completed as a
study of Screen was submitted by Rosen to the University of lowa in 1978.>* Perhaps the

first home-grown attempt to address the importance of Screenm's intervention came with
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Easthope’s contribution in The Politics of Theory in 1983.>* In 1985 The Cinema Book
makes multiple references to Screen as the source of controversy in various debates, though
without featuring the journal as a phenomenon of itself.*> This was followed in 1988 by
Rodowick’s The Crisis of Political Modernism and Lapsley and Westlake’s Film Theory An
Introduction.®® By the 1990s the authors of film theory compendiums in the English-speaking
world might wish to dissociate themselves from 'Screen theory' but could only do this if they
first addressed the specifics of what Screen had promulgated.  This may be detected in Post
Theory (1996)’’, The Oxford Guide to Film Studies (1998)*® and Reinventing Film Studies
(2000)”.

While its theoretical positions have generated extensive and learned responses, curiously there
has been little interest in how the journal came about and how, in a decade when film/cinema
journals were created, blossomed intermittently, faltered and disappeared, somehow Screen,
then regarded as the most impenetrable of them all, was in regular quarterly publication.
Indeed some of those who were closely connected with Screen in the 1970s lacked curiosity
as to its provenance as comments by Heath, MacCabe and Wollen have in subsequent years
revealed.** On the other hand Screen Education in its 1970s’ manifestation has received
scant attention, but as I intend to demonstrate, this journal made the more lasting contribution
to the evolution of media education. For these wider areas of inquiry that I wished to pursye,
there was relatively little by way of commentary. My priority has therefore been the search

for the original documentation, or the part of it that has survived.

I have my own archive, maintained from the 1960s, containing most SFT/SEFT publications.
Since so much of the Society’s record has proved to be incomplete, its journals have acquired
increased importance. The emphasis with which they document developments helps to
provide evidence of what may be taken as the priorities of the time. Alongside the SEFT
journals I have the publications of BFI Education. In the 1960s and early 1970s, the most
prolific of these were the duplicated accounts of teaching practice mostly from secondary
schools and further education colleges. Both BFI and SEFT produced occasional publications,
addressing specific sectors of the growing movement. In the 1970s when SEFT’s resources

went into Screen and Screen Education, the BFI's publications became more substantial with
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a series of Television Monographs and the duplicated documentation supported the sequences

of revision best characterized by the ILEA Sixth Form Film Study Course.*'

I knew from my own direct experience and from remarks made by my successors on the SEFT
Committee that the careful minuting of meetings had always been required. = My initjal
expectation was that somewhere I would find the sequence of minutes which would provide an
outline for the history. First I had to discover what archive materials existed and where they
were located.*> When researching for my 2003 MA dissertation Projecting Screen I had been
made aware of the SEFT Archive within the National Arts Education Archive in Bretton Hall,
part of the University of Leeds. This had proved to be a miscellany of SEFT documents from
the 1970s and very incomplete. It was impossible to reconstruct a consecutive sequence of
minutes for any of the various SEFT committees of that period.”” Material from BFI
Education (covering a slightly later period) subsequently also went to Bretton Hall.** Although
these provide only an incomplete record, I have drawn substantially on material from both

archives.

When Screen was moved to its new Glasgow base in 1989, SEFT documentation had gone
there too. However no one had any idea what the archive might contain as all the SEFT
material that accompanied Screen in the move had been stored unsorted for almost two
decades. With the support and co-operation of Screen Editors Annette Kuhn (who carried out
a preliminary sorting of the material) and John Caughie (who made study facilities available to
me in Glasgow), [ was able to go through the boxes in November 2005. The Glasgow Screen
Archive has material from the 1980s, generally from the setting up of Screen incorporating
Screen Education until the Society's demise. Like the Bretton Hall material it is incomplete

but as with the SEFT Archive this Screen Archive provided a crucial source of material.

Where | have undoubtedly benefited has been from the coincidence of the timing of my
research with the work being undertaken by Geoffrey Nowell-Smith on the history of the
BFI.* Professor Nowell-Smith has gathered together several researchers who, like me, are
investigating other organisations which overlapped with the work of the BFI. These contacts

have led me to valuable material of which I would almost certainly otherwise been unaware.
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My researches have undoubtedly gained hugely from the co-operation I have received from Dr

Christophe Dupin, the BFI history project's principal researcher.

Dr Dupin has been assiduous in making me aware of any discoveries that he has made that
have a SFT/SEFT connection. He has both found documents of which I was aware but which
after fruitless searches I had assumed to be lost and he has also drawn my attention to
documentation of which I was unaware. As an example of the former I would cite the early
BFI Film Appreciation Department publication Are They Safe at the Cinema? which, though
absent from the BFI library, was found by Dr Dupin lurking on a Berkhamsted shelf.*® In the
latter category he found among the papers of the former National Film Archive Curator,
Ernest Lindgren, a complete sequence of correspondence covering the setting up of an

'independent' SEFT in 1971/2.%

Many of my interviewees have generously provided me with what SEFT eor BFI
documentation they had retained The most substantial collection I received came from Manuel
Alvarado who passed on to me material from his periods as SEFT Education Officer, Screen
Education Editor, Institute of Education lecturer and Head of BFI Education. The time span
of these documents from the 1970s to the 1990s provided me with a framework into which

copies of other archive material might usefully be fitted.

Research into the early years of film appreciation was only possible because of the meticulous
storage of even the flimsiest documents in the BFI National Library and in BFI Special
Collections. This was complemented by the British Library where early school textbooks with
film content were archived. Other archives that had small quantities of material with specific
relevance were those of the University of London Institute of Education, the National Union
of Teachers, the British Academy of Film and Television Arts and the Independent Film and
Video Producers’ Association. The National Archives provided substantial background

papers to the 1950 Wheare Report on Children and the Cinema.

If the paper archive was scattered and incomplete, this made all the more important the fifty or

so interviews | have conducted to supplement and test out my research. In many cases | was
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renewing acquaintance with former colleagues or associates, unseen for some thirty plus years.
There was however a frustrating - if revealing - problem in contacting potential interviewees.
Whereas it proved easy to reach those 1960s’ activists who had remained within the advisory
or media teaching world, those who had continued in schools and moved on or retired proved
impossible to trace. This was not perhaps unexpected in that a career structure in
film/television education had not been available in the 1960s. In those days promotion came

from reverting to a more conventional subject or pastoral specialisation.

Interviewing required careful research and preparation beforehand so that interviewees
generally had advance notice of my questions. Since I often had some personal knowledge of
many of the interviewees before 1 contacted them, I was aware of the 'small world' that had
contained film/media education during its formative years. It seemed to me therefore always
prudent to ensure | began each interview by establishing the career moves in each individual's
progress in order to avoid any embarrassment which might follow from ill-informed cross-

referencing of respective roles.

The lack of a proper record of the Society’s activities made the interviews impertant as a
means of filling in the gaps between documents. There were several stages to the interview
process. The first was research. Since many of the events I wished to discuss had taken place
up to five decades before the interview, it was important to have specific references to trigger
memories.- Sometimes this resulted in interviewees taking time to unearth their own evidence
of the past. Generally the clearer the timeline I had constructed before the interview, the better
the process of infilling. The second stage was the construction of the questions beyond the
itinerary of the personal history. A lesson learned in headship training had been that one
should always frame the question so it had the potential to destroy rather than reinforce the
thesis one was developing. This I found to be especially important since interviewees, who
were as a rule glad someone was taking a serious interest in what they considered an important
history, would not necessarily be inclined to confront the constructions I was putting on

events.
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Transcribing the tapes was a lengthy process. I tried to make the written record as complete as
possible. Frequently in answer to a question I would hear a statement of apparently peripheral
interest and relevance. It was tempting to press on and omit such references, but 1 maintained
the complete record. With interviews taking place over a period of four years, it gradually
became clear that what may have seemed a marginal interest at the outset might assume much

greater significance later.

In order to provide a context for the detailed body of my research into the ‘screen education
years” which follows, it is necessary here to provide a resumé of the thirty years of ‘film
appreciation’ that preceded my chosen period. My investigation into the 1930s and 1940s
revealed that during these decades there was interest in both film appreciation and film-
making in a variety of educational environments. - The BFI was the focus for much of this with
Sight and Sound providing regular accounts of the Institute's activities. The pamphlets which
the Institute produced in the 1940s were numerous but appear to have been commissioned at
random and without reference to each other. The BFI's policy, both during and after the war,
of employing seconded teachers as teacher organisers or travelling representatives (who would
promote the general use of film) preceded the setting up of its F ilm Appreciation Department
in 1950.

In the post-war period and particularly once educationists had perceived the implications of
the changes which would follow from the 1944 Education Act, film appreciation sections
began to appear in textbooks for the English lesson. Enterprising authors saw the potential
which would follow the raising of the school leaving age for allowing less traditional subjects
access into schools. It would be in the new secondary modern schools, where the constraints

of examination syllabuses were absent, that film would find its first niche in formal education.

There had been extensive use of 16 mm film projection during the war years as a means of
providing both instruction and entertainment. Film as a consequence was perceived as being
both accessible and influential, particularly by those who had been conscripted into the
services or other forms of war work.* When, in order to meet the post-war demand for

teachers, emergency one-year training courses were introduced for those who were
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demobilised, this ensured a very different cohort of students was recruited. Leslie Heywood, a
teacher trainer and founder member of SFT, recalls that at Borough College the first such
intake insisted that, before any formal teaching began, the members of the Students’ Union

should be fully briefed about the 1944 Education Act.”

At Gaddesden emergency teacher training college in Hertfordshire, lecturer E Francis Mills
introduced his students to a proto-film course in their spare time.”® Mills, while at the London
School of Economics in the 1930s, had both experimented with, and written about, film
appreciation classes.”! His post-war students contained the nucleus of activists who would
take the initiative along with Mills in exploring the potential for the Society of Film Teachers,
in particular Tony Hodgkinson and Paul Alexander.”> An East London teacher, Stanley Reed,

who had been making films with children in the 1930s was also very active at this time.>

When the Home Office set up a departmental committee in 1948 to investigate Children and
the Cinema, that Committee’s readiness to take evidence would provide an appropriate
‘official’ opportunity for these committed enthusiasts to argue the case for film appreciation.
The Report appeared in 1950 containing a few paragraphs which signalled some recognition
of the potential importance of film appreciation.54 Material in the National Archives reveals
that the Committee's chairman K C Wheare, an Oxford don, was particularly responsive,
sending a memo to committee members asking them to. consider ‘the place of film
appreciation. The Report recognised that introducing film appreciation would require trained

teachers and noted this as an issue.

1950 was also important for two other developments. -In spring 1950 Stanley Reed became the
BFI's first Film Appreciation Officer under Director Denis Forman. In the autumn, with
support from both Reed and Forman, the Society of Film Teachers was constituted. The
founding members had built on the constituency of students who attended the 1949 BFI
Summer School and had assembled a substantial group to form the first committee.”” What
seems notable now is that the Society saw the strategic advantage of involving from the outset

those who were not teachers but who would be sympathetic from their positions as Local

Education Authority administrator, government inspector, academic researcher and
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educational journalist. A series of tragic circumstances resulted in the deaths of all four of
these key people.”® As a result, the Committee remained for many subsequent years

essentially an assembly of teachers and teacher trainers

In the 1950s, there were however close links between the Society and the British Film Institute
with Institute representation being guaranteed on the SFT committee. Hodgkinson succeeded
Reed as Film Appreciation Officer and was in turn replaced in 1957 by Paddy Whannel, a
member of SFT. Although styling itself the Film Appreciation Department, the BFI operation
consisted for most of the decade of two people, the Film Appreciation Officer and his
Secretary, Molly Lloyd, who subsequently became Lectures Officer in an enlarged
department. Such were the links between SFT and the BFI that it was a regular feature at
conferences for SFT Committee members to speak alongside BFI representatives.”’ In this
way the diminutive Film Appreciation Department might appear more substantial and the
Society of Film Teachers more influential, since it was the latter organisation which was able

to draw on, and demonstrate, classroom expertise.

Whannel was, before joining the BFI, a schoolteacher who had been part of the emergency
training programme at Alnwick College. But once in post at the BFI, he proved to be an
extremely competent administrator, manager and -educational thinker. Reed had at this paint
become Secretary of the Institute and he and Whannel worked together very successfully to
promote the use of film in schools. Significantly the departmental name was now changed to
the Education Department. Whannel was active in promoting the work of his Department
both within and outside the metropolitan area, where the bulk of SFT activity was located. In
the London area, Whannel established close links with an umbrella organisation, the Joint
Council for Education through Art. This body had a brief but very effective life in the late
1950s when it promoted the notion that if the Artist, the Critic and the Teacher came together,
a better understanding of their shared enterprise might be achieved. That enterprise was about
the reception of popular culture.”® The provincial aspect of Whannel's promotion of film study
was delivered by the BFI’s lecture service. BFI records reveal that although the delivery
might have been undertaken anywhere in England or Wales, those who gave the lectures were

always from London. It was a case of the BFI providing a liberating orthodoxy.>
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The Society's principal contribution to the development of screen education came from its
regular publications, Film Teacher (bi-monthly) and The Film Teacher’s Handbook
(annually).*® H R (Ray) Wills edited Film Teacher from September 1956 and would continue
as Editor of the Society’s journal until October 1968. The BFI’s Film Guide was a monthly
wall-chart to which schools subscribed. It contained information about current film releases
and drew attention to particular aspects of the creative process, as appropriate to a particular
film. A detachable slip was to be removed by the teacher before displaying the chart. These
slips contained the first BFI inspired materials for teacher use.’’  Adult students of film might
enrol for either the BFI’s evening course provided under the auspices of the Extra Mural
Department of London University or for its annual Summer School, always held outside
London. SFT members were to be found in both these activities, as students and sometimes as

lecturers.

SFT depended for income on the subscriptions of its members and on a small annual grant
from the BFI. More importantly it depended on volunteer effort, mostly from those who were
full-time school teachers. In such an atmosphere of camaraderie the Society tended to be an
inclusive, encouraging organisation. The priority was to welcome those who were interested
in the area and not quibble over their methodology. At the BFI, where Whannel was able to
recruit Peter Harcourt to strengthen the professional aspect of the work, there was less
acceptance of all comers. The teachers promoting the work through SFT were self-taught.
Whannel wanted to see a more systematic approach with teacher training playing a bigger

role.

SFT could not remain a controversy free area. The growing importance of television in the
lives of schoolchildren was a reality. Some film teachers, while recognising this, were
reluctant to accept that television’s ephemeral output should be considered alongside the
established art of the film. Others saw both film and television as related aspects of popular
culture, together with other media. The debate within SFT was a protracted one. - At-the 1953
AGM the Society considered its approach to both television and 3D.*  Its initial response to

the place of television was to set up a sub-committee. In 1958 the AGM voted against the
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inclusion of television within the Society’s remit. The debate continued for another year, with
the Film Teacher arguing against the acceptance of television and The Film Teacher’s
Handbook arguing for it. A decisive vote in 1959 took television on board. SFT became
SEFT (Society for Education in Film and Television), film appreciation was superseded by
screen education and the Society’s journal was renamed Screen Education and the Handbook

became the Screen Education Yearbook.

Very early in 1960 a substantial report was published to which BFI, SEFT and teacher trainers
had all contributed.  Film and Television in Education for Teaching was intended to
promote the study of film and television in teacher training colleges.”® Publication was timed
to coincide with the increase from two to three years in the period of study required to become
a teacher. Here was an opportunity for screen education to gain a place in the colleges. At the
launch conference in the National Film Theatre it did appear that, ten years after the start of
SFT, progress was being made.®* Where college principals were sympathetic, the report

helped but, as Jane Allen subsequently noted, its influence was very limited.®

The Report contains several appendices, one of which is pertinent - to - the period under
investigation in the following chapters. ~Appendix (vi) contains a substantial extract of a
review of the film Room at the Top by Paddy Whannel.®® It is offered as a model of good
practice in making a critical assessment of a film and is introduced thus:

The reader will find the examination of character and personality provocative and the
contrast between the novel and the film a contribution to an understanding of the role
of film as a vehicle for the presentation of human qualities.®’

This justification for quoting the review reflects the attitudes of the period. The review’s
importance in the context of this study is that it demonstrates how Whannel, with his Leavisite
attention to textual detail and exploration of the film’s moral ambiguities, distances himself

from the ‘quality’ reviewers and begins to mark out the territory where the critical debates

around film education would develop in the 1960s.
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CHAPTER ONE 1960-1963
DISCRIMINATION AND POPULAR CULTURE

The fields of media studies and image analysis are developing fast. We urgently
need development of checkable research strategies ... When we are developing those
techniques, we must not kid ourselves that we can avoid involvement in the
controversies in the political field about these issues. But in any particular case,
the implication is that we cannot know in advance exactly where we will be
standing. We know only one group that we oppose: those who refuse to analyse,
choosing again exactly the same moralistic censorious role that I have described in
the 1950s. Their ‘refusal to theorise’ must be our first target.

Martin Barker, commenting in 1984, on how the 1950s’ campaign against horror
comics must not become the model for shaping responses to media education.

In October 1960 the NUT Conference puts popular culture permanently on the educational
agenda. During the 1960s the Conference’s legacy is still to be found in a range of books
aimed at different parts of the educational market. Almost simultaneously the respectful
critical position for worthy films still preserved within the BFI comes under attack from
Oxford Opinion. These new critics, whose preference is for detailed textual analysis, also
produce a legacy in Movie, a potential rallying point for a younger generation of film
teachers. While key SEFT officers engage with the popular culture debate, its journal
Screen Education is in danger of missing the big picture.

As the 1960s started and there were certain key events that occurred then which were to
have long term consequences for the development of media education and that would
impinge on SEFT and its activities. It is possible to associate the start of the momentum
for change with two books published in the late 1950s that had focused on cultural issues
and provoked debates: The Uses of Literacy and Culture and Society.' But if the territory
that these works explored had excited the intellectuals, the coming of commercial
television and its popular appeal stirred the population at large. Controversy increased as to
whether the BBC or commercial television would be granted the third television channel

with the result that the Pilkington Committee was set up in 1960 to decide the matter.”

SEFT’s new journal Screen Education soon found itself in a crowded film publications
environment. Journals appeared which challenged Sight and Sound: Definition (1960),
Motion (1961) and Movie (1962). Movie had developed from Oxford Opinion, which had
set out directly to confront Sight and Sound. New Left Review’s new film critic Lee
Russell was in reality Peter Wollen, who had replaced Paddy Whannel in 1962. UNESCO
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publications focused more directly on film and television in education, with the appearance
in 1961 of Teaching about the Film where the Dutch author J M L Peters drew heavily on
BFI and SEFT experiences.’ Later in 1964 Screen Education was published in
UNESCO’s Reports and Papers on Mass Communication series where the writings of

leading SEFT members, Hodgkinson and Higgins, predominated.*

Although not directly involving SEFT, there was a development which both SEFT and the
BFI had promoted for a long time. A university presence for film was finally found at the
Slade School of Art, under the aegis of University College, London, with the appointment
of Thorold Dickinson as Lecturer in Film at the commencement of the 1960/61 academic
year. A committee would subsequently be set up in 1965 to investigate the possibility of a
national film school — an item that had occurred repeatedly on the agenda of the Governors

of the British Film Institute since 1958.°

The election of a Labour Government in 1964 would lead to the appointment of a Minister
for the Arts who then responded positively to the pressure that had been coming from the
BFI about a change in its funding mechanism. Whereas previously the Ministry of
Education had been cautious in responding to requests from both BFI and SEFT, the re-
named Department of Education and- Science would agree to fund the BFI and its
Education and Regional Departments, in particular, benefited as a consequence. SEFT
would benefit too from the establishment of a BFI funded BFI/SEFT joint appointment in

1967. These developments will form the basis of the next chapter.

A new identity was emerging in the population, the ‘teenager’, a term which quickly
replaced the adolescent as a descriptor. In the 1940s the adolescent, making the transition
from school child to worker at age 14, had been seen as potentially vulnerable in a world of
austerity. The next cohort in the 1950s, leaving school at 15 and entering better paid
employment, were potential consumers entering a society of* increasing affluence and
increasingly perceived as not vulnerable but menacing. By 1960 this phenomenon was
coming under academic scrutiny. It was with the conjunction of these and other cultural
events that an anxiety was articulated at the National Union of Teachers’ Annual
Conference at Easter 1960 and only a few months later, a conference ‘Popular Culture and
Personal Responsibility’ was organised. SEFT featured prominently in one of its sessions

and in the follow-up publication.
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‘Popular Culture and Personal Responsibility’ in October 1960 is recognised as a
'landmark' event in the evolution of what came to be identified as Cultural Studies.® Two
emerging areas of intellectual investigation coincided at the Conference: cultural studies
and what would become media studies. It is important to note a certain similarity in their
origins: each had developed at the margins of formal education. Cultural studies had, in
Steele’s view, evolved in the extra mural classes of universities,” while film and television
study had begun among the non-examinable students in the secondary modern schools. In
the period from 1945 to 1960, it is reasonable to infer that both the adult and school
students in these very different institutions were largely drawn from the working class.
Such students would have fewer preconceptions of how their teachers should select and
present objects for study. It was the distance from the élite core teaching bases of the
university campus and the grammar school that gave their tutors and teachers the freedom
to experiment. Subsequently, by the mid-1960s, both cultural studies and media education
were to have separate embryonic academic institutional bases - in the Birmingham Centre
for Contemporary Cultural Studies and in the Education Department-of the British Film
Institute.

Undoubtedly, the conference was in part a response by a particular professional group to
the writings about popular culture of Raymond Williams and Richard Hoggart though
Laing is clear in citing the ‘rapid expansion of the television audience (particularly for
ITV)’ as the trigger for the concern®. But both Fred Jarvis and Brian Groombridge, key
figures in the organisation of the conference, whilst not disregarding the intellectual
stimulus provided by Williams and Hoggart, each separately emphasised another key
influence: Blackboard Jungle® Screenings of this film in 1955 had led to 'audience
participation' where young audiences had in some venues responded (perhaps less to the
depiction of a school out of control than to the rock 'n' roll soundtrack accompanying the
credits) by vandalizing those cinemas. Press coverage - and outrage - had been
considerable. Predictably its depiction of United States inner urban secondary -school
chaos would have registered with teachers in the United Kingdom as a portent of the future
for British education. The vandalizing of cinemas persisted. The level of concern was
such that Screen Education published an account by the manager of a small cinema in a

Welsh mining village who described the problems he had with his teenage patrons.. He
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pinned his hopes of producing a more responsible generation through the popularity of the

‘Boys and Girls Own Cinema’, as his cinema’s own Saturday matinée was described.'’

In the early 1950s during the trial of Christopher Craig and Derek Bentley for the murder
of a policeman, Craig’s defence sought to implicate his frequent cinema-going as a
contributory cause of his delinquency. This had fed concern about the negative effects of
cinema.'" Now there was a parallel discourse to which Blackboard Jungle contributed.
Furthermore it was an American film, and one American cultural product had recently
been dealt with: by the law. Horror comics, in effect American imports, were outlawed in
1955 as a result of the Children and Young Person’s (Harmful Publications) Act. As
Martin Barker’s research has shown, the essential impulse behind those who campaigned
for this legislation was the anti-Americanism of the British Communist Party.'? The extent
of this covert influence had been somewhat disguised by the presence of an organisation,
which at that time enjoyed public esteem: the National Union of Teachers, which had
joined the campaign, albeit belatedly. Undoubtedly, some NUT members had perceived
their union’s intervention as an appropriate response-to an alien form of culture, to judge

by the references to it at the October conference. '

A further strand in the influential elements, and one emphasised by Groombridge was The
Teenage Consumer published in July 1959." Its author, Mark Abrams, defined the
teenage consumer as a young person who had disposable income, who was predominantly
working-class, who was very influenced by the trends set in the United States, and who
was distinctive by her/his patronage of the mass media. Teachers might only encounter the
younger versions of such teenagers, prior to their becoming wage earners, but they would
have had plentiful hearsay evidence that supported Abrams’s thesis.  There had been
official recognition in 1959 of how the media, teenagers and education coincided in the
school room (and where responsibility was assumed therefore to lie) when the Crowther
Report had pronounced:

Because they [mass media] are so powerful they need to be treated- with the
discrimination that only education can give ...There is also ... a duty on those who
are charged with the responsibility for education to see that teenagers, who are at
the most insecure and suggestible stage of their lives, are not suddenly exposed to
the full force of the mass media, without some counterbalancing assistance.
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At the union’s Annual Conference at Easter 1960, a motion was put forward and carried
unanimously. Although the wording suggests that it might have arrived at conference fully
formed and with subscribers, Jarvis's recollection is that its content evolved during the
conference.

Conference, whilst recognizing the vital part played by teachers in developing the
moral and cultural standards of the nation and its children, considers that this is a
task in which others must co-operate.

Although today more young people than ever are actively engaged in intellectual
pursuits and appreciate or participate in the creation of art, literature, music or
drama, Conference believes that a determined effort must be made to counteract the
debasement of standards which results from the misuse of press, radio, cinema and
television; the deliberate exploitation of violence and sex; and the calculated appeal
to self interest.

It calls especially upon those who use and control the media of mass
communication, and upon parents, to support the efforts of teachers in an attempt to
prevent the conflict which too often arises between the values inculcated in the
classroom and those encountered by young people in the world outside.'®

Several features of the conference organisation would have been simply impossible by
today's standards. All the speakers who were invited during May and June accepted for the
following October. No one declined. No one expected or received any payment. Speakers
who were not London based were put up in the homes of the organisers. Indeed, for a
union to organise such a conference on a non-industrial topic was very unusual. The NUT
had recently become the first union to establish a public relations and publicity department
and it was this department's first big project under its new lead officer, Fred Jarvis."”
Admission was by free ticket, the funding for the conference coming from an unspent fund
that had been accumulated in readiness for industrial action that had not taken place. The
NUT Executive felt that using the money in this way would be acceptable to members.
Although no speakers were paid, the Union did pay for a verbatim record of the whole
conference, which included all contributions from the floor.  Undoubtedly, the

comprehensive nature of this permanent conference record contributed to the enduring

status of the event.

The list of conference members does demonstrate both a potential attendance of some five
hundred people from three hundred organisations and an absence of teachers.'® Such was
the pressure from organisations wanting to be there, that the members who voted to have
the conference were largely excluded. To address this issue, the NUT produced a Study
Outline to the conference, edited by Groombridge, which was made available to NUT
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branches and members in 1961." The guide is a careful exercise in drawing out from the

various speakers’ contributions threads of the main themes of the conference.

The task that the original Easter Conference motion specifically wished to be addressed
was that of ‘developing the moral and cultural standards of the nation’. The phrase was
echoed in the NUT President’s introduction to the October event.

This is not the first time that, in the interest of the child, teachers have had to
express their concern for moral and cultural standards. A few years ago, we
conducted a vigorous and successful campaign against ‘horror comics’. >’

The frontispiece of the Verbatim Report defines the event as:

...a Conference of those engaged in education, together with parents, those directly
or indirectly concerned with the welfare of children and young people, and people
involved in the mass media themselves to examine the impact of the media of mass
communications on present-day moral and cultural standards.”'

NUT General Secretary Ronald Gould’s introduction to the Verbatim Report concludes
optimistically with the expectation that reading the report will make ‘those in the mass

media’ ‘ensure that these media are used to raise moral and cultural standards’.?

The wide range of extra-educational organisations in attendance at the conference is
probably accounted for by this ostensible aim of engaging with moral and cultural
standards. - In practice most of the platform speakers had been invited because they would
have something to say that was relevant to the scrutiny of popular culture, not of morals.
Indeed, the styling of the conference had clearly separated what was being addressed —
popular culture — from the issue of responsibility. Quite why the conference juxtaposed
popular culture with personal rather than social responsibility is never explained. Given
the conference’s scheduling in autumn 1960 when it coincided with the formation of the
anti-nuclear weapon Committee of 100, it was perhaps a time when it seemed appropriate
for individuals to identify their personal commitment as had the hundred named
individuals who were protesting against the establishment of nuclear submarine bases in

Scotland.

The conference was opened by R A Butler, the Home Secretary, whose credibility with an
educational audience derived from his period as Secretary of the Board of Education when

he had successfully steered the 1944 Education Act through Parliament. In what he
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presumably intended as a supportive gesture, Butler, remembering how a change in the law
had appeared to offer a resolution to the horror comics campaign, made it clear if any of
the issues to come before the conference were susceptible to being solved by: legislation,
then he would be ready to listen.> Butler was not the only speaker to refer to the Children
and Young Persons (Harmful Publications) Act. It had been cited in the NUT President’s
introduction®® and later from the floor, Horace King (an NUT sponsored MP) proposed ‘the

successful horror comics campaign' as a model for action.”

Whannel and Reed were influential in the design of the conference, and in advising on
speakers.”® Reed was an NUT member and had assisted the union in setting up the making
of its publicity films: I Want to go to School and Our School. Whannel brought in the
format and contacts from the Joint Council for Education through Art, where the creative
artists and the educationists were placed in direct dialogue. Here rather than the creative
artists, it was the producers of the media who were lined up: Gerald Beadle, Director of
Television Broadcasting at the- BBC, Norman Cellins, Deputy Chairman of Associated
Television, Mary Grieve, Editor of Woman and Cecil King, Chairman of Daily Mirror
Newspapers. All appeared in the session 'the responsibilities of the provider’. The
creative artists were Huw Weldon, Colin Morris, Karel Reisz and Francis Williams who

addressed 'the restrictions of working in the media'.?’

These sessions were scheduled for the final day when as it were the case for the
prosecution had been made. But in their addresses to conference, King and Collins moved
on to the attack. King predictably gained press headlines with his.comment

In point of fact it is only the people who conduct newspapers and similar
organisations who have any idea quite how indifferent, quite how stupid, quite how
uninterested in education of any kind the great bulk of the British public are.”®

Collins decided to turn the accusation towards the teaching profession: ‘the overwhelming
mass of the letters we get are illiterate, they are ungrammatical, they are deplorably
written’. But it was not the illiteracy alone that he condemned but also the content of the
letters requesting fan material and the screening of ‘music hall type’ programmes, ‘I hold
the teachers very largely responsible, if that is the attitude of the people in their teens and
early twenties’.”  If the organisers had hoped to achieve a consensus, there was to be

none.
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Higgins and Waters from SEFT were the only teachers to address the conference, making
their contribution on the previous afternoon. Their tape recordings of children discussing
films and the screening of a school made film would have been novelties for many in the
audience. Their cinema session was deliberately separated from the debate about
television, which was included with radio. Unlike the other media under scrutiny, films
were not represented on the platform by any one engaged in film production. Only later
when speaking at the television event did G H Elvin (speaking on the half of the Trade
Union Group, the Television and Radio Safeguards Committee) draw attention to how he
felt the SEFT contribution had served only to distract the audience.

This afternoon, I was very disappointed at the way the session at the National Film
Theatre went; teaching teachers how to teach children film appreciation is all very
well, but that session did not face up to the purpose of this conference.*’

Yet the terms of the Higgins/Waters presentation had been set by Whannel at the outset.

It is because we in this particular session want to make a stand upon the question of
values and our own personal commitments, because we want the matter to be stated
in positive terms, that we have given over most of our session, not to talking about
what we can do about it but demonstrating what two teachers are doing about it in
their schools every day.”’

As Higgins later put it ‘we should not regard the film as a problem at all but as an
opportunity to open a vast world of rich experience to young pc—:ople:’.32 Although
Whannel defined his task as giving ‘an extended introduction to Don Waters and Tony
Higgins’, he had chosen to insert at short notice an extract from the film Nice Time at the
start of the session.”® He explained this last-minute addition of the film as his reaction to
the morning’s proceedings at which

I was really disturbed about the general view that things are as they are, they will
continue to be like that and all we have to do is some more research, and in the
meantime not do anything rash, perhaps have a few conferences.*

Nice Time, with its direct social comment, perhaps demonstrated Whannel’s exasperation.
It was his hasty attempt to challenge the inertia and hand wringing that the conference
appeared to be inviting. He on the other hand clearly saw the conference as an important
opportunity to promote the kind of work with which he was already heavily involved.

We need within education to develop the whole movement which already exists for
extending that part of education which deals, not with the giving of knowledge but
with the evaluating of experience, extending that into the area where people really
are experiencing all these things, such as popular music, films, television and so on.




29

We have to extend that and embrace that area within education and critical
judgment terms.*

It is then additionally clear that by having as speakers two experienced practitioners, in
Higgins and Waters, Whannel was determined not only to change the terms of the debate
from what should happen to what was already happening but also to highlight the potential
quality of debate about popular culture.

Higgins outlined his approach which was to discuss with children what films and television
programmes they had seen and to attempt to ask general questions of them about what
might now be considered issues of narrative, stereotyping and representation. But he had a
further strategy. Having established the kind of films or programmes that children enjoy,
the teacher then attempts to steer them towards preferred examples: “...the answer to bad
television is good television’.”® The school film society, he argued, by judicious
screenings can develop and widen children's taste. This was open to interpretation. There

were some for whom widening taste meant moving children away from popular culture

while others saw the importance of exploration within popular culture.

Waters took up the case for the screen education lesson and demonstrated how the
availability of the short film extract had made teaching film within the constraints of the
school day possible. But his greatest enthusiasm was for film-making. When children
were making a film, Waters argued that for him the priority was the end product (the
finished film that demonstrated accomplishment) not the means (the lessons that might be
learned from the film-making experience). Having the opportunity to be creative in a form
that was such a central part of their popular culture was for Waters a process the value of

which it was “difficult to overestimate’.’’

It seems likely that the conference audience would have been sympathetic to what was
being demonstrated and few would have challenged Higgins’s closing statement that ‘the
purpose of education in film and television...is to help children to enjoy to the full all that
is best in film and television’.*® Higgins reported directly to SEFT members about the
Conference which he chose to describe as ‘the NUT mass media conference’.” His
session with Waters had occasioned a positive response. What concerned him was that

most of his audience had had no idea that such work was taking place in schools. - This-
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would have perhaps been a matter of greater concern for SEFT if most members of the
audience had been teachers but given the wide representation from civil society which

dominated the audience numerically, this display of ignorance was perhaps unsurprising.

Since so few teachers had been able to attend the very conference which NUT members
had voted into existence, clearly there was a need both practical and political to find a way
of engaging as many members as possible in the subsequent debate. The task of trying to
attempt to edit down the 348 foolscap pages of the Verbatim Report fell to Groombridge,
who had to find a structure that would contain the conflicting emphases of different
speakers and of the responses that they had drawn from the floor. This became Popular
Culture and Personal Responsibility: A Study Outtine."’

Whereas concern over moral and cultural values had been emphasised in previous
pronouncements, Groombridge begins by offering two rather different reasons for the
conference being called -and ones that probably more accurately reflected the aim of Jarvis
and others engaged in the planning of the conference:

(1) to discover to what extent other organisations concerned with education and
social welfare shared both its anxiety over some features of the contemporary
cinema, television, journalism and pop songs, and its desire to improve their

quality;

(2) to enable representatives of these organisations to discuss the problems and
opportunities created by the mass media with some controllers of the media and
with some of the writers and artists attempting to work creatively within them.*'

Groombridge was an active member of the BFI’s lecture panel and he and Whannel had
collaborated previously. Their shared views are best summarised in an article for the
Times Educational Supplement in early 1960 which anticipates certain of the reasons for
the conference outlined above.

It is important for the educationists to know the difficulties they face, rather than
denounce the media as such; conversely, it is important for the producers to meet
those who are responsible for their audience’s taste.*?

They see a danger in there being two kinds of outsider: both the children and their teachers.

Both sets of outsider are agreed that there are two cultures, popular and traditional,
vulgar and respectable which are mutually exclusive and enemies.*

The children associated the traditional and respectable culture as not being for them while

their teachers ‘look on appalled at the candy floss world which their charges revel in’.
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With this as a model for what teachers face, the authors detect three distinct responses.
There is the teacher who resolutely defends his own standards by refusing to acknowledge
any value whatever in popular culture. There is a less confrontational teacher whe seeks
gradually to wean his pupils away from popular and recruit them to the highbrow arts —but
this concerns the authors who ask: ‘Does the small group of recruits for the highbrow arts

justify leaving the rest to attend to their own critical defences?”**

The authors then opt for a third possibility.

It suggests that [the popular arts] have already produced works of art in their own
kinds, and that by the proper enjoyment and study of these, standards and criteria
appropriate to these new forms can be worked out.”’

As illustration of good practice in this respect, SEFT and its approach to the cinema is
offered as a successful model, where children ‘can be led to understand the role of
discrimination in heightening enjoyment in other arts at the same time as they learn to take
films seriously’.  The authors, perhaps recognising the readiness of the SEFT journal
Screen Education to accommodate all comers, provide their resumé of good practice.

“Film appreciation” should be more than a narrow understanding of the techniques
of film-making. It involves awareness that technique expresses a style, and that
through style a director conveys his personal vision and scale of values about the
purposes of life and society. Equally, the teacher should beware of pushing film
study in the direction of an academic historical survey of the cinema.*®

Unsurprisingly, Groombridge allows his extracts from the SEFT speakers at the conference
to have a sizeable section of space in his chapter in the Study Outline on ‘The educational
response and the practitioner’s voice’. It was strategically important — both -at the
conference and in the Study Outline — that a solution should be there to be found already in
operation, and in the hands of an established teachers’ organisation with a ten year track

record of ‘considered experience’.*’

Almost within days of the NUT Conference, the Council for Children’s Welfare published
Family Viewing — a study of early evening television."* Prominent among its authors
once again was Tony Higgins, Chairman of SEFT, and there was the predictable plug for
the Association, which ‘has already advanced far in this field and has devised various
methods to help children get the best out of television’.*” The SEFT methods are:

classroom discussion, encouraging children to ‘watch the better programmes’ and ‘the
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formal study of television as a classroom subject along the same lines as the study of the
older arts and means of communication’. The advance that was being claimed seems to
have been the transfer of the approach of viewing and discussing film to the inspection of

individual television programmes.

The basis for the study had been the monitoring of programmes shown between 6 pm and 8
pm from November 1959 to April 1960, where ‘ten monitors in two groups watched every
ninth programme’.”® This report had been set up in the wake of the dismissal by both BBC
and ITA of the recommendations contained in Children and Television Programmes, the
report of the BBC/ITA Joint Committee.”’ In its title, Family Viewing embodies both the
dilemma and the solution. Since parents and children were assumed to watch these
potentially inappropriate programmes together, the report is clear as to where responsibility
lies: with both Television Authorities and with parents. It is ‘a dual responsibility, with
parents taking an increased share as the evening advances’.”> When it comes to
encouraging children to discriminate, then it is a shared responsibility between parents and

teachers.>’

Clearly, there was a view that pepular culture was getting out of hand, and there was the
need in society for some group to be prepared to take responsibility to head off the threat.
Perhaps in the context of the Cold War, the engagement with popular culture was perhaps
perceived as the battle of the home front. The home front battle had at least one specific
focus: the Pilkington Committee set up to advise on where control of the third television
channel should be allocated. SEFT submitted evidence to the committee as detailed in
Screen Education 8. SEFT used the opportunity to attack the ITA which had ‘not carried
out its responsibility under the 1954 Television Act’ to ensure that the ITV companies
produced programmes of a high general standard of quality.>* It also used the opportunity
not only to promote the work of SEFT, but to make a plea in general for money.

We recommend therefore that the importance of providing children with education
in television should be acknowledged and that to encourage the provision of this
education and help more fully those already engaged in it, SEFT should receive
regular sufficient financial assistance.

A rather more considered response, also involving Higgins in its construction, was
published in New Left Review as a Television Supplement. This was the joint work of

Higgins, Whannel and Raymond Williams. Although delivering recommendations to the
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Pilkington Committee, the Supplement has a major section on ‘Tasks for Education’ with
separate recommendations as to what the education service should be targeting.56 Given
that BFI/SEFT representatives - were involved  in - producing the supplement, the
recommendations are unsurprising, but defined here in rather broader terms. NLR calls
for ‘courses in critical appreciation of the mass media’ so that film and television are no
longer distinctively identified. Teachers should have the opportunity to be trained ‘in the
field of popular communications’.”” Whereas the SEFT evidence to Pilkington wanted to
see a Television Institute established as an offshoot of the BFI, New Left Review wants an
independent ‘institute of communications research’ to help ‘those teachers and lecturers in
popular communications subjects’. The Supplement concludes with the repetition of a
familiar argument about the role of education in relation to the media.

In the end, the quality of the service provided will depend upon the critical
awareness of the audience, the sense of responsibility on the part of those who
serve that public, the conditions in which the service is received, and the cultural
life of the society as a whole.’®

There were several publications other than Groombridge’s Study Qutline, which appeared
after the NUT conference and which declared a specific connection to it: Britain in the
Sixties: Communications (1962), The Popular Arts (1964), Discrimination and Popular
Culture (1965) and Understanding the Mass Media (1966).”° Britain in the Sixties:
Communications- contains a reference to the conference in the Acknowledgements where
Williams describes it as ‘the most remarkable event of its kind ever held in this country’.
The book draws heavily on the verbatim record of the conference. The early chapter on
the history of communication is a development of the paper that Williams gave on the
opening day. The fourth chapter, ‘Controversy’, quotes extensively from subsequent
conference speakers. The concluding chapter, ‘Proposals’, seeks to move forward from
the conference’s expressions of concern by allocating tasks to both education and to media
institutions. But it is clear as Steele has noted that Williams at this stage ‘still deplored the
contemporary incarnations of mass media’.®’ Consequently he has radical proposals for
keeping commercial interests away from the channels of communication and for extensive
public ownership, repeating the call for state involvement that had characterised Preface to
Film. Williams does not attempt to theorise what he is observing; he perhaps hoped to use

the momentum of the conference to press for change.
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The structure of The Popular Arts is designed to be inclusive. The chapter on ‘Topics for
Study’ extends across different media, but nevertheless specific topics tend to be located
within particular media. ‘The Avenging Angels’ deals with crime writers, specifically
Spillane and Chandler, where the authors then opt for Chandler as embodying good
popular art. ‘The Young Audience’ is about popular music, but it is clear where the
author’s preferences lie.

Throughout this chapter, we have constantly made comparisons between pop music
and jazz. This is because, though there are many individual pop songs worth
listening to, in general jazz seems an infinitely richer kind of music, both
aesthetically and emotionally.®'

Here the Leavisite approach is transferred to the popular arts, where the worthy and the
unworthy are contrasted. Stuart Hall has maintained that the authors were mindful of the
strong influence of Leavis among English teachers and felt that taking a Leavisite approach
would make the ideas of the book more marketable amongst a cohort of committed
teachers and more likely to be put into practice as a consequenc‘e.62 Since both Hall and
Whannel were essentially Leavisite in their approach at this stage, perhaps this was an
inevitable marketing strategy. The negotiation with the publishers was conducted by
Whannel, who promoted the book on the basis of its substantial reference section and its
suggested ‘Projects for Teaching’. Unfortunately, this would prove to be a problem. for a
book of nearly 500 pages. By the time it was published some of the suggested material
was likely to have been superseded or replaced, given the very nature of the media with
which the book was dealing. The authors’ dilemma is embodied at the end of the chapter
on ‘The Young Audience” where there is an extended end note (added just before going to
press) on The Beatles. The authors struggle appropriately to acknowledge this emerging

phenomenon and yet also to place it in the context of their existing thinking.®*

Discrimination and Popular Culture claims the greatest direct connection with. the
conference and yet had none.*® It does reflect certain aspects of the conference in that
media are separated and written about in isolation and by different authors. It also has an
unsympathetic introduction, perhaps rather closer to the thinking of the original sponsors
of the NUT annual conference motion, which sought to apportion blame to the providers.of
popular culture. Published as a paperback original, it became sufficiently successful to

achieve a substantially revised hardback second edition ten years later.
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Much of Discrimination and Popular Culture was unequivocal in its opposition to
popular culture. In the Editor’s Introduction Thompson states:

The hypothesis of this book is that the shortcomings of pepular culture are with us,
because the mass media just listed have become the expression and mouthpiece of a
particular type of civilisation.®®

He quotes extensively from the speakers at the Conference and implicitly draws authority
from an assumed association with the Conference, at which he states: -

The most predictable thread running through the proceedings was the express
hostility of teachers towards the way in which the mass media are used at present.66

This might have been an accurate reflection of the feelings that produced the original
Easter Conference motion, but it can hardly be true of the October Conference itself, since
there were hardly any teachers able to be present, other than those representing
professional associations.*’” On the issue of responsibility, Thompson is clear that ‘those
who control the mass media, must be made fully responsible to the society in which they

live’.5®

An important part of Thompson’s thinking is in accord with what SEFT and BFI were
saying about the importance for all schools to address the various forms of popular culture
with the strategy of teaching children to discriminate between good and bad.* He also
stresses the importance of there being a supply of trained teachers from the training
colleges.” Seizing on the freedom available in the curriculum in the 1960s for schools to
innovate, Thompson promotes an élitist notion of experts in the sphere of cultural health,
who would keep alive ‘our distinctive national culture’, a phrase ‘that is not adequately
explored.7l The model offered for the practice of the cultural health team is curious, if not
quaint: it is that of the peasant in the Middle Ages who, by attending Mass, ‘learnt
unconsciously something of the standards of art and music and oratory, which were the
pride of Europe’.”> He concludes by re-instating the familiar case that the pioneers of film
appreciation had promoted.

No great improvement can be expected till more and better education makes its
impact and the media are met by a consciously discriminating public.”

Discrimination and Popular Culture rather upstaged the original conference, on-the

existence of which the book had justified its own publication. Indeed, Robert Hewison
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subsequently believed that the book was a collection of the ‘almost despairing papers’

given at the Conference’.

The last of the books inspired by the conference is subtitled ‘a practical approach for
teaching’ and acknowledges a debt not only to the conference but also to Hoggart,
Williams, Thompson, Leavis, SEFT and The Use of English. The author, Nicholas
Tucker, had also seen The Popular Arts in manuscript. Thus Understanding the Mass
Media represents a summation of the contemporary attitudes and became the first boek to
promote in detail ways of teaching the range of the mass media. Its structure is a legacy of
the conference in that each medium is isolated and described separately, following the
structure in which individual speakers at the conference had made their presentations. The
author does not attempt to offer approaches that look across the media to see what
attributes they might have in common. The book is directed to the innovative teacher and
provides such teachers with practical classroom strategies for approaching the various

media.

Screen Education’ published by UNESCO in 1964 also derived from a conference, the
International Meeting on Film and Television Teaching held in Norway in 1962. Most of
the book is written by Hodgkinson, who was about to leave for a teaching post in the
USA.” He uses the occasion both to establish a wider use for the term “screen education’
to cover teaching film and television and also to attempt an analysis of what that term
might involve from a more theoretical perspective, drawing on a range of sources. His
argument begins with an examination of what screen language might be, though he does
not make any attempt to follow the model of screen grammar that Spottiswoode had
introduced. Instead he deals with the issues of production, reproduction and interpretation,
where the combination of the various means of communication and reception possible
through film and television serve to emphasise the power of screen language.”” What then
has to be addressed is how the educator should respond to the omnipresence of the screen

language.

Here Hodgkinson draws on the work of Hoggart and Williams. From the latter, he
concludes that 'the intermediaries - the controllers of the media - have become or are
becoming the most important parties to communication'.”® From Hoggart he infers that a

means of communication so publicly processed must result in a ‘bland culture’.” Hoggart
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had been influential in the Pilkington Report and accordingly Hodgkinson quotes from that
report's findings: 'What the public wants and what it has the right to get is the freedom to
choose from the widest possible range of programme matter. Anything less than that is
deprivation'.®® Concerns of the period about mass media were particularly focused on the
effects on children. Hodgkinson diverts from his general case to quote from the Wheare
and Nuffield reports and reverts to the Wheare Committee’s solution of the necessity of
producing through the schools a more discriminating public.®' This then begs the question

of how to achieve this end.

If the means for achieving this is to be found, Hodgkinson argues that there is a prior need
to get recognition for film and television as forms of art as a first step to their inclusion in
the school curriculum. Starting from an organisational position, he draws on the work of
Herbert Read, who had argued that what a child could cope with educationally was closely
related to its development with age. Read believed that only at 14 were children capable of
logical thought, 'and any attempt to force an early development of concepts is unnatural,

and may be injurious™?.

Hodgkinson modifies this to the extent of lowering the age of
logical thinking to 11 or 12, but does not challenge Read’s assumption. The new lower
age designated for the onset of logical thinking would conveniently allow screen education

into the secondary school curriculum from year one.*®

Having argued that the children are ready for screen education, the need is to define art in
such a way that both film and television qualify for inclusion in the curriculum. Williams's
work assists here, since he demonstrates that new art forms are regularly resisted by those
who see themselves as the custodians of the existing arts, so that Elizabethan drama and
18th-century novels were similarly discounted by the élite minority of their
contemporaries. The ephemeral nature of television proves particularly challenging to its
acceptability as an art form. But what it does enable is for children to become familiar
with 'the basic conventions of the language' long before they attend school.** Hodgkinson
is therefore in the curious position of acknowledging that children may read this visual
language, which is "'unconsciously assimilated’, but following Herbert Read he would then
argue that only at secondary school age may the teacher intervene to educate them in the

'formal qualities of screen art'.
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Once the children are in a state of preparedness, what then are the aims of screen
education? Here again Read is invoked and specifically his argument that 'the work of art,
however concrete and objective, is not constant or inevitable in-its effect: ‘it demands the

"85 Hodgkinson, takes this engagement of the child spectator

co-operation of the spectator.
with the screen’s images as a starting point for screen education. What the child then
proceeds to do with the empathy that s/he feels is to contribute her/his self — ‘which
renders discussion of films and television such a rewarding and vital part of screen
education’.®® This then leads into an extensive quotation from a published account of
discussions following screenings in a further education college. The experience of the
teacher had been that his students were less concerned with the stance taken by filmmakers
and more concerned with their own emotional responses to circumstances portrayed in the
films.®” Acceptance of this emotional unburdening by individuals, as an aim of screen
education underpinned certain thematic approaches, which culminated in the use by the
Humanities Curriculum Project of extracts from film and television fictional narratives as

neutral evidence in discussions on topics such as war and youth.*

Having identified this overriding aim of personal revelation through discussion,
Hodgkinson needs to find a methodology. Once again he draws on Read and the latter’s
prescription for the three activities involved in art teaching: self expression, observation
and appreciation.® Self expression had traditionally been manifested in the film-making
area of screen education, where SFT had promoted the idea of the group-made film.
Whatever educational justification had been advanced for this procedure, it did make a
virtue of necessity. Classes were large; film-making equipment was expensive; film stock
and processing were costly. Hodgkinson feels the need to accommodate the views of those
like Don Waters, who argued not only for the value of the group film-making experience
but also for the simulation of professionalism that it encouraged.” However, Hodgkinson
also anticipates the kind of work that would be developed a few years later at Hornsey
College of Art when he foresees the use of 8 mm cameras and portable tape recorders,

allowing 'untutored forms of self-expression in a truly individual fashion'.”!

Observation as a method would seem to accommodate many of the more: traditional
activities expected of children in relation to their viewing of films. Here Hodgkinson
abandons Read and draws on Williams who proposes 'teaching the institutions'.”> Much of

the first decade of SFT had been focused on the scrutiny of the finished product, rather
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than on any process of mediation by which that product had been developed and presented.
By introducing the concept of institutions in Screen Education the author was initiating
the process of establishing a significant area of investigation for media education in the

future.

The third method - of ‘appreciation’ - might have been presented as screen education
coming full circle back to its film appreciation origins. But whereas film appreciation had
started at a time when audiences were unfamiliar with television, now teachers were faced
with media saturated children, so that their first task was to arouse enthusiasm for what
might be an over familiar experience. Here both Read and Williams are invoked: the
former to advocate the teaching of enjoyment, the latter to demolish the received and often
repeated wisdom that by learning to appreciate the good, recognition of the bad would
follow automatically.” Hodgkinson, having got to this point, withdraws from the
challenge of where it might lead and concludes by asserting that it is the enthusiast who

must lead the unspecified way.

What Hodgkinson then does in a separate chapter that takes the form of the appendix is to
promote a specimen screen education syllabus that he had developed and used over the
first three years of a mixed secondary school. It is a curious mixture, which is probably the
result of a process where the curriculum content was being revised in phases. The first
year is distinctly old-fashioned in its concentration on the mechanics of- film and
photography, the history of the cinema and the introduction of notions of film grammar.
By contrast, the second year is mostly about institutions and about other media. The final
year combines both the thematic and genre approach and ends — albeit only ‘for suitable

classes’ -- with film-making.”*

It becomes difficult to disentangle ends and means at this point:

...the factual knowledge which the children acquire in this subject is of no value
whatsoever except in so far as it enables them to approach these deeper and more
valuable a.?ects of their education with confidence, understanding and a degree of
objectivity.”’ [Hodgkinson’s italics]

The value of the course is that -

...when the children have thoroughly acquired the habit of close analytical looking
and listening, we enjoy each other's confidence, share a common language and
enthusiasm, and are able to discuss freely the many questions of human behaviour,




40

social mores, moral attitudes etc, which the best films and television programmes
illumine.”®

While one might readily accept that the knowledge of optics and of cinema history might
be of limited value to the non-specialist, the author's argument is compromised. To spend
a year looking at institutions and other media and then state that knowing this information
is valueless, is an extraordinary claim when he is advocating discussion of human
behaviour, which must inevitably be proscribed by those very institutions and: agencies
that he has taught about. But then issues of representation did not find their way into his
syllabus.

UNESCO produced a number of publications about film and media in the early 1960s (and
continued to do so regularly in subsequent decades). One of the most substantial was
Teaching about the Film by ] M L Peters, Director of the Netherlands Film Institute.”’
Drawing heavily on examples from British and American films (copiously illustrated with
stills) and on the work of SEFT and BFI, the book seemingly aimed to be definitive on the
subject. Its assertions were so emphatic that later screen educationists would have been
able to quote from it as being sufficiently authoritative as to illustrate the limitations and

idiosyncrasies of film teaching being undertaken at the time.

Such was the author's desire for precision that there is a detailed appendix, identifying the
skills and capacities of children in relation to film at any given age between 7 and 18. The
four elements by which their progress may be determined are: understanding film
language, aesthetic appreciation of films, critical assimilation of film content, and methods
and practical possibilities. These in turn are tabulated against three aspects of the students’
general mental development: perception and thinking, aesthetic receptiveness and
creativity, and interest and criticism. So extreme were the claims being made that the book
seems to have had negligible effect on film teaching developments in Britain. One of
Peters’s statements is notable, not for its insight but for its persistent legacy.

Film-teaching (or film education) means helping young people to develop a critical
defence towards those films which rely for their primary attraction on the display of
technical novelties, on expensive-looking stars and on other superficial factors
properly belonging more to the sphere of advertising, rather than on the true and
inherent qualities of the cinema. Young people should, as. far as possible, be helped
to immunize themselves against the spell-casting power of films which use such
means.”®
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The medical metaphor of immunization that Peters uses here was probably still thought
appropriate at this stage of the post-war period, when children were becoming used to
receiving a series of injections to ward off the diseases that had previously been life-
threatening. Indeed S W Harris, President of the British Board of Film Censors, had used
the term ‘immunisation’ in The Film Teacher in 1952, as a way of dealing with the
‘spread of infection’.®” But it is clear that in Peters’s view this ‘self immunization’ process
was not to be regarded as the whole of film education. During the 1960s, the phrase was
not used and Peters’s book had little influence beyond being listed in bibliographies,
having been superseded in UNESCO’s publications by Screen Education. As has been
shown, there had always been a current of concern about the influence of the media on
children, and this had been regularly addressed by those who wished to promote media
education.'” But it was only when later media educationists wanted to describe a history
for their area that the related term ‘inoculatory’ was introduced. The re-emergence and
persistence of this shorthand and dismissive term of reference is relevant to this

investigation.

Roy Knight writing a lengthy editorial introduction to the BFI produced Film in English
Teaching in 1972 traces the history of film in English teaching. At no point does he make
mention of the ‘inoculatory’ approach.'” Yet four years later Jim Cook and Jim Hillier
emphasise the ‘protective or inoculatory’ approach in their paper introducing the
BFI/SEFT 1976 Film and Television Studies Conference.'”” Len Masterman ‘makes
reference to ‘the old inoculation theories’ in 1980.'"" Ten years later James Halloran and
Marsha Jones refer to the ‘inoculatory or moral approach’ and it is their paper that is
subsequently quoted by the BFI in 1992.'"™ None of these sources is able to direct readers
to articles where media teachers make the case for the inoculatory approach, because none
exist. The common authorities quoted are Leavis and Thompson,'®® the Spens Report,'®

the Crowther Report'®’ and the Newsom Report.'”® None of these sources use the term

‘inoculatory’.

The authority for the prevalence of the ‘inoculatory approach’ derives from Graham
Murdock and Guy Phelps of the Leicester Centre for Mass Communication Research
researching on behalf of the Schools Council in 1973.'"” The Council had initially thought
that the conclusions of the research would enable them to make suggestions about

‘relatively simple curriculum reform, perhaps with regard to media-appreciation classes-or
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media-based teaching generally’''’. But Murdock and Phelps were not subsequently
instructed to discover what media teachers were doing. The focus of their research on
behalf of the Schools Council evolved from that initial brief to become:

(a) the ways in which mass media impinged on the school situation, and
(b) the relationship between children's use of, and attitudes towards, the media on
the one hand - and teachers’ attitudes towards the media on the other.'"!

Subsequently after further modification

...it became the main aim of the study to determine the extent to which the
differences in patterns of social relationships and systems of communication
between schools on the one hand and leisure environments on the other are
complementary or contradictory. =

Halloran, Director of the Leicester Centre, later revealed that the researchers’- ultimate
conclusion was ‘about the quality of the relationship between teachers and pupils and the
assumptions on which these relationships rest and, beyond that, about the kind of society

we want’.!3

It is essential therefore to understand in the light of these statements that Murdock and
Phelps were not reporting on the teaching strategies of those who were designated as
teachers of media or of those who had timetabled film or media lessons; they were looking
at teachers’ attitudes more generally. Part of their research was to compare the attitudes of
those who taught science and these who taught English. The latter group included those
who were expected in some schools to introduce their pupils to aspects of media. Whereas
science teachers generally were required to teach only science, the researchers found that
the English specialists were often to be found also teaching subjects other than English,
and to feel as a consequence all the more strongly that their fundamental role was
essentially the ‘transmission of literary values’.!"* Therefore some teachers of English
were on the defensive when completing the research questionnaires about their attitudes to
the media, whereas science teachers did ‘not need to be on the defensive, since not only is
their basic subject matter relatively unambiguous, but they also spend the majority of their

time teaching it’.'"’

Murdock and Phelps found among a sample of English teachers that there were four

distinct approaches to media:

Approach 1 Media material seldom if ever introduced into lessons.
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Approach 2 Media material not introduced and any attempt by pupils to introduce it
is resisted.

Approach 3 Teachers actively combat the countervailing influence of mass media
by exposing examples to eriticism (the ‘inoculation’ approach).

Approach 4 The positive approach.''®

The most frequently quoted part of the research is where the authors, carefully putting
quotation marks around the word ‘inoculation’, state that this third approach ‘commanded
considerable support from both the comprehensive (32 per cent) and secondary modern
schools (36 per cent) in our sample’.''”  But what does not get quoted is the description
that follows which reveals in detail that the approach they are describing stems from an
attitude to the media similar to the attitude to certain films of the 1950s, as identified by
Peters.

Underlying this approach is a particular view of the process of media influence.
According to this view, the mass media can be seen as a series of machines
controlled by self-seeking, and occasionally evil, men. These machines send out
sounds and images which enter the uncritical minds of the passive audience and
then turn them into compliant zombies who will willingly accept the implanted
ideas, and may even act them out and behave in an anti-social manner."

The language that the researchers use to describe the attitude of these teachers is surely
designed to signal to the reader that the inoculatory approach is a designation to be applied
only to those instinctively hostile to the teaching of media, not a description of an -authentic

teaching strategy.

In more recent times, it is clear that the term ‘inoculating” has come to be used as a
portmanteau reference into which a wide range of past approaches may be bundled.
Buckingham, citing Halloran and Jones and Masterman, states -

This process of training students in ‘discrimination’ and ‘critical awareness’ has
been described by subsequent critics as a form of ‘inoculation’ — in other words a
protection against disease.'"”

Over time the various references to ‘inoculation’ have been taken out of context and used
indiscriminately to include and discredit a wide range of earlier approaches to media

education

If the NUT Conference inaugurated a period when it became legitimate to explore a wider

cultural landscape from the educational perspective that SEFT had promoted, there were
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contemporaneous developments in which the traditional approaches to film criticism in the
wider society were being revalued. These more analytic approaches were associated with
a new generation of university educated film critics.. Almeost all had no formal film
education and indeed their subject specialisms covered a wide range of both the arts and
the sciences. What they had in common was years of frequent and regular visits to local
cinemas to watch and enjoy mainstream films. That they were able to draw so
productively on this ordinary experience was a practical vindication of what SEFT had
long maintained: that simply by going to the cinema and enjoying that experience, it was

possible to acquire the necessary skills to become a discerning viewer.

50 Famous Films 1915-1945 was published by the BFI at the point when Huntley had
replaced Reed as Controller of the National Film Theatre.'”® Described in the Foreword by
Director Quinn as 'one of several innovations', the book was designed for NFT regulars,
who would have a permanent collection of the programme notes of what were the NFT’s
most predictable - archive screenings. Authors of the notes on-individual films are not
credited and their comments follow no set pattern or length. It was, in effect, a collection
of miscellaneous programme notes of rather more than 50 films, chosen without any
coherent structure but masquerading as a serious BFI publication. The film reviewers of
Oxford Opinion (specifically lan Cameron and- Victor Perkins) pounced, seeing it as
'worth examining for the light it throws on the standards and prejudices of this country's
cinematic establishment’.'?' Previously, according to Cameron, they had planned that in
that issue they would ‘devote our space to a dissection of that distressing journal [Sight
and Sound|’. But instead 50 Famous Films provided a better target for attacking film
criticism in Britain, as it demonstrated 'the pallid philanthropy that has always provided its

criteria for evaluation'.'??

Cameron was then approached by the Federation of Film Societies to write a piece for their
journal Film, where the argument was presented in a more condensed form. Cameron saw
traditional criticism as judging a film, 'on the acceptability of its social and political
attitudes', where a significant proportion of the review might be the plot synopsis.'” At
the basis of his criticism was the accusation that Sight and Sound and the Monthly Film
Bulletin demonstrated intellectual laziness. What they did not do was talk about style.

To judge a film on anything other than its style is to set up the critic’s own views
on matters outside the cinema against those of its maker.'**
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Responses came both from Penelope Houston, Editor of Sight and Sound and Peter John
Dyer, Editor of Monthly Film Bulletin. Houston devoted six pages of the autumn 1960
edition of Sight and Sound to her reply to the original Oxford Opinion article."”® Her tone
is patronising and she seeks to present Oxford Opinion as parroting the ideas of others: ‘A
lot of this comes from Cahiers du Cinéma, along with the list of admired directors.’
Choosing to interpret Oxford Opinion’s engagement with film style as ‘reviewing a film in
terms of half a dozen striking shots', her punch line was that 'cinema is about the human
situation, not about spatial relationships'.'””® Dyer maintained the patronising distance in

Film when he responded to Cameron’s article in an earlier issue of that publication.

I wouldn't employ them, because of their judgment, or rather their lack of it; and
because it follows that they will enjoy neither influence nor staying power. —

Their much vaunted obsession with style is backed up by nothing in their own
criticism to encourage one to believe that they know the first thing about style.'?®

The NUT Conference had had an agenda about ways of approaching popular culture and of
raising the expectations of its audience. At the same time the debate triggered by Oxford
Opinion was confronting some of the issues that were around in the Popular Culture
debate. A group of Oxford graduates was championing the most popular of popular art
forms and challenging the assumptions of those whom they perceived as defending those
‘quality’ films from which the cinema was supposed to draw its credibility as high art. The
1950s had seen such intergenerational differences being the source material. for

controversy in various art forms.

If there was a detectable difference in attitude among those attending the NUT conference,
where some were hostile and others accepting, it had perhaps been anticipated by art critic
Lawrence Alloway, writing in 1957. He described what he saw as an essentially
fundamental, generational split. Born in 1926, he distinguishes the characteristics of his
generation in two ways.

(1) We grew up with the mass media. Unlike our parents and teachers we did not
experience the impact of the movies, the radio, the illustrated magazines. The mass
media were established as a natural environment by the time we could see them.

(2) We were born too late to be adopted into the system of taste that gave aesthetic
certainty to our parents and teachers.'?’
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The implication of this argument is that the older conference members were likely to be
separated from the younger because each cohort had a fundamentally different concept of

cultural normality.

Alloway wrote on a range of topics connected to-the visual and popular arts in the 1950s.
He also lectured on film, but did not publish any writing on the subject at the time,
although he did later."*® However, as a successful and influential art critic in the late
1950s, he made radio broadcasts of some film reviews. Towards the end of this
broadcasting period, in December 1960, he devoted a broadcast not only to praising the
‘impressive film criticism” to be found in Oxford Opinion but additionally to dismissing
the writings of its opponents at the BFI as 'stale and boring'm.

Now it seems to me that the Oxford critics have this sense of the movie as
something complex and extensive, whereas the BFI writers and the weekly ladies
have lost both their wonder and their curiosity.'**

He also detects a similar spirit of rebellion in the Cambridge journal, Granta, which was
following Oxford's lead. Charles Barr, then reviewing films for Granta, acknowledges the
shift toward the Oxford journal’s 'purposeful and committed line on cinema', which

accelerated when Barr became Associate Editor of Granta.'>

Alloway does have one
major criticism of both Oxford Opinion and Sight and Sound. ‘Both groups are equally
neglectful of the iconography of the movies'.'”** By the time that the Oxford Opinion
writers had become editors of Movie, they were more persuaded by Alloway's arguments

and it was in Movie that Alloway's writings about cinema were finally published.'*

To have such controversy around British Film Criticism encouraged the London Region of
the Federation of Film Societies to set up a debate in the following January where
Penelope Houston, Peter John Dyer and John Gillett would appear for Sight and Sound- '*°
Consequently, when Cameron, Perkins and Shivas turned up to put the Oxford Opinion
case, they expected to be opposed by Sight and Sound/Monthly Film Bulletin. Instead
however the BFI was represented by Paddy Whannel and Alan Lovell who had apparently

volunteered to stand in for Houston and Dyer:"’

Unsurprisingly, the account of
proceedings as reported in Film was not quite the antagonistic heavyweight encounter that
its readers might have expected. Indeed, whilst listing the Oxford Opinion three as
present, the Film account diplomatically avoids identifying who was actually opposing

them.
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The critical debate staged by the London Regional Group at the end of January did
not lead, as was hoped, to an advance into more fruitful fields of argument.'*®

139 it seems that he reserved

Although Cameron had a piece in a subsequent issue of Film,
his major response for Screen Education."”® He writes mostly about the evolutionary
process that the Oxford Opinion writers had gone through as they reviewed films for that
journal and in the process discussed their shared responses as a group. He begins however,
by rounding on the institutional critics and in particular on Houston's attempt to discredit
Oxford Opinion when she accused them of being attracted to 'jazz and the excitements
surrounding it'.  What excitements Cameron asks: ‘alcoholism? drug addiction?
prostitution?"'" Though, as he acknowledged elsewhere, Houston's original response had
been very effective in making a much wider readership aware of Oxford Opinion-than that

journal would ever have achieved on its own.'*

A decade earlier, involvement in the Oxford based journal Sequence had provided a route
for its editorial team of Gavin Lambert, Lindsay Anderson and Houston to various roles
within and for the BFI, as Houston acknowledged.'*® If they had a banner to fight under
that would have been Anderson's 'Stand Up, Stand Up'. The Oxford Opinion writers were
different. They appeared to eschew a political stance.

In view of our stated ideas about form and content, it is ridiculous to say that we
'prefer form to content', or that we 'refused to talk about meaning'. What we refuse
to talk about is whether we agree with the attitude expressed in the film, and to
judge it on that basis. This does not prevent us from going as far as we are capable
in working out its meaning.'**

When the same authors persevered and produced the first issue of Movie in Summer 1962,
it started to become clear that what they were committed to was detailed textual analysis.
When he wrote for Screen Education, Cameron was still at the point of needing to refute
Houston's claim that 'cinema is about the human situation, not about spatial relationships’.
Cameron dismissed this misinterpretation of the Oxford Opinion position by likening it to

informing a reader that the novel was not about punctuation.'*’

As Cameron’s byline in
Screen Education explained he was 'Late of Oxford Opinion, now teaching in London'.
The first issue of Movie was a year away, and the piece in the SEFT journal was enabling
Cameron to disengage from what was clearly an unproductive debate. As he concluded:

In the end, the only way in which one can support one’s critical theories is by
writing criticism, rather than arguin% about it. I'm fed up with writing about
criticism. I'd rather write about films."*®
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It seemed briefly that Screen Education would be the vehicle for the continuation of this
debate when Dai Vaughan, Co-editor of Definition, replied to Cameron.'"” Definition was
a new film journal that first appeared in February 1960. Its principal editors were Alan
Lovell, Boleslaw Sulik and Dai Vaughan, the latter having been a regular contributor to
SEFT journals. Vaughan attacks Cameron’s assumption that it is possible to discuss a
film and be neutral about the attitudes expressed in it. He asks ‘How can we agree or
disagree with the “attitude” that we ourselves have conferred upon a work in our act of
response?’ If Oxford Opinion and subsequently Movie were to be noted for avoiding the
taking of a political stance, Definition was very much a journal of the Left. Like Oxford
Opinion it had attacked Sight and Sound. Lovell had detected that 'the vitality of
Sequence is changed into the complacency of the established magazine’.'® He saw it as
reluctant to offer any substantial critique of the British film industry largely because of the
BFI’s delicate relationship with the film industry. Consequently, the BFI funded journal
that had both security of publication and distribution was perceived as merely reflecting

'what is happening without enthusiasm or insight'.'*’ Vaughan in his challenge to Cameron

was trying to shift him into the ranks of committed critics.

But Definition 3 rather than Screen Education saw three-way battle lines being drawn.
Houston had responded to Lovell, and as with her response to Oxford Opinion she was
essentially patronising, claiming that Definition was 'a trifle rocky on its feet.® In the
same issue Robin Wood - soon to become one of Movie’s regular writers - joined the
Oxford Opinion position whilst making his own Leavisite leanings very clear.

We urgently need a sharpening of critical instruments, some means of analysing
what Dr F R Leavis would call 'local life', some method of practical criticism of
mise-en-scéne.'”’

Wood too could not resist patronising Lovell: 'One must be able, Mr Lovell, to analyse
and understand these things before one has the right to dismiss Hitchcock as a "second rate
director"."”” This was the first skirmish in what would later become a major critical debate

between Wood and Lovell, under SEFT auspices in Screen.'>

Probably the most significant of the contributions to the debate in this issue of Definition
was that of Whannel, whose position, according to the Editorial, coincided with that of

Definition. In fact, Whannel’s article attempts to adopt a viewpoint that offers a panorama
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across the contemporary critical scene. Having by this stage already identified himself as
both a critic from the New Left and a Leavisite, Whannel is least sympathetic to the
'general run of critics who claim a vague liberal position’, by which he must mean his BFI
colleagues on Sight and Sound. They are 'consistently taken in by the big subject, ever
ready to judge a film by its plot outline and discuss it or approve it for its subject matter
and overt moral position.'"”* However, he appears to align himself with Houston on the
matter of Oxford Opinion’s French influenced position. He summarises her attack on
Oxford Opinion.

Not a difficult task, certainly in the English form, where the specific judgements
seemed to have been taken over but the theoretical basis left in Paris.'*>

Whannel then offers a compromise position.

If we see our problem as teasing out the values embedded in the style of the film I
think this undercuts most of the confusions that have cropped up in the argument.'*®

But, as a Leavisite, he has to offer a further mechanism for judging the film.

A film is an act of collaboration with the viewer. All the time, we are being asked
to respond to hints and suggestions and create a world. In the good film these clues
are many, the life portrayed is closely textured. In the bad film the clues are slight,
the life portrayed is schematic.”’

If in the matter of criticism it fell to Whannel to try to map out the territory, so after the
success of the cinema session at the NUT Conference it was again Whannel, who wrote in
Screen Education '"Where do we go from here? ‘Here’ he defined as having two main
obstacles -- the absence of a clearly defined place for film within academic education, and
the lack of a serious critical tradition. To take the second point first, Whannel makes no
mention of the debates around the various journals with which he was currently then
involved. 'The cinema has produced no great critics.'" His concern is however more
specific. It is less that there is no 'literature of quality' about film, it is that critics are not

seeing a relationship between popular education and serious critical writing."*®

The bulk of his article derives from his concern with the place of film in the Academy. It
soon becomes clear that for Whannel establishing film in the Academy is simply a starting
point. Thus he describes in only the briefest reference the appointment in the: previous
October of Thorold Dickinson at the Slade School of Art as the first lecturer in film at a

British university.'*

What exercises Whannel now is how a place in the Academy would
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alter the status not just of film, but also of popular culture, in the school. Whannel’s
emphasis on the importance of film’s acceptance in the university as the means by which
film would get proper recognition in schools was always a fundamental part of his
thinking.'®®  He is forced to look back thirty years for a model - to Culture and
Environment and Education and the University."® These are not ideal models as he has
to concede, since they embody the notion that high culture must be defended against

12 He identifies the cinema as particularly important -- sufficiently

popular culture:.
established and recognized as a popular art form to provide a model for approaching other

popular art forms.

That both Cameron and Whannel should chose Screen Education 7 as the appropriate
publication to publish the concluding pieces for their respective involvements in the
Oxford Opinion debate and the NUT Conference would appear to demonstrate SEFT’s
position at the centre of events. It would be incorrect to draw this inference. At the time it
was the only regular journal in publication that would have had significant numbers of
readers with an interest in both debates. Cameron’s ‘Purely for Kicks’ is printed as the
second of a sequence of two articles headed confusingly ‘University Report’. It follows a
descriptive account of a university student film society. There is no context provided to
link ‘Purely for Kicks’ to the previous series of articles published elsewhere that-made up
this important debate.

The Editorial to Screen Education 7 fails to respond to any of the issues that Cameron or
Whannel raises. Instead, in the double page spread headed ‘Concern for Children’, Wills
takes a view similar to that which had apparently triggered the original NUT -conference
motion.

The child has seen crook and cop, outlaw and marshall, wife and mistress, all
employing the same means to achieve their ends. He has been deluged by the
devices of an acquisitive society which appear to offer him extravagant luxury on
‘extended and easy terms’. Superficial, trivial and shallow conformity has been
put on a pedestal for him to admire.'®’

He is in effect refusing to engage with how Whannel is defining the post-conference

position. It would be several years before the Society would address the issue of its

journal’s idiosyncratic and increasingly marginal rele.
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CHAPTER TWO 1964-1967

LOCATING FILM EDUCATION: THE BACK OF
BEYOND

The Crowther Report does establish a better balance of blame than the NUT
Resolution. But a more fundamental objection can be made to both statements in
the way they define the problem itself. Both passages imply a clear distinction
between the two cultures — the culture of the mass media and the traditional culture
of sophisticated arts. And both see these as standing in opposition to each other.
Stuart Hall and Paddy Whannel, 1964

The Newsom Report provides ‘official’ support for the introduction of film and television
study in schools, specifically in the context of the proposed raising of the school-leaving
age. The necessity for providing a liberal studies offer to short-term release students in
Sfurther education provides another opportunity for screen education at the margins.
Publishers become intrigued by the potential this new market offers. But the increased
interest from teachers and the number of enquiries consequently received by SEFT puts
great pressure on the Society’s volunteers. The new Labour Government of 1964 funds the
BFI more generously and so its Director and Education Department make SEFT an offer
the Society cannot refuse.

During the 1960s the status of film and television study changed considerably and by the
end of the decade many more teachers and lecturers were actively involved in a range of
developments. BFI and SEFT were both instrumental in these developments and alse the
beneficiaries of them. There were major events outside the arena of film and television
teaching which greatly assisted in the process. The change of government in 1964 was one
such defining event. There were others too, affecting in particular the opportunities for
screen -education in the further and secondary sectors. In the former, colleges became
obliged to offer students released for specialist training by employers the additional
opportunity to participate in liberal or general studies courses. In secondary schools there
was the expectation that the long delayed raising of the school leaving age to sixteen was

about to happen and that new areas of interest had to be found for these additional students.

Consequently the biggest potential area for the expansion of film and television study was
to be in secondary schools, where the publication of Half Qur Future in 1963 had made
the clearest call to date for the introduction of film and media teaching into schools, albeit
for the 'less able' half of the student population.!  Half Our Future very quickly became

known as the 'Newsom Report' after its Chairman, J H Newsom, who had been Chief




52

Education Officer for Hertfordshire in the immediate post-war years. While in post there
he had actively encouraged film appreciation and presented reports on a range of related
topics to the County Education Committee in 1950.> Given Newsom’s earlier promotion
of film teaching in an educationally progressive county and at a time when his reports
would have coincided with the publication of the Wheare Committee’s report, it seems that
Half Our Future had a very sympathetic author when it came to make its observations on

film and television in education.

Immediately following the Report's publication, the BFI Education Department seized on
the relevance of what it said and produced a duplicated handout detailing the eight
paragraphs from the Report that had the greatest relevance for film and television teaching.
The Department did not however add any editorial comment.’ SEFT’s response was
delayed. This was probably because of the timing of the Newsom Report, which was
published in August 1963. Consequently it appeared too late for comment in the
September/October issue of Screen Education which was ready for distribution at the start
of the autumn term, while copy for the 1964 Yearbook was complete and ready for the
printers by early October. In the first: Screen FEducation of 1964, there is a brief
introduction from Don Waters, then Chairman, but the content of the subsequent article
'Newsom on the Screen Media' was apparently lifted from the BFI’s duplicated document,
though with the omission of two of the eight paragraphs quoted there.* There appears to be
no logic as to the exclusion of these two paragraphs, 378 and 479. The former endorses
film-making which would certainly have commanded agreement from SEFT committee
members at the time. The latter argues for the value of the creative arts in helping young
people 'to come to terms with themselves'. Unlike the BFI’s publication of its selection of
quotations without further comment, Waters’s introduction is unequivocal in its
endorsement.

We have had support for screen education in official documents before — the
Wheare Committee - the Pilkington Report - but never such powerful advocacy and
expressed so much in our own terms as it is in this remarkable document, the report
of the Newsom Committee

But, there never was such ammunition for the teacher and the would-be teacher of
screen education. It is the duty of every one of us to use it - on every possible
occasion and as effectively as we know how.’

There is however a curious postscript to the queted paragraphs: from Alex Richardson,

editor of SEFT’s Film and TV News that had appeared in the preceding autumn.® He was
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an important presence on the Committee and was later to become SEFT’s first paid officer.
The postscript is both a strident and personal. Richardson taught then at Cornwell School
in East Ham, the dilapidated buildings of which had been pictured in the Newsom Report
where photographs had been selected to juxtapose images of good and bad facilities in
secondary schools. It is on this initial peg that he fixes his response but then contrives to
enlist SEFT into his diatribe. His concluding paragraphs are printed below. They
demonstrate two important features which affected SEFT's organisation in the 1960s: Ray
Wills’s apparent reluctance to exert editorial control over Screen Education even in
instances where SEFT as an organisation was inappropriately invoked; Richardson’s
readiness to use his position within SEFT to give a spurious endorsement to what were his
personal views.

I wouldn't mind particularly that Cornwell will not get new buildings for yet
another five years (ha! ha!). If I felt that at least Newsom would be backed by
money and political enthusiasm. If you could feel that a significant minority really
cared. But make no mistake about it. I feel badly.

Half Our Future is surely one of the most important Government documents yet
prepared - and not just about education. It's about a world which does justice to all
its children. They must be taught well. Their real needs must be served first. They
must be recognised for what they are: total, vulnerable, powerful human beings.
All of them.

When Newsom is finally shelved (by all parties) then it's only the teachers left. In
every type of school. We can choose to stay forever with our local children, and
teach them, give them everything that can be given with utter honesty and complete
concern. Or we can try to become Prime Minister.

You could surrender.

If the quotations printed above from the Report seem like a SEFT manifesto that's
how it should be. Teachers can effect changes in the greatest conservative system
of the twentieth century. SEFT may not win money from people who say screen
education is invaluable, but it will still exist when they have built all those
universities for the sake of the economy. Because, if nothing else, SEFT represents
teachers

Half Our Future cost the nation only £5,550 to prepare. What's the price of a
revolution?’

The paragraphs that are quoted by both BFI and SEFT provided powerful support for ideas
that both organisations had been advocating. Unlike the Wheare Report which made only
incidental references to film appreciation within education, the Newsom Report repeatedly
stresses the need for teachers to take account of popular culture. The key sentiments of
each paragraph are as follows:

87. There is much scope for valuable consumer studies and in examining the
influence is extended by newspapers, magazines, comics, advertisement hoardings,
films and television. But it would be wrong to leave pupils with the idea that
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everything they like is bad, or that all criticism is negative. A sound, positive
judgement must start with valuing properly the good things they enjoy.®

216. We believe that teachers should reckon with these facts, and that their own
training should help them to take account of television as a social foree, as well as
offering them some 9preparation for the proper handling of school broadcasts in
sound and television.

217. Nevertheless, not only through television, but in a very large field of popular
culture -- music, films, theatre, journalism -- pupils can learn, with guidance, to
sharpen their perceptions. e

474. Here we should wish to add a strong claim for the study of film and television
in their own rights, as powerful forces in our culture and significant sources of
language and ideas.""

475. The culture provided by all the mass media, but particularly by film and
television represents the most significant environmental factor that teachers have to
take into account.'?

476. By presenting examples of films selected for the integrity of their treatment of
human values, and the craftsmanship with which they were made, alongside others
of mixed or poor quality, we can not only build up a way of evaluating but also lead
the pupils to an understanding of film as a unique and potentially valuable art form
in its own right as capable of communicating depth of experience as any other art
form.

While there is a supply, even if inadequate, of specialist and other teachers with
some training in literature, music, art and drama, there are very few teachers
equipped to deal with the art forms that most closely touch the boys and girls of this
Report. We are glad to note that some training colleges have begun to respond to
this chzglenge by offering courses in film both as major and minor elements in a
course.

The production of the Report had been triggered by the prospect of the planned raising of
the school leaving age to 16, though this was not in the event to be accomplished for a
further decade.  Such was the extent not only of the generally positive response-given to
Newsom but also of the concerns about the curriculum development that would precede
the raising of the school leaving age (ROSLA) that individual film teachers saw an
opportunity to offer their subject as an innovative part of the solution. SEFT followed up
the comments in Screen Education with a Conference in May 1964, ‘After Newsem...
Making a Start in Screen Education’.'* An undoubted effect of Half Qur Future was to
raise the profile of film and television teaching and to initiate questions and controversies
where previously in the interests of protecting this embryonic area of study, it had been
politic to maintain a consensus. - As an initial demonstration of how alliances began to fall
apart post Newsom, it is instructive to consider attitudes to the use of the numerous

commercially sponsored films available on 16 mm in the 1960s.
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Many large industrial and commercial organisations had their own production units and
film libraries funded as part of their promotional activities. Annual screenings took place
at venues such as the National Film Theatre where the latest releases of sponsored films
might be viewed. For some years SEFT was formally associated with these Festivals of
Free Loan Films organised by the Federation of Film Societies.'> The particular appeal to
teachers was that these films were almost always available on free loan. Such films were
valuable as up-to-date and effective visual aids for science or geography teachers, but
increasingly some of the films became of interest to film teachers who could, for example,
hire We are the Lambeth Boys (Reisz 1957) and Everyday Except Christmas (Anderson
1957) from the Ford Film Library, Terminus (Schlesinger 1961) from British Transport
Films and The Back of Beyond (Heyer 1954) from the Petroleum Films Bureau.

To some on the Committee therefore it seemed that an appropriate SEFT project would be
to produce a booklet on the 'Best of the Sponsored Films', and indeed a sponsored film
supplement was published in Screen Education where the impending publication of the
booklet was repeatedly trailed.'® Members’ views as to what films should be included
were sought by questionnaires in the journal. The plans for this forthcoming publication
divided the SEFT Committee in 1965. Jim Kitses, by then BFI Teacher Adviser and
sitting on the committee as the Institute’s representative, led the argument that this was a
retrograde step diverting film education away from its more appropriate interest in

mainstream cinema.'”

Undoubtedly there was a benefit to SEFT from the existence of so-many free-loan libraries:
a significant chunk of its journals’ regular advertising income came from the libraries
repeated advertisements. This may also have encouraged support for the project among
some Committee members. They were however particularly encouraged by learning of
the success that a SEFT member, Eric Else, had with an idea that he put to Longmans in
1965."  Publishers generally had responded to the huge potential market in secondary
schools that the Newsom Report had not only identified but celebrated. Suddenly it
seemed appropriate to give textbooks a facelift and perhaps novelty rather than innovation
became the driving force. Else’s book The Back of Beyend is unique. It is essentially a
textbook for use in secondary schools, built around the viewing of a single free loan film
9

made in Australia by Shell and distributed in the UK by the Petroleum Films Bureau.'

The book is now valuable for providing an insight into the confusion of ideas circulating
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around film teaching that preceded the date of its eventual publication in 1968 and will

therefore be considered here in that context.

The book opens with the acknowledgement of two influences: first of the Newsom Report
(with the quotation of paragraphs 474 and 476); and of a SEFT interview with John Heyer,
the film's director, by Alex Richardson.’ Else describes the book simply as 'a classroom
aid to the study of The Back of Beyond’. lts contents include maps, poems, extracts from
works of fiction and description, all with linking material by Else. - In addition there are
thirty pages of very detailed, shot by shot frame analyses of sequences from the film.
There is however little indication of the curriculum area that the book is targeting,
presumably to enable the publisher to market the book as widely as possible. Only at the
end under ‘Notes for the Teacher' is there a section 'Appreciation of The Back-of

Beyond’ A

The appreciation is a painstakingly detailed chronological account, sequence by sequence,
in which Else recalls his responses to the film, with occasional asides to the teacher as to
his assessment of the film's effectiveness at particular points. Else's commentary serves to
provide any teacher who decides to use the book with a backup of points of cinematic
interest, to which s/he might refer in the classroom. In case the teacher might doubt the
value of the enterprise, the book concludes with an implicit reference to the British
documentary tradition and its revered place in film appreciation.

The Back of Beyond is probably the last of the great romantic documentaries; it is
vigorous and life-affirming and has a quality of immediacy that makes it a
memorable experience both as a work of film art and as a tribute to the resilience of
the human spirit.?

Of greater interest now are two very specific aspects of the book. Firstly, Else tries. to
context an appropriate methodology for looking at the film and attempts specifically to
reconcile what he identifies as the approaches of Stuart Hall on the one hand, and Ernest
Lindgren on the other. To do so, he draws from Film Teaching and The Art of the

Cinema.”

The former was the first substantial publication from Whannel’s Education
Department, the latter a recent revision of Lindgren’s 1940s original.  Secondly, he
provides detailed shot by shot analyses - using frame enlargements - of four sequences
from the film. These are accompanied by production stills showing the camera crew at

work.
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At the time Else was writing the auteur approach was becoming established as the
dominant critical stance and in quoting Hall he is acknowledging the consequent attitude to
style that introduces Film Teaching. °...not as something imposed upon the subject
already given but as the way in which a director conveys to us his inner meanings'.>*
Else’s book is unashamedly a celebration of director Heyer as the film’s author. Else
chooses to quote from Hall in a way that enables him then to link closely to Lindgren.

One has to start at the other end -- with the whole response; and then, by relating
the content to the technigue show how the one has modified the other. The
language of the cinema has to be approached by way of the film's meaning, and the
meaning is what the director wants to say or show (his intention), what he has
selected (the content), and how he has translated it into sound and images (his
language).”

Having established that the 'language of the cinema' is on Hall's agenda, Else is then able
to move into the probably more familiar Lindgren territory of film language with an
extensive list of the options possible, under such headings as camera setup, camera
movement, editing, spoken word, natural sound etc. It is through the constant referencing

of these that Else's appreciation is then structured.

The second noteworthy aspect of the book is. its display of complete sequences from the
film broken down into individual frame enlargements for each shot. Having previously
endorsed the authority of film language, inclusion of the author’s sequences of frame
enlargements is perhaps inevitable, given that he had ready access to a print of the film.
But their function in this book seems superfluous. The detail of the breakdown (with
information on the content of the various sound tracks accompanying each shot) would be
useful for a student tackling an undergraduate film-making course, but understanding the
significance of the amount of detailed information that is being revealed here would have
been beyond the needs of the Newsom' students at whom the book is aimed.. Had an
enterprising teacher removed these pages and cut the stills into individual shots which the
children might then put into order in advance of viewing the film, s/he would have

anticipated the photo-play exercises that were to become available in the 1970s.

The controversy in the Committee was such that the pamphlet on sponsored films never
reached the printers, though some preliminary work was done on it. The dispute was not

in itself the trigger for changes in the Committee, but changes in the composition of its
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membership certainly would have diminished support for the project, since some of
SEFT’s longest serving members were to leave the Committee in the mid-1960s, although
the final departure of some was protracted by their retaining notional places on the
Committee while working abroad. Don Waters left the UK in 1964 to become Head of
Educational Television in Zambia. He was followed by Tony Hodgkinson who went to the
USA to become Professor of Film in Boston. Tony Higgins gained a secondary school
headship in Nottingham and founder member Paul Alexander finally left in 1967 to
continue teaching in the primary sector in London. Their respective post-SEFT situations
illustrate the dilemma facing film teachers at that time: whether to concentrate one's energy
on developing a career within the established UK educational framework or to risk

attempting to make a career out of what had begun as a personal enthusiasm.

Such significant departures did not go unnoticed. Stanley Reed, Director of the BFI from
1964, confided to the then SEFT Chairman R C Vannoey, who was a survivor from the
Committee of the 1950s, that the gaps left by these departures made the Society appear less
substantial.’® Paddy Whannel however chose to view the situation more positively apd
anticipating these departures set out to establish better relations with the Society soon after

this author took over as Secretary in 1965.%

Whannel, as Head of the BFI Education Department, became the key figure in shaping film
education in the 1960s. In The Popular Arts both its authors (Whannel and Stuart Hall)
propose a ‘permanent study laboratory’ in which their ideas might develop.28 In the event
Hall was soon deputising for Richard Hoggart and consequently able to set about attracting
researchers to the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies. Whannel in a
relatively short period between 1964 and 1970 was to transform his department into the
film study equivalent of an 'academy in waiting'. Had they been able to combine the
staffing level and facilities that Whannel had achieved for the Education Department with
the postgraduate students that Hall was supervising in Birmingham, their ambition for a
permanent study laboratory would have become a reality. As Whannel’s department
strengthened its establishment from the mid 1960s, so SEFT’s influence temporarily
diminished, although BFI Education continued to promote the existence of SEFT in its

literature.
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Following its change of name and well publicised presence within the Joint Council for
Education through Art and at the NUT Conference, SEFT had started the 1960s with
ambitions for growth. There were plans for a range of publishing ventures. Its occasienal
publications (detailed later in this chapter) proved to be very successful; others proved to
be less so and were soon aborted. Among those in this latter category was Teen Screen, an
attempt to produce an offshoot magazine for teenagers that ran to only two issues in
1962 Probably connected with this publishing project was the proposal SEFT put to
BFI that the two organizations should co-operate in the presentation of Saturday morning
screenings for teenagers at the National Film Theatre as an opportunity for progression
with age from the established children’s shows in the commercial cinemas. Reed (then
BFI Secretary and Controller of the NFT) declined the propesal because of ‘pressure of
work on the Education Department’.’®  Film and TV News was another short-lived
publication that made it only to a first edition in Autumn 1963.*' Another anticipated but
aborted project was to be a filmstrip advertised in Screen Education as being ready for
purchase in October 1962.** To demonstrate the recognition that SEFT intended to give to
television the filmstrip was designed to reveal television production methods at the
recently opened BBC Television Centre. Issues of copyright ownership intervened after a
series of slides had been made around the production of an edition of ‘The Black and

White Minstrel Show’ and the project was discreetly abandoned. >

Other new projects were however more successful. Teachers of practical film-making were
informed in Screen Education 19 of the Committee’s decision to make available to SEFT
members basic film-making equipment.>® With the assistance of the Rank Organisation,
SEFT had acquired three 16 mm cameras which together with tripod and light meter were
available for hire. These sets of equipment were housed with committee members in
different parts of the country and their availability advertised regularly in Screen
Education. There was also contact with the Rank Film Distribution Library where SEFT

was involved in the selection of some extracts from Rank films.*’

In 1962 the first SEFT Summer School was held as a one-week course under the umbrella
summer school arrangements of the Educational Development Association.’® By 1963 it
had become a two-week course in August offering a programme not that dissimilar from
the Summer School offered by the BFI, with screenings, lectures, discussion and an

important practical film-making element.>’ Based in a training college in Carmarthen this
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was an appropriate arrangement for SEFT, as the EDA had established publicity machinery
and handled all domestic issues. The autonomous BFI school required a much greater
level of staffing, though it tended to recruit larger numbers.  The SEFT Summer School
continued under similar arrangements as an annual event throughout the 1960s, though its

location varied.

If SEFT seemed to be in the ascendant in the early sixties, the Education Department was
less confident - at least in public - about its own future. In his 1963 Department Report
Whannel identifies the strengths and weaknesses of his situation as he begins to envisage
the potential for expansion.*® His fundamental case is that he is under-staffed, with only
Peter Harcourt as Staff Lecturer to assist on the professional side. In the 1950s the
availability of SFT committee members to step in and be available on occasions to
strengthen the department, had perhaps helped to make a reality of the Film Appreciation
Department, which otherwise might have been seen publicly as a one person band. By the
1960s this arrangement no longer provided the critical and intellectual focus that Whannel
sought to promote. The inputs that SEFT members had made had probably been best
exemplified by the contributions made at the NUT conference when Higgins and Waters
had provided evidence of the kinds of film teaching were possible. By 1963 Whannel
clearly wanted to move beyond this stage. He identifies that a point has been reached

...in which there is a need for fundamental thinking. The teacher of English
Literature can fall back on the work of a long line of distinguished scholars and
critics. The teacher of Film has to supply his own scholarship as he goes along,
relying on a mere handful of books which in themselves represent an increasingly
dated approach to the subject.

This is not a problem isolated from teaching within the school. The work in the
classroom will also suffer if it is not supported by original studies.*

Typical of Whannel’s consistent position is this last sentence. Having been emergency
trained as a schoolteacher after the war and having taught in secondary modern schools, he
always saw schools as the ultimate beneficiaries of the work he promoted. This was
particularly his view when the BFI began to consider financially supporting university
lectureships.”’ Here was a fundamental difference with SEFT which had overseen the
growth of film teaching from the classroom grass roots upwards and had promoted
expertise in that arena. Whannel now wanted to shift the focus of developments and he

spells it out that
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...we have in the Education Department at the Institute the people who are engaged
in film teaching, who regularly in their lectures are forced to feel the need of a
thorough and relevant film scholarship to help them in their work, and so care
about the kinds of research projects that need to be done. Immediately what is
required is some free time for its lecturing staff so that they may work in what
might approximate to academic conditions and the freeing of at least one member
of staff to concentrate entirely on research and lecturing.*!

A specific element that he wanted to see introduced was a contribution from teacher
training. The ATCDE Report had identified the options that might be available with the
extension of basic teacher training to three years. Whannel highlights Bede College where
for the first time students from 1964 would be able to take Film and Television Study as a
main course.*” But he was also aware of the potential of very promising teachers and
lecturers already engaged in teaching film and television whose performance would benefit
from further enhancement.

The problem is further sharpened by the need that the Department feels to establish
a more substantial form of training for teachers and lecturers than at present exists.
We believe that a number of lecturers would develop the work in film teaching if
such training could be provided. We believe that there is a need now to establish, if
only for a limited period, a one-year full-time course, and such a proposal has been
put to the Ministry of Education.*

In the event a one-year course did not prove practicable, but one term courses for seconded
teachers and lecturers did follow with BFI involvement both at Bede College and at
Hornsey College of Art.*

In this 1963 Report Whannel identifies the BEI Education Department publications which
will be forthcoming - following the significant gap that had occurred after the appearance
of the ATCDE Report in January 1960. The gap

... is because the Institute found it impossible to provide an adequate budget. What
little money was available was spent on the bulk purchase of the Society for
Education in Film and Television’s publications. A reasonable sum of money has
now been provided for 1963/64.%

During that period of the early 1960s, SEFT's pamphlet publication had peaked, possibly
encouraged by the income from BFI’s bulk purchasing power. So for a period both BFI
and SEFT would have been responding to teacher requests with identical materials. The
choice of topics for SEFT’s occasional publications in the 1960s was a pragmatic one.

Each was designed to provide a ready response to the most frequently received queries
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from non-members. The material in them was usually reprinted from Screen Education or
the Yearbook. The reprinting was no afterthought: the policy was to set up the material
for printing first as articles in one of the Society’s two regular publications. This had the
double advantage of cost saving and of ensuring that members got access to the
information automatically as part of their subscriptions without having to purchase the

separate pamphlets.

The first to appear was Film Making in Schools in 1960, followed in 1963 by what was to
be the most substantial of the series A Handbook for Screen Education. Such was the
popularity of the former that it was reprinted in 1963 when it appeared under the title of
Young Film Makers, apparently a deliberate decision to link it to be in the NUT sponsored
film making competition. This was followed in 1964 by Young Film Makers Symposium.
Also in 1964 came 100 Films for Juniors. The sequence was completed in 1965 with 4

Film Society Handbook for use in schools and colleges.*®

The implications of the BEI’s dependence on SEFT for publications, - the rather
conventional contents of which Whannel might have questioned, no doubt served to ensure
that the Education Department’s subsequent pamphlets and duplicated documents would
aim to take a stance that was distinct from the apparent SEFT position on any particular
topic. SEFT publications of the 1960s were designed to be encouraging, enabling and
inclusive, albeit much of the content tended to be drawn from secondary school
experience. Produced in the first half of the decade, they combined a positive approach to
popular culture with content determined by access to films or ideas from very particular
sources. Thus A Handbook for Screen Education has a section on 'Basic Films' that
combines historical material from the BFI Distribution Library, extracts chosen by the
Education Department and sponsored films. No feature films from commercial distributors
are included. Although the SEFT stance from its earliest days had been about stirring
children's enthusiasm for films at the local cinema, constraints of cost and time seem to
have determined that the classroom illustrations here could only come from a specialist and
limited repertoire. Availability it seems precluded the reality of the courses that it was
promoting from matching the ambition of the Introduction.

The purpose of the course-is not to lead children away from films and television in
the hope that they will embrace instead the classical cultures of the theatre and
literature. No teacher of screen education despises the media of film and television
or the concept of a popular culture. Film is the popular art form of the twentieth
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century and, while television is a multifarious channel of communication, the
development of a new art form within it is inevitable. Children enjoy films and
television. By increasin_% their understanding of the media their enjoyment will be
increased and enriched.*

A Film Society Handbook, aimed at the after school-hours group, is more catholic in its
recommendations, drawn mainly from the commercial 16 mm film libraries. Until the
widespread use of VHS video tape recorders in the 1980s, -school film societies were
popular with children, given that there was a lengthy five-year gap between a film’s
exhibition in the cinema and its subsequent screening on television.*®

For, in general, the aim of the society will be the same - to enrich young people's
experience by showing them, in a congenial atmosphere, examples of the best that
the cinema has to offer. Enjoyment should be the keynote of this experience and
films should be chosen, initially at least, which have a popular appeal for the
audience for which you cater.”’

SEFT’s film-making publications had much in common with the weeklies of the period:
Amateur Cine World and Amateur Movie Maker, being full of tips and encouragement.
As Young Film Makers states °...it is not the job of this booklet to argue the case for film-

1. The assumption was that

making by young people. Its purpose is essentially practica
anyone writing to SEFT for advice on making films with children was already persuaded

of the value of the enterprise. It was simply a question of how.

In the section of the 1963 Report headed 'Services' Whannel raises a different issue

The main concern here is, of course, film materials. The Institute, through its
Distribution Library, offers a number of extracts of feature films and some special
teaching films. This is perhaps the weakest aspect of the provision the Institute
makes the teachers and lecturers. The total number of extracts available is still
relatively small and the additions have not kept pace with the growth of work.
Further, the collection is unbalanced: a great many Ealing comedies, but nothing
from contemporary British films; a good collection of silent classics, but virtually
nothing illustrating the Western, the Musical or the modern European cinemna.”!

Whannel, Reed and the then BFI Director James Quinn had a very particular audience in
mind when this document was being prepared. They were approaching the Ministry of
Education in the hope that it might provide an additional source of funding, specifically for
the Education Department. In the event the timing of their approach was serendipitous.
A significant change was about to take place - one which was to affect both BFI Education
and SEFT. This was the switch in the funding of the BFI from the Treasury to the
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Department of Education and Science which followed the election of a Labour
Government in 1964 and the appointment of Jennie Lee as Minister for the Arts. Reed,
first as Secretary and then as Director, had been determinedly trying to achieve this switch
at least for the Education Department before the change of government, as the internal

correspondence of the then Ministry of Education reveals.*?

SEFT had its own funding concerns. From 1960-1963 it received £150 annually from the
BFI as a grant-in-aid body. This was increased to £500 annually from 1964 -1967.3 1t
was a tiny fraction of the funding of the Education Department and an amount which the
Society felt to be inadequate, given the scale of its publications. Indeed, this author
recollects that SEFT had been in direct correspondence with Ministry officials at this time
about its own funding issues. Unfortunately, none of this SEFT correspondence
survives, but its basic argument was to draw attention to the size of its membership in
schools and to the frequency and regularity of SEFT’s publications and to contrast these
with the rather spasmodic appearance of BFI printed materials. - There is however, archive
evidence that the relative reach of each organisation was acknowledged at senior civil

servant level.

Material in the National Archives from Summer 1963 provides an enlightening snapshat of
the situation current at the time when the BFI was seeking funding from the Ministry of
Education specifically for its Education Department.54 This funding would be
supplementary to the annual Treasury grant it already received to cover all BFI activities
and from which only eight per cent -went to the Education Department. The tone of the
civil servants’ communications would indicate that the BFI got a relatively sympathetic
hearing, probably because its approaches were taking place in the immediate post-
Newsom publication environment. Reed had submitted evidence to the Newsom
Committee® and no doubt he then timed the BFI’s approach to the Ministry with the
impending publication of the Report in mind.

We discussed the memorandum with the Inspectorate who thought that the
Institute, and its associated body The Society for Education in Film and Television,
were providing a worth-while service and that in view of the small resources at
their disposal they had so far been very successful.*®

The BFI wanted more than money. It wanted recognition of the value of its work from the

Ministry and felt that this would follow the funding. However while the Ministry could
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accept the case for giving BFI money, it dithered over how more formal contact might be
set up.

We have also agreed that we would institute formal contacts with the Institute
although we have not yet decided whether an official or an inspector would be most
appropriate.’’

A revealing if ambivalent endorsement of SEFT’s work is to be found as the BFI request
proceeds up the senior civil servant hierarchy and-the case for the desired amount (£7,500)
is analysed.

The Education Department could double its effective strength for £7,000; and the
remaining £500 would be passed on to the Society for Education in Film and
Television, which assumes the main burden of the work in schools, and, being a
largely voluntary body, is also a good bargain.”®

It would seem from this evidence that SEFT’s own attempt at direct contact with the
Ministry had backfired. The civil servants had accepted that the Society was important in
fostering the work in schools but since it was already operating so effectively on voluntary
effort, they saw no reason for SEFT to get more money either from the BFI or directly

from the Ministry, this latter option having been somewhat implausibly floated by SEFT.

With the change from Ministry to Department, SEFT tried again with the same arguments
and this time succeeded in meeting with officials from the DES in 1965, though with no
greater luck. The encounter was reported to members as positively as possible.

A meeting of the Officers with the Department of Education and Science was
especially satisfying. The work of the Society was already well known and the
Department was most anxious that the Society’s contribution to film work in
schools should continue through both membership and publications. ~ Although
there can be no direct financing of a professional organisation such as SEFT by the
Department the Officers were assured of the Department’s desire for the
maintenance of a strong Society and of their readiness to give whatever further help
they could.”

The Committee, aware of the continuing contact of the BFI with the new DES as its key
funder, clearly felt that it must continue to signal its own presence and its contribution to

the same area of educational development.

In the event the Education Department had got the funding from the Ministry to support its
1964/65 budget which included the additional posts of Teacher Adviser and Editor of
Materials, to which Jim Kitses and Alan Lovell were appointed.®” The additionat staffing-
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of the Education Department inevitably meant that Whannel’s regular involvement
of/dependence on SEFT Committee members diminished. In the 1950s, successive Film
Appreciation Officers had drawn on the services of SEFT to lecture, to advise and address
conferences. The further additional funding achieved by the BFI as the DES replaced the
Ministry meant that Whannel was able to continue to strengthen the staffing establishment
of his department throughout the 1960s. His strategy was in the spirit of his 1963 Report.
He aimed to build up the intellectual strength of the Department by recruiting those who —
whatever their paid role might be — would be committed to their own research and writing,

as if in a university environment.

A further and significant addition to this ‘academy-in-waiting” within the Education
Department was Peter Wollen who would have been known to Whannel through their
mutual involvement with New Left Review where Wollen reviewed films under the
pseudonym of Lee Russell and Whannel sat on the Editorial Board. When Peter Harcourt
left the BFI Wollen replaced him in having responsibility for publications, while
Harcourt’s administrative duties as Assistant Education Officer passed to Jim Kitses.®!
Wollen’s spell with the BFI was relatively brief but in that period he became involved in
the more ambitious publishing project shared with Sight and Sound of the Cinema One
books that were published by Secker & Warburg and Thames & Hudson. These books
initially concentrated on making available, primarily but not exclusively, approaches to

authorship and subsequently to genre studies.®

First with Alan Lovell in post as Film Materials Officer and then with his successor Colin
McArthur more money became available. More extracts were selected to fill some of the
gaps that Whannel had identified in the 1963 Report. The collection eventually became
sufficiently extensive to form the basis of The Cinema Book.” Access to extracts was
hierarchical. Those extracts in the BFI Distribution Library were generally available for
hire. Such were the constraints set by distributors over extract availability that there were
certain extracts not in the Distribution Library but which were available 'for a strictly
educational use and can only be borrowed [from the Central Booking Agency] by teachers
and lecturers operating a planned course as part of their formal teaching’.® The most
exclusive use was reserved for the extracts in the Department’s Lecture Cupboard

‘available only to panel lecturers fulfilling Institute engagements'.®’
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When new extracts became available, they were generally welcomed by teachers. The
short 10-15 minute extract was usable within the restricted timescale of the lecture or
lesson where the feature film was not. Compared to the hire cost of a feature, the extract
was a better bet for film teaching budgets. Only with hindsight have questions arisen as to
the long-term influence of this selection process. It could be argued that very individual
preferences for a certain type of film and the regular deployment of well established
relationships with particular distributors inadvertently shaped what was a very particular
approach to the teaching of film, so that an unchallenged dominance of American cinema
came to underpin courses on film until the advent of VHS and DVD gave flexibility to the
classroom practitioner for the first time who might now use material that had previously

been publicly broadcast.®®

As the Education Department became established with more staff and its own base at 70
Old Compton Street, teachers and lecturers had much easier access to advice. The BFI
could now offer a service that neither SEFT nor the old Film Appreciation Department had
been able to offer: the opportunity for practitioners to have face-to-face encounters with
the advisory staff. From these meetings, a benefit to the Education Department soon
became apparent. The number of teachers/lecturers on its list of contacts began to rival
SEFT’s membership. The department was also in a position to ask those whose classroom
practice seemed interesting or relevant to write up their experiences, for which they would
then be paid. These accounts were typed up, duplicated and made available free on

request.

The scale of this intervention may be assessed by comparing the documents produced in
the first and second halves of the 1960s. Of the twenty four 'Syllabuses and Descriptive
Accounts' listed as available in 1973, sixteen had first appeared between 1966 and 1969.%
Only one document dating from before 1966 survived which was Newsom on Film', a
selection of relevant paragraphs from the Report, reprinted without comment. There had
been earlier documents produced in the first half of the 1960s, but most of these originated
from work at Kingsway College by Kitses and - Ann Mercer which had already - been

rewritten as Talking About the Cinema (see below).

It is clear that Whannel intended that the publications for teachers to come from his

Education Department should be more substantial than previous BFI pamphlets, and that
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they should also demonstrate greater coherence as a series.. A certain caution in relation to
what might have been considered as SEFT territory is detectable: consequently the
attention to work in schools is somewhat limited. The first publication Film Teaching
(1964) concentrates on courses for adults: in a college of science and technology, a teacher
training college, local authority adult education classes and university extra-mural
classes.®® Talking About the Cinema (1966) describes work in a further education
college.* The companion piece Talking about Felevision, which does describe work in

schools, is however written by former SEFT Chairman, Tony Higgins.”

The Introduction to Film Teaching makes it clear that the Editors, Whannel and Harcourt,
are expecting an uphill struggle to establish film as an area for serious study.

Although some progress-has been made in film study with young people, it is still
rare to meet anyone who, while still at school, has been given any training or
guidance, or has even been made to feel that a film could offer a worthwhile
experience. In England, even in relatively sophisticated circles, we still make a
sharp distinction between art and entertainment, with the cinema falling decisively
in the latter category, where - it is believed - the normal standards of judgment do
not apply.”!

They seek to demonstrate that the process in which they are engaged has been a lengthy
one with attempts to enhance the status of the cinema in Britain having originated in the
1920s. But their approach - and the choice of their contributors - is-still a cautious ene.
The notion of authorship is offered as the prevalent method of analysis, though here it is
clear that there are limits.

It is interesting that the younger writers grouped around Movie magazine are
preoccupied with similar problems and, despite their attempt to treat art as high
culture and to give many minor films a weight of psychological meaning we feel
they cannot bear, their contributions... have helped to illuminate some of the issues
involved.”

Stuart Hall’s account of his work within Liberal Studies and of the three different courses
he offers becomes most interesting in its concluding paragraphs. Here he discusses one
course that examines the relationship between the cinema and popular culture,
concentrating on the output from Hollywood.

The aim of the course, then, is to break the false connection between quality and
taste, and to develop some critical language by means of which the qualities of the
cinema as a popular art can be discriminated from the great welter of rubbish.”
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Roy Knight writes of the developments at Bede College, Durham where Film and
Television Study had just become available to be taken as a Main Course. This is the most
substantial chapter in the book and the one that at the time had the potential to be most
influential, since the training colleges were seen (and in some cases such as Eastbourne
saw themselves) as the places where screen education developments would most likely

take place following the increase in length of the teacher training period.™

Albert Hunt, an Area Tutor Organiser under Shropshire's unique system for organising
adult education had 'the widest possible terms of reference'.”” He identifies his starting
point as answering the question "What sort of films are likely to arouse interest and start
people talking?' His strategy is one of proceeding by stealth in that he would move from
Twelve Angry Men, which would stimulate discussion much of it peripheral to film study,
and seek eventually to screen Los QOlvidados where that film's imagery would prevent
students simply settling for a discussion of social issues. He has to address a wide brief in
his work and when speaking to trades unionists deploys the more obvious issues raised by
I'm All Right Jack and The Angry Silence.

Although Alan Lovell begins his chapter on Extra-Mural work by making a reference to
such extension work in Leeds, Oxford, Keele and Cambridge, what he describes is the
London University Course - which had been run since the 1950s by the British Film Institute
on its own premises. This access to the BFI facilities, Lovell acknowledges, gives the
course great advantages, particularly in facilitating the screening of films under cinema
conditions. Of particular historical interest is his inclusion of the detailed syllabuses of the

three-year course then current.”®

Each of these contributors was-in his own unique situation. The readers would have found
evidence of what was achievable in different sectors, even if there was little scope for
adapting wholesale into the readers’ situations the courses as described. One observation
that is inescapable is how all courses depend on the relatively small number of extracts
available in the period up to 1964 and how therefore the same extract is demonstrated as

being used differently in a range of teaching situations.

Talking about Television was seen as following the model set by Film Teaching in that it

was an account of his work by a practising teacher. Tony Higgins had been a key figure in
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the Society of Film Teachers in promoting the extension of its remit to include television.
Here he seeks to context, within the prevailing attitudes of the time, his approach to
television with less able secondary school students. Different types of transmitted
programmes form the basis of classroom discussion, albeit with the problem of very
limited availability of material for classroom use. Its concluding chapter takes a
fundamentally different approach: thematic.

Parents and children, youth, age, social class, race, politicians, war, policemen,
crime, violence, health and disease, housing, fashion, have all entered into lessons
held over a period of a few months. Other themes such as work and leisure, falling
in love, marriage, animals, scientists, lawyers, teachers etc do not appear in the
discuss7i§)ns recorded here, but they are frequently discussed in the television
lesson.

This thematic approach was gaining in importance in film study also. The companion
publication Talking about the Cinema describes work at Kingsway a London further
education college. Here teaching is organised thematically.

It is primarily because of this entertainment bias that we have found the theme to be
an important organising principle in our teaching. In taking 'Young People', or
Personal Relationships', or 'War', and bringing in film materials that treat the
subject differently, we have wanted to establish that films do have a connection
with reality. We have seen this as a first priority in our courses: at the beginning
we have planned our lessons so that students are encouraged to find links between
the films they see and the life they experience outside.”®

Further acknowledgement of the encroachment of the use of themes is to be found in
Kitses’s supplement Film and General Studies, published at the same time. The aims of
this course are

(a) to encourage growth, discrimination and expression through the understanding
and widening of experience.

(b) to help students to understand their society, its organisations and pressures, and
to help them relate themselves to groups and communities within that society.”

The authors Kitses and Mercer are opposed to the introduction of examinations into their
courses. In this opposition they are echoing the attitude of Harcourt.®* The debate about

the role of examinations was to become central to SEFT’s arguments in the 1980s.

The final 1966 pamphlet Film Making in Schools and Colleges (which grew out of an
Education Department conference in 1965) is organised by education sector to include

work in Infant, Junior and Secondary schools, but these reports written by the supervisimg
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teachers are somewhat overshadowed by the description of work in the Hornsey College of
Art Teaching Training Department.

A word about Hornsey and the place it occupies in this volume. Under the quite
exceptional sponsorship of the principal, Mr H. H. Shelton, film-making plays
many roles at Hornsey College of Art, in graphic design, general studies and
Teacher Training. We decided it would be a needless falsification of Hornsey’s
multifarious activities to restrict the length of Douglas Lowndes’s contribution in
an arbitrary way, and so he has taken a lion’s share of the book."!

The reality here was that Douglas Lowndes’s approach, using simple cameras and a much
higher ratio of equipment to children, challenged the group-made film approach which had
been promoted both by SEFT and the BFI under Reed. Whannel’s colleague, Peter
Harcourt, felt it important to publicise this alternative method for organising practical
work.”” Lowndes was also provided with further conference opportunities for promoting
his work by the British Film Institute.*> A degree of tension was created around this with
some SEFT committee members, who felt that interesting as Lowndes’s work was there
were few schools at that stage which would be able to equip their students to Hornsey
standards. It was unrealistic for BFI to promote his approach as a generally usable model

since this might well discourage some teachers from venturing into practical work.

Harcourt had already antagonised some in SEFT with his 1964 piece in Screen Education
26, a special number devoted to Higher Education.*® Harcourt sets out to review the screen
education world at the point when Film Teaching was published and in so doing is
dismissive of the work being done in schools. Whilst few would quarrel with his opening
statement, ‘Screen education began in schools and youth clubs’; his second sentence, ‘it

also began defensively’ was provocative.®

When he continues, ‘it was generally felt that
the greatest need for screen education was amongst the dull’, he may have been rather
crudely reflecting a reality - in that most of the timetabled work was in the secondary
modern school - but the SEFT pioneers bridled at his language. They totally disputed his
unqualified claim that ‘the basic impulse behind the initial work done in this field sprang
from the desire among educationists to protect young people from the possibly corrupting

influences of the cinema and then of television’.¢

Matters were not improved when Harcourt compared the early film teachers unfavourably
with those in the Film Society movement. ‘Here were no defensive attitudes in relation to

the screen: rather there was a real enthusiasm for the cinema’, while he sees the film
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educationists as ‘frequently displaying a limited enthusiasm for a great many films,
preferring safe and discussable examples like The Red Badge of Courage or High Noon,
often showing little concern or even awareness- of how undistinguished, cinematically,
such films often are’.®” The reaction of one SEFT pioneer, Paul Alexander, was to write
for Screen Education his own version of the history of SEFT which was published in five

episodes throughout the 1965 issues of the Journal *®

Harcourt was using his article to trail what the Education Department saw as its priorities,
which he divided into Fields of Direct Action and Services and Materials. The direct action
was to concentrate on the teacher training colleges. In arguing why this approach was the
best strategy he takes another swipe at SEFT.

Teachers already in the schools tend to be burdened with their immediate
challenges, if not actually set in their ways. Also, we have felt that teachers already
in the field who become interested in this work can most profitably be instructed
and put in touch with one another through SEFT’s information services,
publications and summer school, as well as by similar services offered by
ourselves. Teaching conditions often impede fresh experiment: whereas in the
Training Colleges, when the students are still open to new educational practices, we
feel it is easier for them to grapple with the full educational challenge of talking
about the screen.”

Shifting attitudes to film-making by young people may also be detected in the evolution of
the event initially known as the Children's Film Awards. It had begun as a competition
organised in the 1950s by the News Chronicle. With the demise of that newspaper the
sponsorship of the event was taken over by the National Union of Teachers with the
detailed organisation being provided first by BFI alone and then by both BFI and SEFT.
The first NUT sponsored event was in spring 1961 when it was styled the National
Children's Film Awards, with a subheading of ‘Film Making - an approach to
appreciation’.”” The competition entry form made strong links between the mood of the
major NUT conference of the previous autumn and the particular value of film-making that
some had claimed in that connection.

Few challenges are more serious than that of teaching children to withstand the
pressure of the media of mass communication, to discriminate between the good,
the bad and the indifferent in the mass of material they see, read and listen to in
daily life.

By learning to make their own films under the guidance of their teacher, children
begin to gain a real insi§ht into the art of the film and their critical faculties are
tremendously stimulated.”’
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There was, in the early years, a routine to the arrangements for the competition and the
judges usually included representatives from both BFI and SEFT. Frequently a winning
entry would come from Cornwell School where SEFT activist Don Waters taught.”> The
changing attitude toward film-making and practical work that had been instituted by
Harcourt was sustained by Jim Kitses, his successor as Assistant Education Officer who
organised the event in 1967, now styled as the Young Film Makers Competition.
Responding to a review in The Teacher” that had been critical of the judging of the fitms
submitted to the event, Kitses used the opportunity to suggest that some changes in the
nature of the event would be appropriate.

The competition in fact began in the days of those polished little story films,
traditional group made efforts. But today film-making is penetrating the
curriculum in all sorts of ways, ranging from the rough little animated film
exercises of an art class, to a Newsom experiment in English, history or geography,
to the semi-professional work done in art colleges.”

Kitses ends by asking ‘Is a competition with its roots in the story film idea an

anachronism?’

This shift by the BFI was a significant one. In Film Study Materials,” a printed pamphlet
issued in 1962, the first section (which takes up three of the pamphlet’s 16 pages) is
headed ‘Films Made by Children'. Copies of thirty nine school made films were then
available for hire from the BFI. This section, which occupies the same number of pages as
the 'Study Extracts: Sound Films' that were also available, is introduced thus:

In recent years, due largely to the efforts of the Society for Education in Film and
Television, a number of 16 mm silent short story films have been made by children
in school as part of a course in film appreciation. Although in many cases their
technique is primitive and content naive, these films have freshness and charm and -
have been found particularly valuable both to film teachers and lecturers on film
appreciation. By arrangement with the Society, the British Film Institute is making
available the films listed below. *

BFI, concerned that the range and quality of entries was falling, argued the event should
become biennial. Consequently the next event was in 1969 when the name had changed
again. It was now ‘Young Screen - a Festival and Exhibition of Film Making by Children
and Young People’. The following explanation accompanied the entry form:

Recognising the diversity and educational value of so much that is going on the
National Union of Teachers seeks to survey and draw greater attention to this work.
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We have therefore moved away from the event of a competition with national
awards, our past formula which may have placed undue emphasis on the story film,
and have embraced the idea of an exhibition. The emphasis is therefore no longer
on judging the best film but on selecting and spotlighting representatives of the
different asn;:roaches and varied uses to which film is lending itself within general
education.

Given the changed nature of the event and the need for exhibition space now for three
days, ‘Young Screen’ was held at Hamilton House, the NUT headquarters. The
organisation was undertaken by the Teacher Adviser/Secretary of SEFT.. Two years later
and invitations to ‘Young Screen 1971’ showed a further distinct shift in the attitude of the
three organising bodies

In our viewing of the submitted material we have found two recurrent polarities:
between the functional use of film (eg to record a school activity) and the
expressive use (eg an adolescent’s projection of his persecution fantasies); and
between teacher centred films with their emphasis on formal and social order and
the altogether more anarchic child-centred films.”®

An alternative biennial event had also become available. In 1966 SEFT was approached
by the London Co-operative Society who wished to sponsor a film-making event in the
metropolitan area.”” The Co-op ethos ensured that a non-competitive celebration of
children's practical work was what the L C S was seeking to promote, while the biennial
nature of the NUT Festival meant that a ready-made alternative year slot existed to be
filled.

In mid 1966 SEFT was approached by Whannel with a proposal for a joint appointment of
Teacher Adviser BFI/Secretary SEFT. Such a joint appointment was not unique. The BFI
had already established a joint post with the Federation of Film Societies. But it was
significant for SEFT, where the voluntary structure had been under great pressure for some
time as the demands made on the Society by the expanding numbers of film teachers
increased. It seems that the notion for the joint appointment was put forward initially by
Whannel, then rapidly received Director Reed's approval. This author (who was Honarary
Secretary of SEFT at the time of the negotiations) remembers the detailed agreement with
the BFI, no copy of which survives. Perhaps significantly, when the proposal was put to
the BFI Governors, the wording of a supporting note from Director Reed indicates that the
Governors were encouraged to think that a new Teacher Adviser was to be appointed who

would occasionally handle a few routine SEFT matters for a small honorarium.'® This
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was certainly not how the joint appointment was viewed by the Society. Nor was it how it
operated in practice. By 1968 — after a year’s experience of the new post — the BFI was
stating in print that SEFT had ‘a full-time General Secretary whose office is located within

the Education Department of the British Film Institute’.'”!

Such had been the antipathy between some members of the Education Department and
some Committee members that Whannel in putting his proposal to the Governors felt he
had to acknowledge the rift there had been. As the Minutes record: -

... while relations between the Institute and the Society had not in recent years been
entirely satisfactory, it was felt that nevertheless the Society had been doing
excellent work and had produced the very useful journal Screen Education, in
addition to pamphlets, a Year Book and a list of 16mm film libraries, all of
considerable value.'”

Then to make the case for the actual benefits of the new post to SEFT Whannel argued:

One advantage of this would be that the Society would be relieved of a good deal of
the administrative commitments which had so far limited their creativity. Such an
arrangement, although it involved the sacrifice by the Institute of a certain amount
of the officer’s time, would, nevertheless, be of value to them insofar as it served to
extend and improve the Society’s work, which was of real value to the Institute.'®

The minutes record, perhaps guardedly, that the ‘proposal was generally welcomed’.'™

The reality was that financially this was not a joint appointment. It would be wholly
funded by BFI Education, which would house and provide facilities for SEFT. In practice
it was a double appointment in that the Teacher Adviser/Secretary would have a full-time
secretary working almost exclusively for him. Alex Richardson, who had been on the
SEFT Committee since 1960, became the first holder of the joint post on 1 January 1967.
With such provision replacing volunteer effort at the core of the Society, there was to be an

inevitable shift in the way that SEFT operated. This will be explored in the next chapter.

Also working within the Education Department as a Teacher Adviser was Victor Perkins,
one of the Editors of Movie. He and Richardson collaborated on aspects of the work.
However, the influence of Mevie on those teaching film at the time was probably a more
direct one. In the numerous interviews conducted for this investigation, those who were
teaching in the 1960s were very ready to acknowledge the influence that Mevie had on
them during the period 1962 to 1969 when, although its publication soon became both
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irregular and infrequent, its reputation guaranteed a loyal and patient readership. But it
seems that its influence was less one of inspiring teachers to write articles of Movie style
textual analysis than to encourage the use of Mevie methods and preferences in shaping the
form and content of their own classroom performance. Not everyone was a Movie fan.
Roy Knight’s view was that

Movie is at pains to demonstrate that good films may be produced in many genres.
It argues that the critic’s task is to elucidate rather than to evaluate: yet I find in
much of Movie’s writing not so much elucidation as description.'"

Knight rejected what he considered to be an uncommitted approach and continued to
encourage his students to go further and risk a subjective judgment as to the value of the
film. There are occasional articles in Screen Education where an individual film is
described and analysed in greater detail, perhaps in the spirit of Movie, but evidence of its
more direct influence was to be found in the London University Extra Mural classes where
by 1968 Robin Wood had been recruited to teach “The Director’s Cinema’ and in the BFI

summer schools where Movie writers were guest lecturers for several years.'*

When SEFT was approached by BBC Schools Television producer Alan Bell for ideas
about a Film Study programme for Sixth formers, Richardson passed the inquiry on to
Perkins where the most direct Movie style intervention of all was consequently to be found
in the resultant programme Cinema, screened weekly through the Autumn of 1968."'"” This
series uniquely linked the programmes transmitted to schools to feature films that were
scheduled as imminently to be screened at evenings and weekends on BBC TV. Its
advertised ambition was to ‘help to put the cinema as-an art form on a level with literatyre
as a subject for serious study in schools where it tends to be ignored’.'®

Shortly after taking up the BFI/SEFT joint appointment, Richardson's book Screen
Education for Schools was printed by the publishing arm of the National Union of
Teachers.'” The announcement of his new role in the Society is used in the book’s
promotion. Its style can probably be best described as ‘Tips for Teachers’ in that the
author never hesitates to speak authoritatively and personally from his own classroom
experience. This book too is very clearly a product of its time when not only was the
‘Director’s Cinema’ the dominant model but would-be film teachers were compelled to
find a variety of ways of introducing film study into their schools. Significantly, therefore,

the first chapter deals with the School Film Club, on the grounds that for most children this
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was the closest experience they would have of film study while at school. Richardson had
however previously taught at Cornwell School in East London, which almost uniquely at
that time, had a well established screen education programme throughout the school

curriculum.

Coming from the SEFT tradition, Richardson significantly labelled his practice ‘screen
education’, rather than film teaching and consequently he feels he must offer an
explanation as to his preference for using the term: because in studying film and television
'there are no clear aesthetic distinctions to be drawn between the two media'.'"® Also
deriving from his SEFT background, Richardson argues for group film making as an
essential part of the screen education experience, and this takes up his third and final
chapter. ‘I know of nothing else which so swiftly and certainly transforms children's

s 11
notions of screen art.”'"!

It is this assertion of the value of the individual film as art that underpins Richardson's
approach to screen education. In Chapter Two he sees as the two ‘crucial advantages' of a
timetabled screen education lesson for the teacher:

He can boldly and single-mindedly present films, which, because they are
masterpieces, make children more open to new experiences in art.
He can ensure that all film and TV study is shot through with opportunities for
associated creative work on the part of the children themselves.'"?

This very traditional film appreciation approach is further reinforced by tweo other
approaches, which Richardson identifies but then decides specifically not to endorse. He
labels them the Quasi-sociological and the Therapeutic. The former, which involves an
investigation of the organisation of the media industries and of the pressures at work on the
construction of various programmes, will he claims ‘be disastrous' as a basis for classrogm
studies."”® He is more cautious about condemning the therapeutic approach outright, since
he has to concede that it is not that different from a thematic approach, which he will
subsequently go on to endorse, albeit in a rather restricted mode. But while it is not clear
exactly what he is attacking, he cautions that ‘Any one teacher (films or no) who choeses

to plan a therapeutic course is certainly heading for some big disappointments.’ o

It is however authorship that dominates his approach.
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It is of the utmost importance that children come to understand, fully and naturally,
that films and tv programmes are the work of individual people.' =

This is an extraordinary statement in its assertion that authorship is a state about which a
child will come to have a 'natural’ understanding. Presumably this will happen only if the
teacher chooses the appropriate films and television programmes for the course. Coupled
with Richardson's rejection of any study of institutions, this is a very distinctive teaching
method, which is subsequently further reinforced by his approach to thematic studies,
where

Different films, sharing a different theme, reveal differences in treatment; they
expose the idea of authorship, of a director choosing images, dialogue, music,
effects and so on.''®

So here all approaches, even thematic ones, are made to connect to authorship.

A thematic approach of a different kind became installed in the Education Department in
1967 when Jim Hillier was appointed as Film Research Officer for the Humanities
Curriculum Project. This Nuffield funded project set out to produce a range of materials
that could be used as evidence for themes such as War and Youth that were to be discussed
in the secondary school classroom. Film extracts — from mainly feature films - were to be

selected to provide ‘evidence’ additional to that originating in printed sources.'"’

In retrospect it is now clear that if the institution of the joint appointment was the most
important development for SEFT in the 1960s, undoubtedly the second was the decision to
publish Screen in place of both Screen Education and the Yearbook. The case for ceasing
to publish the Yearbook was the easier to establish. It had already reached the ceiling in
the income it could make from advertising and to maintain publication would require an
increase in both the membership fee and the cover price. Whereas when The Film
Teacher’s Handbook first appeared there were few reference sources for film teachers, by
1969 the supply of books of both reference and criticism was much greater. The niche
which the Yearbook had filled was closing and its Editor Roger Mainds accepted the

reality of the situation.''®

The case for ending Screen Education was an altogether more difficult one. Because it

occupied a unique position in relation to film study, those wishing to write about their
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work had only Screen Education in which to place their articles. Increasingly US writers,
often post-graduate students of Professor Tony Hodgkinson, took up a greater share of the
pages. Nevertheless it did accommodate the early writings of authors who would beceme
significant players in the development of film teaching: Charles Barr, Jim Cook, Kevin
Gough-Yates, Jim Hillier, Colin McArthur, Nicholas Tucker, Robin Wood. Also
occasionally featured were writers well-established in other publications: Alan Lovell,
Victor Perkins, Paddy Whannel, Peter Wollen.

But it remained essentially separate from SEFT and as the composition of the Committee
evolved, questions began to be asked. The fundamental one was about editorship, since
whoever controlled Screen Education spent the biggest part of the Society's budget and it
was by the content of its journal that the Society would inevitably be judged. With new
members on the SEFT committee, some recruited by Richardson in his role as Secretary
from January 1967, scrutiny of Screen Education increased. In 1968 matters came to a

head when this author and Kevin Gough-Yates argued the case for a new journal and the
119

motion for change was won by a single vote of the Committee.
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CHAPTER THREE 1968-71
THE UNIVERSITY ON OLD COMPTON STREET

The notion has been put about recently that we (the Society and the Department)
have neglected services to the practising teacher... Whatever the source I can tell
you nothing has aroused greater anger among my colleagues. If we are to be
remembered by anything I think it should be by the quality of the services we
provided. Our ideal was never to turn anyone away without giving every
assistance possible.

Paddy Whannel, 1971

With increased funding both BFI Education and SEFT accept that they must now find ways
of developing the work, not simply do more of the same. For the Education Department
this entails finding ways of deputising for the non-existence of university departments of
film in the UK. For SEFT it means concentrating the Society’s resources on a new journal
Screen which will attempt to be less descriptive and more analytical than its predecessor
Screen Education. Providing the space for would-be academics to practise does not
please BFI Governors. They all but demolish the Education Department while almost
inadvertently offering SEFT the default franchise for theorising cinema.

What had appeared in early 1968 to be the beginnings of a smooth transition to a more
professionally organised SEFT with a new journal Screen, working collaboratively with a
substantial BFI Education Department proved to be mistaken. Within three years a series
of events meant that an independent (though part BFI funded) SEFT would be at a distance
from a demoralised and reduced department re-branded as the Educational Advisory

Service.

When SEFT took the decision to cease publication of Screen Education and the Screen
Education Yearbook, its Secretary Alex Richardson was not at the meeting. He had been
absent ill from the spring of 1968 and Terry Bolas had taken on the role of Acting
Secretary by the time of the AGM in May.! Richardson never returned to work for SEFT
and finally was replaced officially on 1 January 1969 by Bolas who then became Teacher
Adviser BFI/Secretary SEFT.

The long period without a professional officer undoubtedly slowed the momentum of
change for SEFT. On a day-to-day basis there was no immediate crisis in that
Richardson’s secretary, Anna Mathon, continued-in post and dealt with routine written

enquiries and phone calls. She had two sources of support: the SEFT Committee members
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and - more immediately to hand - members of the BFI Education Department within whose
offices at 70 Old Compton Street the SEFT Office was then located. Separated from the
main BFI base at 81 Dean Street, the Education Department was self-contained with
projection and viewing table facilities on site. Thus while the Society benefited from the
support that Whannel and his staff offered at this stage, inevitably the clear distinction
between the BFI and SEFT as separate organisations became blurred while the Committee

waited in the expectation that Richardson would eventually return to work.

SEFT had started the 1960s proposing a wide range of projects that would support its
membership. By 1970 with its commitment to Screen the Society had to concentrate its
energies and modify its activities. - The Viewing Panels, where a small group of teachers
had once produced reports on films for use by others, had been replaced. In both Leeds
and London feature film viewing sessions were held regularly which teachers could attend
and decide for themselves on the potential usefulness of the films. The summer schools,
still under aegis of the Educational Development- Association, had shifted their base to
Barry College of Education in Wales which became their regular venue. They were led by
SEFT Committee member Kevin Gough-Yates from Hornsey College of Art who
facilitated the loan of some of that college’s equipment for instruction in the practical

sessions.

A determined effort led by Jim Cook was made to develop SEFT activities in the regiens.
These would only ever be pump-priming ventures and the Society accepted that its success
rate would depend on the energy of individual SEFT members in regional centres.
Conferences became the responsibility of David Lusted.” In 1969 two recently appointed
Education Department recruits were pitted against each other to demonstrate how the same
extract material might be used in their respective educational situations. Jim Hilljer
demonstrated the use of film to provide ‘evidence’ of social issues within the Humanities
Curriculum Project. Colin McArthur spoke on interpreting the film as a text within the
scope of authorship or genre study.3 In 1970 the conference was entitled ‘The Theory of
Film Teaching’ where individuals outlined the theory behind their individual classroom

practice.”

One small scale SEFT/ILEA Project in 1970 became the precursor of a much bigger
BFI/ILEA Project later in the decade. Bolas negotiated with Leslie Ryder for the ILEA to
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fund a one term film teaching experiment about genres in one of the Education Authority’s
divisions. Students from the seven participating schools came together to view feature
films centrally. Follow-up by their teachers in individual schools was supported by
material specially prepared for the project. Most students were in their fourth (and at that

5

time final year) of secondary education.” The later BFI project would be for Sixth

Formers.

The task of editing Screen was to be shared between Kevin Gough-Yates and Terry Bolas,
both being volunteers from the SEFT Committee. Plans for the new journal were made
during the latter part of 1968. Whannel was supportive of these changes and there was
informal agreement between him and the new editors that appropriate contributions from
his department would be welcome in Screen.® It was also the case that Whannet indicated
that he would like to have a more influential role in that there should be some form of
editorial board. The prospective editors resisted this, wanting to establish a distinct SEFT
identity.  Simultaneously however Whannel was coming under pressure from BFI

Governors who were becoming suspicious of the Education Department’s emphases.

The two BFI departments that had benefited most from the Institute’s changed funding
arrangements were the Education Department and the arm of the Distribution Department
that was setting up Regional Film Theatres. It was-the latter that had by far the greater
share of new money and that was expanding rapidly but haphazardly.” However it was
Education that became a target, probably because Whannel had clear plans and priorities
and was ready to declare these. It was perhaps inevitable that Governors would challenge
the educational proposals because-they were detailed and demanded supportive deeision-
making while there was little at stake in giving a blanket welcome to the general reports
that the Regional Film Theatres were spreading the BFI's presence nationally. It is unclear
what Reed’s stance was at this point, though events were to prove that he would become
increasingly hostile to the Department that he had so assiduously developed over two

decades.

Whannel submitted his detailed paper to BFI Governors in November 1968.% It is a
coherent and well argued paper but there is one statement which, though accurate, now
stands out to the reader as a hostage to fortune. He states that 'the department operates like
a University Department'9. Although this statement is clearly contexted in such a way as to
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demonstrate its relevance and precision, its apparent ambition might suggest to a governing
body dominated by representatives of the film industry that Whannel was taking the BFI
into new territory where other agencies might legitimately want-to become involved in
oversight of the Institute. For Reed, whose original Film Appreciation Department had
focused so specifically on schools, this must have signalled an impending radical shift in
priorities. Perhaps his first organisational response to the paper was in early 1969 to bring
the Education -Department (plus- SEFT) out of its -familiar Old Compton Street
establishment into the main BFI premises at 81 Dean Street.

Whannel's hand-picked staff of fifteen included Peter Wollen, responsible for publications.
Wollen was the staff member most active in seeking to promote an academic atmosphere.
Starting in 1967 he organised a regular series of BFI Education Department seminars held
originally in Old Compton Street but later in Dean Street. Attendance at these seminars
was by invitation only. Most presentations were given by current or former Department
staff but among the outsiders invited were Tom Nairn and Sam Rohdie, then a lecturer in
Film at the Sheffield Polytechnic, who led two seminars on 'Totems and Movies' and

'Style, Rhetoric and Genre'.'

Wollen announced the introduction of these seminars in Screen Education where readers
were told that the Education Department had 'decided to start an experimental series of
film seminars bringing together film critics, film teachers and university teachers and
researchers in the established disciplines'.!' As a taster, the first of these seminars by Alan

12 Subsequent seminar papers

Lovell on the Western was printed in Screen Education.
were however to be 'published in bulletin form by the BFI Education Department'.® It is
clear that Wollen saw his task as initiating a radically new approach to film study. It is
also clear that his focus is specifically film and not any other visual medium. Indicative of
his attitude at this point is his assumption that he is entering new territory and may
therefore start from scratch. Subsequently members of the 1970s Screen Editorial Board
were also to consider themselves as prime movers. Wollen begins -

The cinema is a new force, a new mode of communication, a new artform. To
think, write or speak about the cinema in some sense necessitates a break with old
habits of thought and traditional academic approaches and attitudes.

Later he asserts
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Our general aim was to see what kind of interconnections could be made between
the tradition of film criticism, of analysis of individual films and directors, and
work being done in mass media sociology, linguistics and semiology etc.'*

Whether BFI Governors read these comments is doubtful, but the article is indicative of an
élitist attitude. Since at that point Screen Education was the only journal that circulated to
the great majority of potential readers who might have wished to have sight of the seminar
papers, it is extraordinary that no arrangement was sought with SEFT as to the regular
publication of at least some of the papers. - At a subsequent seminar-Alan Lovell delivered
a paper 'The Aims of Film Education' which - apart from its centrality to the BFI/SEFT
enterprise - acknowledges the existence of Screen Education in a positive light, yet this

paper was made available only as a duplicated document from the BFI."

For the next two decades, a recurrent feature of the debates around most aspects of media
education was to be the split between on the one hand those who saw themselves as the
originators of theoretical developments and on the other the classroom practitioners who
found that they had the task of putting theory to the test. It probably had its origins in the
ring-fencing of these and subsequent seminars. But Wollen was pressuring Whannel more
specifically on ways in which the department might engage with research. In a memo
headed 'Film Research' in August 1968 he stresses three demands to be made by the
Department.

1. Viewing facilities must be - made more easily accessible.

2. We should continue to press for Institute research grants.

3. We should try to set up new ways of encouraging a constant two-way traffic
between the critic and theorist, working in comparative depth and often in isolation,
and the teacher in the school or college.'®

Wollen follows this up a few days later under the heading 'Research Scholarships'
suggesting two possible models:

1. University postgraduates completing a thesis involving the cinema.
2. Teachers seconded to do research.

For the first proposal he envisages a link with the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies; for the second he is much less clear where the secondment might be
located, which could suggest that perhaps he had in mind that the Department itself might

have been a possibility.'” When Whannel produced his report to Governors he proposed
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the BFI fund Research Fellowships 'which could be operated jointly by the Institute and a
University Department''®.

When Whannel’s paper was presented to Governors, it was accompanied by two.other
papers, one from Martyn Howells, the BFI Regional Education Officer who operated
within the Distribution Division, and the other from the British Universities’ Film Council,
which was another BFI grant-in-aid body. Reed said that 'the papers before the meeting
represented the three main aspects of the Institute's educational policy'.'” SEFT got only
the briefest mention in the Whannel paper whereas it might well have merited more
substantial recognition. It seems reasonable to infer that since SEFT had been without a
professional officer for most of 1968, neither Whannel nor Reed (who only days before
had agreed to Bolas replacing Richardson in the post) would have thought it politic to draw
attention to the Society at this point

Whannel came under attack from Governors Helen Forman and Edgar Anstey. His paper
had argued for his Department's central role in developing a film culture and he had used
the scale and scope represented by a literary culture as an analogy for what might be
achievable. Forman argued that in the longer term it was film’s historical importance that
would prove more enduring while Anstey wanted to extend the Department's remit and for
it to have a much broader and less aesthetic approach to film. The Governors’ minutes
provide only the sketchiest- account of the debate but it seems clear that although
Whannel’s arguments were detailed, his opponents refused to engage with the detail. They
seem to have registered the carefully argued case as evidence of plotting already at an
advanced stage. Paul Adorian however did challenge the proposals specifically - for
wanting engagement at university level. He - argued that the Department should
concentrate on work in schools. Roy Shaw pointed out that the Department could only
extend its remit at the expense of activities that it was currently doing.”® Discussion of the
item concluded ominously when on the proposition of the Chairman it was agreed

(i) that an early opportunity be provided of debating further the policy issues raised
by Mr Whannel’s paper, as these could not be determined in respect of the
Education Department alone;

(i1) that every endeavour should meanwhile be made to build up the educational
services of the Institute's own Theatres in the Regions;

(iii) that subject to the further policy discussion proposed in (i) the Institute should
continue to interest itself in the wider uses of film as well as in the film as art.”!
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The uninformed reader might have noted with curiosity the fact that when the BFI
Governors had held their meeting in November 1968 and mounted opposition to
Whannel’s pleas for university involvement in film education, there was at the meeting a
representative of the British Universities Film Council. The BUFC like SEFT was a grant
in aid body of the BFI and like SEFT it had an officer post funded by BFI. Nowhere in the
minutes is it suggested that Whannel’s desire for university links might be encroaching on
BUFC territory and that there was already a body in place to do the work that he proposed.
They did not, simply because the BUFC's priorities were not those of developing film

education.

Later when celebrating 25 years of existence in 1973 the BUFC in its journal University
Vision made clear what it considered it had achieved. It had

...sought to draw our attention to the fact that film and other forms of audio-visual
materials can play an important and often indispensable role in university level
teaching and research, and that the study of film, and latterly of television, is a
worthwhile and legitimate pursuit in universities. That this fact is today generally
accepted without question is due in very large measure to the diligence and
enthusiasm of the many individuals and organisations who have devoted much
time, energy and money to of the support of the Council

In the same issue was printed an obituary notice for an Ernest Lindgren, Curator of the
National Film Archive, who had been the principal supporter of the BUFC within the BFI
In this it is made clear that Lindgren had promoted a wider university involvement with

film than the BUFC had then thought it appropriate to recognise.”

In October 1968, the month before the BFI Governors met to consider Whannel’s paper
University Vision had published an article by Stuart Hall 'The Impact of Film on the
University'. He summarises the situation.

The interest in film in universities seems to be confined - with some notable
exceptions - to its technical uses for the purposes of instruction, the reproduction
and transmission of information by this new channel.

But anything to match the serious, intense, extended, disciplined study of the
cinematic image, of serious film, of the work over years of important directors, of
national cinemas styles or of cinematic genres which is the bread and butter of
serious intellectual work on the cinema hasn't much of a place.**

Subsequently University Vision would print an article relevant to film education but which

would unintentionally serve to demonstrate the Vision’s marginal understanding of
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developments. L-A Bawden writing from the perspective of the Slade Film Department
uses a report in Screen as the starting point for her account of 'Film Studies in the
University’.” The existence of bi-monthly Screen then appears to have slipped her
memory when she subsequently says there is a "crying need" for a film studies journal, but
she thinks its potential readership is too small for it ever to exist, unless it were to be

published in more than one language.26

While these internal BFI debates were taking place at the beginning of what was eventually
to become a devastating attack by Governors on the Education Department, SEFT was
preoccupied with the launch of Screen. The Editorial in the first issue divided the journal's
intentions into two main areas thus:

The Editors intend Screen to provide a forum in which centroversial areas relevant
to the study of film and television can be examined and argued. It is by no means
clear what the nature of Film Study should be.

At the same time Screen will contain articles of considered criticism.?’

The former intention was distinet from past Screen Education practice where accounts of
what teachers did in their classrooms had been published usually without comment or
context. Screen intended to open up debates and within the next two years attempted to do
this.”® There were still to be accounts of classroom practice but these were designed to

relate any description to the underlying educational/theoretical position of the teacher.

The editing of the journal had been planned as a joint enterprise between Gough-Yates and
Bolas. However by replacing Richardson as the Society's professional officer, Bolas’s
priorities had to change. Thus Gough-Yates assumed the principal role in commissioning
articles and seeking new writers; Bolas while doing some of this took on the organisational
and production tasks that were best handled centrally and might sit more easily alongside

the SEFT Secretary’s many other roles, plus the duties of Teacher Adviser BFI.

On a more practical level, the Editors wanted Screen to look different from: Screen
Education which had changed layout styles from issue to issue. Its illustrations had
frequently been achieved by using printing blocks provided free by distributors wishing to
promote their current films. In the new journal illustrations had to relate directly to the
articles they accompanied. This point was emphasised from the outset in the article about

editing If where frames from the film were reproduced within the wide margins that the
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new design allowed.”” Screen intended that it should look the part of a serious journal

about film and how it might be taught.

In its venture into current film criticism, Screen was over ambitious. Screen Education
had never attempted to engage with current film releases. For its readership a practical
assumption had been that the journal would only consider writing about a film when it
became available on 16 mm. Screen abandoned reviewing current films after its third
issue. Production difficulties meant that issues four and five had to be combined into a
double issue which covered the period from July to October. By the time Screen 4/5
would have reached SEFT members any film reviewed would have disappeared from the

cinemas long before.

The Editors considered it important to link Screen with other SEFT activities. There were
obvious ways of doing this: identifying and promoting SEFT events in a more systematic
way than had happened previously. Significantly the journal could benefit from work
initiated elsewhere in the Society. The articles on Arthur Penn’s films printed in the first
four issues were written as developments from the previous year's SEFT Summer Sehool

where Penn had been studied in the context of the American Cinema.

In an attempt to meet the demands of members for reference information and advisory
documentation which had been a feature of the now defunct Yearbook, the Society took
two different approaches. Sereen published book listings of a more specialised kind. In
doing this it enlisted expert help. The most significant of these contributors was Gillian
Hartnoll, the BFI Deputy Head Librarian. She produced a series of lists which - whatever
their contemporary usefulness might have been - now have a particular value in providing
a snapshot of what was available to the film teacher at the start of the 1970s.*® Of
potentially greatest interest is her select list of available works on film theory which
includes only thirteen books. The other approach which was less successful was SEFT's
production of duplicated materials. Roy Armes was the Committee member responsible
for this area. Reporting to the Society in 1970 he had-to acknowledge SEFT’s

limitations.>'

A questionnaire to members had revealed a great range of potential
demands, some of which could already be met by BFI documents, had members been
aware of them. SEFT had clearly to design its provision of materials in the context of

what BFI had already available.
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The Editors of Screen wanted the journal to be the locus of debates about film teaching.
The most successful of these ventures was that between Alan Lovell and Robin Wood.*?
When Andrew McTaggart and Roy Armes® addressed Peter Wotlen's recently published
Signs and Meaning in the Cinema,**a reply from Wollen was sought, promised but never
received.”® Sadly Wollen failed to participate in precisely the kind of two-way dialogue
between educationists and researchers that he had advocated so strongly when in post in
the Education Department. There was however a response from Richard Collins to Ed
Buscombe's article on genre.*® The important debate for which Screen did provide an
arena (and that fits into the context of which Whannel was writing) was that between
Lovell and Wood. Lovell had held a variety of roles in the Education Department and
would subsequently be a significant figure in SEFT and Screen.. Long associated with,
and influential in, the BFI/London University extra-mural classes, he was an independent
thinker.”’  Wood was firmly committed to a Leavisite position and had become an
important critic both through his association with Movie and because of his auteur

criticism of Hawks and Hitchcock in two groundbreaking boeks.

In practice the debate commenced with Lovell’s seminar paper mentioned above. In it
Lovell had identified what he claimed were the three permanent approaches used in film
teaching in the late 1960s: 'the Culture and Society position, the Film Language position
and the Film and Social Studies position’.*® He points out the limitations of each. The
latter two were identifiable in secondary and further education respectively, though it is
unclear as to how extensive each was. He is uneasy at the links made within each
approach to what was in practice moral teaching. He argues that as a result of these moral
emphases, Film Language teaching comes to favour the social documentary style of
filmmaking while in the Film and Social Studies work, social studies priorities dominate in

terms of how the film is presented and discussed.

His principal dispute is with the Leavisite approach which had been so widely influential in
British education that some film teachers, unfamiliar with alternative methods of teaching
film, had - especially within English departments — transferred this Leavisite approach to
film. It is clear that Lovell is anticipating the development of the study of mass media: the
'mass media are such an important part of the contemporary environment that: the

educational system must take some account of the phenomenon'.* Leavis’s attitude to the
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mass media had been fundamentally hostile, so Lovell argues that there must be a
reappraisal of how media teaching should be structured so that the Leavisites were not
simply in a position to offer the default approach . He sees the study of cinema as a
potential way in to the proper scrutiny of mass media, but acknowledges that it is only one
of the options available. In his acceptance of the overarching presence of the media he was

in the van of thoughtful opinion of the time.

Given that Lovell saw the Leavisite approach as hostile to the study of mass media, he was
an appropriate writer for Screen to ask to address the thrust of Robin Wood's criticism
which both embodied the Leavisite position and was by dint of Wood’s books becoming a
model of how film study might be undertaken. These books were also widely available
and accessible to the uninitiated reader. Lovell's own seminar paper had had a much more
limited circulation as a duplicated document. The substance of the Wood/Lovell debate
depends on there being a great deal of intricate quoting and cross-quoting from Wood’s
books. Consequently although the limitations of Wood’s stance were to become clearer,
the discussion of alternative ways of approaching film and other media is sidelined, as

Lovell has to acknowledge.*

The background to Lovell's thinking was firstly his long-established place within the
Education Department and its seminars and secondly his years of teaching on the extra-
mural certificate. But Wood's arguments were - in the public domain. Consequently
although Lovell did expose some of the detailed weaknesses of Wood's position, by so
doing he lost the opportunity do more than simply list the broad range of ideas that the
seminar group were beginning to explore:

ideas derived from structural linguistics and anthropology (structuralism .and
semiology), from literary criticism and art history (genre and iconography), from
sociology (the relationships between art and industry, the nature of movements).*

Paddy Whannel published very little during his later time as Education Officer. He wrote
much, but mainly for internal BFI circulation. With the coming of Screen he was able to
use its pages to disseminate more widely his thoughts on film education. But by 1971
when he would make his final contribution it was in the extraordinary circumstances that
accompanied his resignation. But it is his forecasts in the three earlier reports that he wrote
partly with inclusion in Screen in mind that were to be quoted in the succeeding decades

by those who sought to establish their bearings."”” Whannel's statements have importance




91

not simply because of his accepted status within the film teaching community at that time
but also because of their being published in SEFT’s journal. The views he expressed were
consequently endorsed by SEFT. What Whannel states represented a consensus among the
key players at the start of the 1970s. At that point it must have seemed that the movement
was well placed to progress. Not only was Screen speaking for SEFT as Screen

Education never had, but there was it seemed again a joint enterprise with BFI.

In his three articles for Screen during 1969/70 Whannel is consistent in seeking to
establish film study in higher education. Even in his first article where he is dealing with
the issues of film availability, he mentions the problems faced by those established
teachers wishing to have in-service training.*> Two such one term courses existed at the
end of the 1960s - at Bede College Durham and Hornsey College of Art Teacher Training
Department. The Bede experiment was short-lived, not because of lack of applicants, but
because of the difficulties of their gaining secondment.** The Hornsey Course benefited
from its proximity to the Inner London Education Authority which, guided by its Aural and
Visual Aids Inspector Leslie Ryder, was more sympathetic to such secondments.
Significantly the education authority was funded at a level to facilitate secondments to
non-mainstream courses. Whannel mentions the attempts by Douglas Lowndes from
Hornsey to develop his work into a one year course at the University of London Institute of
Education.” Lowndes has revealed how his application failed.*® The Institute rejected the
proposed course because he could not demonstrate that there existed the literature and
theory to support it. Yet it was precisely because of this need to develop research in order
to produce the back-up documentation for serious study that the MA was being proposed.
It was being offered as a necessary stage in the evolution of film study. Several of the
students from the one term Hornsey Course: Jim Cook, Jim Hillier, Chris Mottershead
were to become significant contributors to SEFT and to the development of film and media
education. A decade later the Institute would develop an MA under Bob Ferguson who
had been a colleague of Lowndes at Hornsey. Had the Institute responded to Lowndes’s
proposals, the evolution of film and media study in the 1970s might have had very

different emphases.

In a significant shift from the anti-examination stance of his two previous deputies,
Harcourt and Kitses, Whannel draws attention to the first joint BFI/SEFT publication for
almost two decades: CSE Examinations in Film. Researched by Roger Watkins (who
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would become Chairman of SEFT in 1970), the booklet is cautious in nudging the film
education movement towards examinations.

The purpose of this pamphlet is to acquaint the inquiring teacher with information
about examinations in Film and to encourage him [sic] to think independently abqut
his [iterum sic] own situation.*’

In his next Screen article Whannel tackles fundamental areas. He begins by demonstrating
the inadequacy of the terminology that defines what is to be studied. His own emphasis on
the priority and specificity of film is clear. He rejects 'Screen Education' because it had
been created to include television. As the title of SEFT’s re-styled journal it had also been
rejected, though for a different reason. Whannel was uneasy that 'Screen' might be too
inclusive; SEFT had felt that 'Education’ might be a limitation. Subsequently Screen
Education was successfully reintroduced as the title of a second SEFT journal, once
Screen’s new identity had been established.

The fact that there is no agreed term to describe the subject, no equivalent of the
term ‘literature’, for example, is the most obvious indication of the difficulty. All
of us shift uneasily between such descriptions as Film Education, with the danger
of confusing the subject with audio-visual aids, and the clumsy Screen Education,
implying the uncertain and dubious inclusion of television. At times, for the sake
of clarity, we are even driven to return to the old-fashioned term, Film
Appreciation, with all its limiting connotations.*®

Today Film Study has an identity within all levels of education; Media Studies is widely
accepted and has a space for film within it. Media education and media literacy are terms
that extend the media umbrella even more widely. But in 1970, film as the main object of
study was perceived as being under threat. Whannel's previously Leavisite position was
being revised as a result; he feels that it is the economics of the situation that threatens
film. The costs of film hire are expensive while other media are available more cheaply.

The film will not establish itself as a discipline in its own right, with its own body
of knowledge and expertise, if its use in education is confined to being a secondary
element within some other course. The danger is illustrated by the number of
textbooks on Mass Media Studies now available, which offer a sketchy introduction
to the cinema over a handful of pages in the context of chapters on such traditional
Leavisite concerns as advertising, newspapers and popular magazines and, in some
cases, adding the further confusion of sections on topics like the development of
printing and telephonic communication.

We have to argue first of all for the idea of the study of film as art and
entertainment as a distinct discipline having its own particular problems. Secondly,
we need to establish centres at all levels in education, but especially within higher
education, where such a study can take place.49
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His argument says that the case for film study must be starkly made — all the supporting
secondary arguments may be deployed but it is crucial to state that

...the cinema is a significant feature of contemporary culture representing the most
developed and distinctive form of art produced by technology with the unique
feature that its growth, from its most primitive beginnings, is preserved for study on
celluloid.*

The late 1960s was a time when the term 'educational technology' was being widely
adopted. A variety of new machines useful in the classroom was available and affordable.
The once rare 16 mm sound projector was well established and had been joined by the
35mm carousel projector and most importantly by the overhead projector. Film study was
beginning to be subsumed in this explosion of activity. At Wandsworth Technical College
the staff of the Department of Educational Technology included those lecturers responsible
for all the Liberal Studies teaching in the college; among them were those who taught film.
That department’s prime purpose however was to provide training in the use of audio
visual aids to all ILEA teachers. Educational technology also then spawned a new kind of
educationist: the media resources officer whose areas of responsibility were conceived as
being wide and flexible. Whannel interpreted the implications of these developments as
paralleling the intellectual stance of the then influential Marshall McLuhan. The
educational technologist’s role emphasised the 'instrumental capacities of media'. The
'imaginative and expressive qualities' were losing out.”’ For much of the post-war peripd
both SEFT and BFI had striven to dissociate their project from that of the audio visual
specialist. By 1970 the status of the latter group was clearly in the ascendant.

He also begins to disown the parallel drawn between film and literature, albeit this was the
analogy that he had used to BFI Governors. Perhaps here he was shifting his position,
knowing how what had seemed an innocuous and appropriate comparison had so
antagonised certain governors.

By and large, the literary culture, with its emphasis on good taste and a refined
personal sensibility, is narrow. Nothing could be less desirable than to impose
such a straitjacket on the cinema which is, after all, not only an art, but also an
industry and a form of mass entertainment. The problem is, therefore, to define the
content of film study sufficiently rigorously to give it coherence without
suffocating it by too narrow a framework.”
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He then attempts to define the subject, thereby giving a very clear indication of what his
thinking was in 1969. He divides the components of the subject into criticism, theory and
contextual studies. - His brief summary sentences distil very precisely what many: involved
teachers thought at the time.

Criticism:

There is a need to develop systematic approaches and to find more objective bases
for critical analysis than personal taste and sensibility. At present the various ideas
clustered around the notions of author and genre would seem to present the most
useful starting points.

Theory:
Much must be derived from other fields such as the work in aesthetics and the more
specialised studies like semiology and communications theory.”

Contextual studies:

[Where he assumes the core of the work will be the study of a particular director.]
Areas to be covered here include the structure of the industry, the production
system, the entertainment forms available and the critical climate. Here again the
aid of gsher subject disciplines, such as sociology and economic history, must be
sought.

If Whannel felt able to define the fundamental areas of film study for investigation, he was
aware that he wrote at a time when for some these issues were irrelevant. Many teachers,
some as a result of the Education Department's own promotional publications, were using
film thematically. Indeed by housing and supporting the Humanities Curriculum Project’s
Film Officer, Whannel had encouraged this development, albeit on the strategic basis that
it was better to have the project inside rather than outside the BFI. There was a price to be
paid for this, both in terms of the increased workload for his advisory staff and in the
dilution of what film study might offer

...the constant insistence on discussion and on the probing of values, the relative
absence of a defined body of knowledge and the lack of a systematic critical
procedure, all lead to difficulties of their own which can place some strain on both
pupil and teacher. If we add to these difficulties the problem of deciding whether it
is the theme or the character of the film which should control and define a
discussion, we have a situation which can be rather daunting, especially for the
teacher coming fresh to film study.’

Manouvering in this current - where film was being used in a thematic context - presented
a problem and one for which he could offer only two suggestions. The Humanities
Curriculum Project was due to be formally reviewed and evaluated. Since the basis of its

approach had been thematic, the results of this review might be helpful. A second proposal
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was that courses might be developed on 'some formal principle drawn from the study of
film as art'.*® It seems clear that the momentum generated by the increasing use of feature
film in the classroom was net readily facilitating an investigation of its proper place in

education.

The Education Department under Whannel had regularly been confronted with the problem
of determining the place and importance of practical work. The members of the
department had not been film-makers; they were skilled users of words. On the other hand
SEFT had always maintained some film-makers in its key roles, even if their expertise was
that of proficient amateurs. The work that Douglas Lowndes was demonstrating from his
position in teacher training appeared to challenge SEFT’s support for the group made film.
The promotion of Lowndes's werk by the Education Department was a means by which the
department could be recognised as not ignoring the issue of students and practical work. In
defending that position Whannel draws a parallel from art education where he maintains

there is an accepted and clear distinction between the scholar and the practitioner.

Whannel ends by returning to the project of his department that had upset the Governors:
the development of a film culture. He attempts to put his department’s role into context by
drawing attention to the other agencies that needed to be involved. These included
agencies (as he attempts tactfully to point out) that are within the establishment of the BFI
itself, including its publications, the National Film Archive and the National and-Regional
Film Theatres. What he was not able to say was how separate and indeed hostile to each
other these departments then were. To conclude he feels the need to have some proposals
as to a way forward. Given that his room for manoeuvre within the BFI was limited, he
ends by finding safety in the same project that he had so vigorously championed in the late
1950s with the Joint Council for Education through Art.

The idea of agency is more dynamic than a concept like museum. The idea of film
culture is wider than the notion of film art. The point, therefore, in using the term
Agencies of Film Culture is to imply an alliance of artist, critic and teacher in an
activist programme.’’

A decade earlier there had been much broader involvement around this alliance both from

within the BFI and beyond it.
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A year later Whannel projects a more confident outlook. Indeed much of what he then
expected to happen, did. What he did not foresee - or at least did not feel able to commit to
paper - was how vulnerable was his own position within that future. In 1969 he had
limited his suggestions as to future developments to stating that the coming of videotape
would transform the possibilities for studying film.’® Here he felt able to be more generally
positive.

In the seventies it will move decisively out of its pioneering phase into a period
when the outlines of its discipline will emerge more clearly and the study of film,
once dependent upon the individual's private enthusiasm, will receive more public
and institutional support.

Most of our definitions and formulations are made in the heat of the battle and are
therefore provisional.”

Where in 1969 he had seemed prepared to acknowledge that the term ‘Film Appreciation’
still had a value as a point of reference, now he welcomes the extending, if rather
indeterminate, scope of film study and identifies as a measure of this achievementthe
abandonment of the earlier term.

This was symbolised some years ago by the decision to drop the term 'film
appreciation', with all its narrow connotations, from the title of the Department.*

The strands making up the identity of the emerging subject have changed somewhat.
Theory and criticism remain, but Contextual Studies is replaced by 'the debate about
popular culture’'. Here also Whannel appears to be shifting away from the moral and
Leavisite tone that had been detectable in The Popular Arts to allow for a more inclusive
and objective approach to popular culture.

It will be broader and more flexible, more dependent on knowledge than on 'good
taste' and calling for more diverse lines of attack than the individual critical insight.
In this sense once the enormous opportunities for its study have been fully realised
it could provide an important challenge and stimulus to the study of art and society
in general.®'

But when he considers the basic territory, he has to repeat the questions of the previous
year.

What is the subject Film Study? What are its appropriate teaching methods? How
will it become more firmly established as a recognised discipline? *

Therefore whilst depicting a greater use of film at all levels of education, he emphasises

that the fundamental issues as to the nature and methodology of film teaching remain
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largely unexplored. He takes some satisfaction from the fact that his Department's
seminars are setting out specifically to investigate these. The nature of the debate around
practical work has changed too. Jennie Lee had used her visit-to open the Young Screen
Exhibition in the previous summer to announce the setting up of the National Film School.
Its recently appointed principal Colin Young had become an occasional visitor to the
Education Department.63 Young's commitment to, and preference for, practice rather than
theory would perhaps lead to a redefining of what Whannel might expect from the

universities.

Whannel consequently has to acknowledge the specifically British situation around the
study of film. Its acceptance in higher education was the final stage of its fitting into the
educational hierarchy. Unlike the USA where film study had percolated down into the
schools, in Britain it had worked its way up from the schools. He explains this origin by
uncharacteristically demonising the process by which the schools had become involved.

Presumably this is because of the paternalistic and moralising approach to the
media characteristic of the English (at their best and worst) which sustained the
belief that the mass audience needed to be protected from the false values of the
movies by being trained in awareness, but that the educated few were saved by
having natural good taste.**

There were, as has been shown, some vociferous proponents of this view, but it was not the
case that this view predominated. For SEFT activists in the two preceding decades, it was

their own enthusiasm for film that motivated them.

His article is about servicing the film teacher. Whannel clearly believed that the long term
solution was to reverse the ‘bottom up’ engine that had propelled the study of film during
the post-war period. The establishment of film study within higher education was not to
be an end in itself. It would be the means by which the many issues and questions that
Whannel had identified as impinging on the identity of the subject might be resolved.

Even given our limited knowledge it seems crucial at this stage to make every
effort to establish film study as a distinct discipline at key points within the
university. This is important first of all as a strategy. Further advances at other
levels are probably conditional on achieving such a status. Secondly, developments
in research and scholarship are necessary to sustain the work at the school, further
education, adult education and college level. It would seem that a number of
problems facing the teacher can only be solved by advances elsewhere.®
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Where he may be seen as especially prescient - in the light of the developments that took
place within SEFT and Screen in succeeding years — were in his expectations of the
potential that might be detected in the post-1968 generation of young graduates. - It is also
clear what part he envisages for the BFI in response.

It is a distinctive feature of this new generation that they are interested in a wide
range of film topics, including theoretical questions, but it remains true that formal
education provides little opportunity for them to pursue the study of film in a
sustained or systematic way.

...the Film Institute has an important role to play in this development, especially in
the transitional period before fully financed and well-equipped film departments
flourish. Already a great many university ventures are sustained by lectures and
documentation from the Department and the Institute is now making more money
available to support the viewings essential for research purposes.66

Clearly aware of the teacher readership of Screen he ends his report by reiterating the
persistent practical problems that he had identified in previous years. There are certain
specifics where he is assertive.

For some time now we've had requests for definitive film textbooks. These
requests have been resisted on the grounds of not wanting to create an orthodoxy
and instead we have concentrated on accounts of teaching experiences.®’

In practice he had begun to provide more substantial film literature through the
Department’s involvement in the Cinema One series. But ever the clear-sighted
administrator, Whannel understands that for many teachers it is the costliness of beginning
the film teaching enterprise that thwarts them. So he finally concludes by acknowledging
how so much of what is or is not possible lies with those who control film distribution.

On the other hand if the needs of film teachers were more clearly understood, if the
idea of using a feature for study by a small group were properly distinguished from
its showing to the whole school as a holiday treat, and if the idea of creating a
population with a film culture was seen in its broad relevance to the changing
audience for cinema and the changing exhibition pattern, then we might be able to
work towards a more regularised system of discounts related to use.®®

When Bolas decided to return to school teaching in autumn 1970, the post he had held as
Teacher Adviser BFI/Secretary SEFT was redesigned as Secretary SEFT/Editor Screen.”’
The redesignation appealed to both BFI and SEFT, but for different reasons. It had
become clear that the BFI and SEFT parts of the job did not sit easily together. If the post

holder were to be the sole professional officer of the Society s/he had to negotiate on

behalf of SEFT with an organisation for which s/he had also the duties of an employee. It
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was also the case that as Bolas had also been Editor of Screen, not a situation envisaged
when the original joint appointment was made, the workload of the post had been great.

Whannel had been supportive in reducing the BFI advisory element of this workload.”

For SEFT therefore it was a much more workable arrangement that the post should be
almost wholly concerned with SEFT matters and that the paid professional officer should
have editorship of Screen which was by far the Society's principal financial commitment.”’
Whannel on the other hand was aware that when the post came to be advertised the
Editorship of Screen element of the post would attract a much more substantial field of
applicants than would the Secretarial role. He saw the opportunity to strengthen the
‘academy in waiting' through which both Perkins and Wollen had already - passed.
Although this would be a SEFT post, the appointment would remain a joint one by
BFI/SEFT.” Furthermore, Whannel had got SEFT’s agreement that the new Editor would

be answerable to a joint editorial board.”

Sam Rohdie was appointed Editor of Screen and General Secretary SEFT in August-1970
and took up the post in January 1971.7* During the three years that he held the post, the
status of SEFT, the project of Screen and the scope of BFI Education changed
fundamentally. In practice SEFT would be the beneficiary of the BFI Governors’

determination to curb Whannel's Education Department.

The situation that Rohdie inherited at SEFT was one of an organisation in flux. There had
been an accelerating process of committee change. Vannoey and Wills, the last of the
1950s’ Committee, had left. Watkins, himself a relative newcomer, took over as Chairman
for most of 1970 but then, having taken a job in Leeds, he was unable to continue. When
Rohdie joined SEFT the replacement Acting Chairman was Jim Cook and the Acting
Treasurer, was Edward Buscombe, who also took over from a departing long-term
committee member Chris Bott.” By the time of the 1972 AGM only John Bennett,
Buscombe and David Lusted remained of those committee members who had reported to

the 1970 AGM."¢

A consequence both of his weorkplace location within 81 Dean Street and of the SEFT
substitutions among its voluntary officers, Rohdie probably depended more on the support

of staff in the Education Department.”” It seems however that he was a naturally
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independent operator who found himself in a situation where he was able to operate
independently. His first issue of Screen proclaims difference. It has a new and distinctive
design by Gerald Cinamon’® and is now published quarterly. Its Editorial is signed by The
Editorial Board and states unequivocally that the 'emphasis in Screem on theory is
crucial'.” As if to place Screen’s new venture into context the Editorial implies that the
journal will not be influenced by what had been written about film in most of the twentieth
century. In this Rohdie echoes Wollen’s earlier adherence to the novelty of film.

Above all film must be studied as a new medium, a product of this century and of
the machine, and which as a new medium and a new mode of expression challenges
traditional notions of art and criticism and the system of education which still in
part is tied to these notions.*

This statement written in 1971 has clear echoes of what had been written half a century
earlier. Subsequently Screen did pay great attention to what had been written about the

81 It must have been interpreted by Screen’s

cinema in the early years of the Soviet Union.
readers as a rather arrogant anachronism in a journal that already had a twenty year history

of promoting the serious study of a medium already seventy five years old.

The trope of the new Screen identity may be inferred from its contents. Its principal article
is a reprint in translation from Cahiérs du Cinema. While reviewing a book by US
academics, Ben Brewster produces an article on 'Structuralism in Film Criticism'. Claire
Johnston, who like Brewster would be an influential and long-term member of the SEFT

8 At the back of the issue are to

Committee, surveys film journals in Britain and France.
be found ‘Education Notes’, compiled by Diana Matias, the Editorial Assistant. This
section

...has been introduced to provide a more direct link between the Society and its
services on the one hand, and the teacher and the classroom on the other. =

Ominously a distinction is being made here between SEFT (which existed because of the
teachers who subscribed to become its members) and the needs of those same teachers
which are apparently to be addressed as an afterthought. Reassurance might be sought in
the article which Rohdie himself contributed to the issue.* It is certainly possible to find
something that reads like reassurance even if it is in a paragraph that plainly contradicts

what the Screen Editorial Board had asserted about theory, only a few pages earlier.

The practical work of Screem is education. It is not primarily a journal for
professional intellectuals, film critics, cinephiles, but for practising teachers. For it
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to be intellectualist would not only be sterile in itself, but it would not serve its
supposed educational practice.85

But in the light of what would subsequently happen in Screen;, Rohdie was perhaps

protesting too much.

By appointing Sam Rohdie as its Secretary, SEFT was breaking with established practice.
Previously those who had held SEFT’s professional officer post had already served a
lengthy voluntary apprenticeship on the Committee. Indeed in its early years gaining a
position on the SEFT Committee itself had been regarded as a useful stepping stone.
Rohdie was unusual too in that he came from higher education where he had taught film.
SEFT’s previous links with higher education had been substantial but always with teacher
training. Only one of its previous officers, Don Waters, had experience of being employed
in a specifically film teaching capacity. Consequently Rohdie was probably more at ease
with the BFI Education Department than with the SEFT Committee. This is a view
supported by Christopher Williams, BFI Education’s Editor of Publications and Jim Cook
who chaired SEFT in 1971 — 72.%¢

But closeness to the Education Department had-its dangers. The Department had been
under scrutiny for some years and when the BFI Governors began a policy review of the
Institute, the Education Department was first in their sights.®” Asa Briggs, Vice Chancellor
of Sussex University, joined the Board in the February 1970 and was rapidly asked to chair
a Governors’ Sub-Committee to investigate the Education Department as part of the
Governors® Policy Review Committee.®® This committee consisted of Paul Adorian and
Helen Forman whose criticisms of Whannel had first been recorded in 1968. No copy of
the Briggs Committee Report appears to have survived. Its concerns have to be inferred
from the responses that it elicited, of which the most significant were the resignations-of
Whannel, Lovell and four other members of the department in August 1971.* The thrust
of the Briggs Report seems to have been that the Department was developing a
research/theoretical bias when it should have been supporting grassroots work in schools.”
It is impossible to know whether the Report acknowledged that it was the previous 25
years of grassroots work in schools that had provided the platform for the theoretical work

to begin.
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The investigation of the Department's work was cursory. SEFT’s appointment of Rohdie
and his changed emphases in Screen were apparently included in the charges against the
Department. Cook, then Chair of SEFT, remembers that he, Rohdie and Whannel attended
a meeting, held before the BFI Governors’ April meeting, with Briggs and Helen Forman
on the 'neutral' territory of Granada's London headquarters.”’ Also present at that meeting
was Denis Forman. His presence would suggest that he was already in the process of
replacing William Coldstream as Chairman of BFI Governors. This meeting probably took
place on 6 April 1971 between the first circulation of the report to Governors and the point
at which the Governors acted upon it.”> The Governors’ Minutes record that the Report
was first circulated at the February meeting with the intention that it be discussed in
March.”> However at that subsequent meeting so many governors left early that discussion

1.°* At the April Governors’ meeting there was a substantial item

95

was deferred until Apri

on the report. There was also consideration of SEFT and Screen.

The Briggs group was initially styled as the Education Sub Committee. Then its title was
subsequently - and significantly - adjusted to become the Committee on Educational
Services. Its report finally appeared as 'Report of the Review Committee on Educational
Services', presumably to fit in alongside the other subsequent Governors’ policy review
papers. According to Briggs, his committee had produced 'a brief and practical report that
purposely avoided involving itself at this stage in a detailed study of the work of individyal
members of staff.*® It was certainly easier for a committee to pass judgment if they
exempted themselves from the necessity of examining detailed evidence but the Chairman

remained confident that they had 'all the facts necessary to form a judgment'.”’

Consequently Briggs told the Governors that his committee's aim was 'to see a more
streamlined Department, playing a less independent role than hitherto." The Governors’
reaction was one of 'warm support'”® It is pertinent to remember that at this time the
Institute’s Governors were themselves under attack from the Members’ Action Group
which had been particularly effective in calling Governors to account at the previous
December's Annual Meeting.99 Two members of that group Victor Perkins and Peter
Wollen had previously been employees in the Education Department and perhaps this
helped to direct Governors’ attention towards this department, some of whose members
were known for their left wing political affinities and against whom Governors’ hostilities

had been simmering for years.'®
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The Minutes record Whannel as vigorously defending the department.'”’ Where the
Governors had made incorrect assumptions, he was able to challenge them. His main
problem was that, whereas he had a very clear idea about the need to establish that there
existed a film culture which was as appropriate for study as a literary culture, his
opponents only wanted to engage with film in a more nebulous educational context. Not
only was the Institute's educational agenda to be broadened, but its implementation was not
to be confined to the Education Department.

The Committee were opposed to the concept that the educational function of the
Institute 0szhould be solely conducted through the Education Department as it now
existed.'

It would seem from the specific defence that Whannel had to give to his department's
involvement in the Cinema One book series, that this aspect was one that particularly
attracted criticism.'” In 1969 two of the books published in the series were attributed to
the Education Department. These had been written by two then current Education
Department employees, Jim Kitses and Peter ‘Wollen.'” Both however had left the
Department before the Briggs Committee was set up. The implication was that they had
spent BFI work time writing these books and that this was an inappropriate use of public
money. Having not talked with individual members of the department, the Sub-Committee
was possibly not aware that three then current employees, Lovell, Hillier and McArthur

2.'%  Certainly Whannel is

were producing Cinema One books duly published in 197
recorded in the Minutes as having denied 'that members of the Department spent much
time in lecturing and said that they did no sophisticated research themselves but made

available the researches of others'.'%

The Governors supported the Report in full and its assertion that 'if the Education
Department continued as it was now doing, the servicing aspect, which they regarded as
important, would suffer’. Whannel was given a month in which to satisfy the Director 'as
to the manner in which the recommendations contained in paragraph 8 of the Report would

be implemented'.'"’

Under a later item of the same agenda SEFT came under separate scrutiny, initially as a

result of reports from the Editorial Committee which had been considering Screen.'®

This Committee was recommending that the grant for Screen should be £500 per annum to
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bring it into line with other film journals. This was in fact the amount that SEFT had
received as a grant from the BFI in 1966, before the joint appointment had first been
mooted. As this Editorial Committee meeting was held in mid April, it would seem likely
that the only Rohdie edited issue of the journal that the Editorial Committee might have
inspected was the Spring 1971 issue. However Briggs intervened in this discussion of
Screen and raised the wider issue of SEFT. His committee, following the meeting of 6
April, would recommend that 'the organisation should be gradually dissociated -from the

Education Department and become an independent body'. 109

It is relevant at this point to consider what role Director Reed might have had in these
developments.  SEFT had for twenty years been an independent body but perhaps
Rohdie's involvement with the Education Department had blurred the distinction between
the two and Reed did not wish to disabuse the Governors of this. Those who resigned from
the Education Department writing subsequently about these events alleged that Reed had
stated publicly that Rohdie was not appropriate for the SEFT post, yet Reed had been on

8 However, as Alan Lovell also on the

the joint SEFT/BFI appointing committee.'!
committee recalls, Reed left the appointing meeting after all the interviews were completed
but before the candidates were considered.''’ Reed had however concurred with the re-
designation of the post so that both the SEFT element was increased and the Editorship of
Screen was the key to a successful appointment. It is clear that at this point Reed was not
voicing support for either Whannel or SEFT. Consequently that Governors’ Meeting
ended with SEFT being expected to operate independently with only a £500 grant from

BFI from April 1972.'"?

Whannel did not in the event attempt to satisfy the Director but, along with aother
colleagues, he resigned with effect from mid August.'”® Reed had found contact with the
Education Department difficult in the face of hostility and had handed the task of dealing
with the surviving rump of the department to his deputy Ernest Lindgren.'" Reed then fell
ill. In these circumstances SEFT decided that its best strategy for survival lay in direct
contact with the new BFI chairman Denis Forman. History was to SEFT’s advantage in
that Forman, when he had been BFI Director two decades earlier, had publicly supported
the newly formed Society of Film Teachers.'” There was however a more fundamental

card for SEFT to play. If the BFI wanted its educational staff to deal mainly with dizect
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teacher enquiries, it would be more publicly acceptable for them to do so, if other more

research/theoretical areas could be seen as being addressed elsewhere.

Jim Cook as Chairman of SEFT, wrote to Forman in very strong terms.''® There were two
strands to the letter. The Governors’ action meant that both Rohdie and Matias were
implicitly being sacked from March 1972 since SEFT had no means of replacing the BFI
funding. Yet in contractual terms both were BFI employees. This was a nicety that had
eluded the Briggs Committee. Much of Cook's letter is highly critical of Reed whe is
accused of having declared publicly that Rohdie was unsuitable for the post and of telling a
representative of the National Union of Teachers that SEFT would soon cease to exist. As
evidence of Reed's hostility to SEFT, Cook cites Reed’s provision of 'free films and
services' to the Barry Summer School which was no longer a SEFT event.""” Cook also
claims that the newly founded National Association for Film Education (NAFE) is an anti-
SEFT, anti-BFI Education Department organisation which is expecting a BFI grant. The
letter hints that for these reasons NAFE may get a sympathetic response from the BFI.
Finally Cook wants Forman to state where the BFI stands on this matter.

In his immediate reply Forman was able to avoid dealing with the issues concerning Reed,
since the latter was still absent ill. Significantly Forman claimed that the area of the
Institute educational policy where there had been disagreement 'is a small area; the
Governors endorse the great majority of the work that has been done'.!'® The final
paragraphs of Forman’s letter are quoted in full below.

The Governors and management do not regard it as the function of the Institute to
"shape a film culture". This does not mean they are "anti-intellectual". On the
contrary, they wish to promote theoretical and practical research into film
appreciation and film education. But they wish to stimulate research through grant
in aid bodies such as your own, in university departments and in other appropriate
places.

What they do not want to do is to support and perpetuate any single doctrine or
dogma within the Institute about film to the exclusion of other schools of thought.
They believe in a plurality of educational theories and methods. They consider that
as in the fields of textbooks, music and the arts, so in the area of film and television
education it is the job of the central body to provide guidance, to stimulate
educationalists, and to provide them with the tools for the job.

The notion of a 'film culture' appears to be the sticking point. This was the term that

Whannel had long promoted and his repeated references to it seem to have been conflated
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in Governors’ minds with what his department was up to - of which they were perpetually
suspicious. It seems clear that in these two paragraphs Forman was trying to find room to

manoeuvre.

In Cook’s immediate reply he is able to identify the contradiction in the Governors’
position.'"®

On the one hand the Institute expresses concern at any charge against it of anti-
intellectualism yet by an administrative formula defining the proper place for the
generation of ideas it is in effect cutting off the two major areas where ideas on film
education have been generated -- namely SEFT and its own Education Department.

The Education Department and SEFT have done precisely what you yourself ask
for - 'promote theoretical and practical research into film appreciation and film
education' - and yet the Governors sub-committee condemned them for doing just
that.

He was also able to point to the problems that the BFI had created in another area of its
responsibility by failing to provide any coherent context for its work:

Perhaps the paradigms in your mind for what seems to SEFT a contradiction is the
NFT and Regional Theatres which provide films but no context for their
understanding or appreciation, a serious lack which in part may account for the
financial distress in which these theatres now find themselves?

Forman took a slight pause before replying. When he did he proposed that, rather than
continuing the correspondence, SEFT should meet with him in mid-September after he had
returned from holiday.'® A meeting was arranged for 21 September between Forman and

Cook.'?!

In the interim Rohdie and Lindgren were in regular contact. Rohdie was preparing a case
to be made at the October BFI Governors’ meeting for SEFT to be properly supported.
Lindgren was advising him to play down the significance of Screen and its demands on
Rohdie’s time and to 'establish that SEFT has other activities of a more practical nature'.!”
Consequently in a letter to Forman, Rohdie outlined a series of proposals and made a point
of emphasising that it was only the uncertainty over SEFT's future that had prevented their

earlier inception.'?

The two main proposals were - the development of a SEFT regional policy and the

introduction of Screen Education Notes. The first innovation would be the organisation of
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a 'series of one-day schools in the regions as well as weekend conferences and seminars'.
The Notes was to be a new SEFT quarterly journal of 'practical film education'. Such were
the changes of personnel on the SEFT Committee that the re-use of the recently discarded
title Screen Education did not apparently cause concern. The implied trivialisation of the
educational input by reference to it as Notes did cause some disquiet."** These particular
moves clearly had a timely tactical value in that, given the previous attitude of the

Governors, these proposals were unlikely to be opposed.

Screen does get mentioned and Rohdie is clearly determined not to diminish the
importance of this particular SEFT project, the appeal of which was what had brought him
to the Society. He does not mention Screen’s content but concentrates on its sales,
pointing out that 'revenue now meets direct expenditure', presumably meaning printing and
distribution. He claims that his first two issues have caused sales and subscriptions to rise
by 150 per cent so that 2000 copies of both numbers 1 and 2 of Volume 12 have sold

out.'”® Rohdie was probably being optimistic at this point. 126

In a paragraph to reassure the Governors Rohdie states:

In the future the Society will be devoting most of its efforts to the organisation of
SEFT - the generation of a constituency of film teachers as a pre-condition for the
acceptance and generation of ideas about film teaching.

Inevitably and understandably he makes the case for an end to the uncertainty surrounding
his and Matias’s employment situations. Lindgren was sympathetic and in a memo early
in September is clearly seeing that SEFT’s best bet is to go initially for a stay of execution
and to get Governors to agree a full year's funding for SEFT for 1972/73 so that bath
Rohdie and Matias are secure for a further year at least.'”” At their September meeting the
Governors agreed to this but wanted a detailed SEFT budget before their October
meeting.'”® But the main deal was being worked out between Forman and Rohdie who
alone had taken up the invitation for the meeting on 20 September. This seems to have
been a particularly successful occasion. Cook had detected at the earlier meeting at
Granada that Forman was not as hostile to SEFT as the Briggs Committee was.'” Rohdie

has described Forman's role in the proceedings as that of a 'gentleman’.'*

In the event the outcome for SEFT was remarkable. It had in 1967 achieved a joint

appointment where its Secretary would for half the time be a Teacher Adviser in the
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Education Department. By autumn 1971 it was being offered a grant to cover the salaries
of two full-time SEFT employees. It had also been found premises in Old Compton Street
which had been equipped and furnished at the BFI’s expense: This additional generosity
was not without advantages to the BFI who had sub-leased the Old Compton Street
premises to a tenant who, while owing BFI money, was about to assign further his sub-
lease.””! The BFI felt justified in cancelling his debt and in paying him £400 for the
furniture and fittings, which included four desks, four chairs,-a large settee, carpets,
curtains, light fittings, an electric heater and a safe. These were to be available to SEFT
from 18 October.  This advantageous outcome then came almost to a disastrous

conclusion.

Rohdie clearly had alternative strategies -in- place should the more conventional
negotiations with the BFI fail. The first was to devote a considerable part of the Autumn
issue of Screen to the events around the resignations from the Education Department. The
second was to organise a SEFT all-day conference at the National Film Theatre called
'Crisis in Film Education' with speakers including Roy Knight, Alan Lovell, Peter Weollen

and Colin Young."?

The timing of events was such that Screen was published on 11
October, the Governors met to consider the detailed SEFT budget on 19 October and the

Crisis Conference was on 23 October.

Rohdie had to act quickly. On publication day he sent a copy of Screen to Forman with a
covering letter in which he had to explain why, when he had already achieved the best
possible outcome for SEFT, he was devoting 42 pages of Screen to criticisms of the BFI.
These were then followed by a seven page advertisement for the BFI Members’ Action
Committee.

The issue was planned some time ago when both the Society and the Department
felt their existence threatened; the Society’s Executive and the SCREEN Editorial
Board decided that we had no other choice but to print such an edition of SCREEN.

Some six weeks ago I informed the Deputy Director that such an issue was at the
printers but that we would be more than happy not to print it if the Institute could
give us some positive guarantee about the future, but it could not.

It was not until well after page proof stage that such a guarantee was forthcoming
and hence the appearance of this crisis SCREEN.'*?
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He then had to present the forthcoming conference as having a changed agenda 'mow
directed towards debating and defining policies for film education and strategies for their

realisation’. He extends an invitation to Governors and Management to be present.'>*

Forman’s response was to propose a meeting for 26 October - after the conference - with
Rohdie and Cook.'*® Lindgren felt betrayed and wrote to Forman that 'personally I should
like to see SEFT’s grant cut immediately and in toro’.'*® Asa Briggs at the Octeber
Governors’ Meeting stated that the Screen material might be defamatory.'*” Consequently
Forman took legal advice and was told that

Prima facie, 1 think that the articles and letters taken as a whole are defamatory of
the Governors and Director of the Institute.'*®

This opinion does however hint at the considerable scale of any legal case that might be
mounted:

...it would be necessary to consider the various changes in the composition of the
Governing body which would have taken place over the years, since the criticism is
not restricted to any particular period of time or to any one event.

In the event Forman took the matter no further.

Rohdie saw that the interest the Crisis Conference had generated might be used to SEFT’s
advantage. He wrote to Reed indicating that if the BFI were shifting from the agreement
that he had come to with Forman, he would have to inform the conference of this.
Alternatively he held out the prospect of the conference providing 'a favourable
opportunity for SEFT to both settle the disagreements of the past -and the anxiety it has
caused SEFT and the film movement clearly and publicly'."”*® Reed was not prepared to
do more than state that Forman 'wants to continue discussion of the future relationship

between our two bodies'.'*°

Reporting on the conference, Tom Ryall concedes that ‘the discussion proceeded in a
random fashion’.'*' It began with Rohdie presenting his official Report as Secretary. He
blamed his predecessors in SEFT for ‘the absence of a clearly defined constituency of film
teachers’ and for failing to organize such teachers into ‘a coherent movement’.'*> Some
antagonism was expressed from the floor toward SEFT as- being focused on: higher

education. There was a call by some for a separate teachers’ organization. David Lusted
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then on the SEFT Committee recalls that some teachers who attended were surprised to
learn that there was a crisis.'* Reed received reports from Thorold Dickinson and Gough
Yates.'** Both had attended and were very critical of the proceedings: Rohdie tried to
present the occasion to Reed as having been important in that over 200 people had
attended.'"”® But there had apparently been little agreement, which Rohdie had to concede.
He chose to present the conference’s disunity as inevitable, reflecting the fragmentation of

the film education movement,'*®

Governors at their October meeting had noted that Screen 'contained numerous allegations
and inaccuracies' but they were prepared to accept that the matter would be best dealt with
by the Chairman meeting again with the Chairman and Secretary of SEFT.'" At the
November meeting Forman reported that a formal apology had been asked for and that a
statement to this effect should appear in the next issue of Screen:'® In a memo to Reed,

Rohdie stated that he had written a letter of apology to Forman at the end of October.'*

It would appear that neither SEFT nor BFI wanted to risk losing what each regarded for
separate reasons as an appropriate resolution. SEFT got total independence underwritten
by substantial public funds (£9,994 for 1972-1973)."*° BFI was able to re-designate the
Education Department as its Educational Advisory Service and hope thereby to
demonstrate that theory and research were legitimately no longer part of its educational
brief. Whannel was replaced by Douglas Lowndes, widely respected as an innovatory
practitioner in both secondary schools and teacher training.'”' But the constraints imposed
by Governors were to restrict the potential of EAS for a decade while SEFT was about to
commence upon a period when the Society would become both prestigious and widely

influential.
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CHAPTER FOUR 1972-1975
THE FELT INTERVENTION OF SCREEN

The first two 1971 issues of the British journal Screen published a translation of
essays by Comolli and Narboni, Leblanc and Fargier. Their impact was immediate.
They at once initiated an open battle, which led Screen to play a major role for
several years both as a participant in the debate and as a battlefield.

Francesco Cassetti, 1999

While Screen embarks upon a trajectory of pursuing theory, from its back pages emerges
Screen Education Notes. This modest quarterly publication not only chronicles the
quickening pace of educational developments around film but begins to develop its own
stable of writers. Then in 1974 it metamorphoses into the second SEFT journal bearing
the title of Screen Education. The BFI Summer Schools are re-structured to provide a
key transmission route for Screen’s theories. Film teachers in favoured areas have access
to substantial self help projects and even an O level in film. Meanwhile Screen recruits
from the intelligentsia.

The changes that came about in SEFT in the 1970s were extraordinary.. What had been a
marginal grouping of teachers rapidly had at its core an intellectual cell. Film study which
had persistently found itself able only to worm its way into gaps in the curriculum of
schools and colleges, became the intellectual standard behind which a whole cadre of
young graduates were marshalled. What had been perceived as appropriate fodder for the
less able or for those on courses with spare time to be filled, became the territory for
displays of intellectual experiment around the translation and transmission of European

thought.

If the nucleus of this activity was to be Screen, its partner journal, the revamped: Screen
Education, would turn its focus on to the educational implications in its title. The original
Screen Education had been so titled in order to allow SFT to become SEFT, the term
'screen’ enabling the accommodation of television into the Society’s remit. The emphasis
in the shift then had been on 'screen’. 'Education' was merely the appropriate afterthought.
The writers of the new Screen Education saw that if they were to consider those elements
of the visual culture implied by 'screen' then the educational context for that consideration

was the key determinant.
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For two decades SFT then SEFT had in turn presented themselves as the professional
subject association for film and television teachers. But these were unlike other subject
associations. None of the members had been trained to teach about film or television; and
even a tinier fraction of them had been employed specifically as teachers of film and
television. Most SFT/SEFT members were likely to belong to other subject associations
that represented their interest in the subject that they spent most of their time teaching.
Thus in 1966, at the stage when SEFT was to make its first joint appointment with the BFI,
its Chairman taught Chemistry, its Secretary taught Geography and its Treasurer, History.'

A consequence of this loose alliance of teachers who were enthusiastic about film was to
diminish controversy. For many the involvement with this aspect of their teaching was
subsidiary and film/television teaching was only an enjoyable phase on a career path that
had to lead elsewhere. For two decades SFT/SEFT had encouraged those who wanted to
develop 'screen education' to do whatever was possible in each individual situation. From
the experience of those who had been around longer, an accumulation of information was
made available. If a beginner wanted to share her/his first attempts with others, beth
Screen Education and to a lesser extent BFI Education Department would facilitate the

dissemination. Nobody was to be deterred. Everybody was compromised.

Thus when SEFT found itself staffed, housed and independent while the remnants -of the
BFI Education Department had instructions principally to service teachers’ queries, a
unique situation had been created that reversed the roles that each had traditionally played.
The voluntary body had a secure flow of public money on a far larger scale than before.?
The thinking that Whannel had fostered in his Education Department was no ~longer
acceptable within the BFI. The thinking had to go somewhere. And there were certainly
thinkers about to enter territory where there had not been much intellectual investigation.

It was undiscovered territory and that was to be its greatest attraction.

When Rohdie became Secretary of SEFT, he inherited the constituency of established
SEFT members, though he did not perceive them as forming a coherent group.” But he
brought with him another constituency - one that might best be summarised as New Left.
The potency of this constituency was first demonstrated at the Crisis Conference that
Rohdie called in October 1971 when 170 people attended and from among whom Rehdie

was to recruit several new Committee members, some of whom were also new to SEFT.*
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Those teachers who were pre-existing SEFT members were probably those whom Lusted
remembers as being surprised to find themselves in a crisis. Cook's view is that perhaps
Rohdie's determination to go ahead with the conference, despite having settled  SEFT's
future with Forman, was fuelled by the need to recognise and respond to the significance of

this new constituency.’

There is no doubt that following SEFT's move to 63 Old Compton Street, the Society set in
motion a number of ventures which would reassure BFI Governors that SEFT was indeed
more than simply the body that published Screen. This chapter will in the main consider
these non-Screen ventures in the period up to the end of 1975. Screen’s history will
feature in the next chapter, though as will be shown Screen was influential in a range of
related SEFT and BFI activities during this period. The most important of these non
Screen ventures was Screen Education Notes, of which there were nine quarterly issues
between Winter 1971 and Winter 1973/74. The ‘Notes’ had begun as a section at the back
of Screen in 1971 called ‘Educational Notes’.® The first issue was typed and duplicated;
subsequent issues were offset litho printed at generally around 40 pages per issue.
Additionally there was a one-off International Edition that followed the October 1972
Ludwigshaven/Mannheim Conference. This conference on aspects of screen education
was an annual event which had featured in the previous year's first issue of Screen
Education Notes. The international edition was 'only a gesture on the part of SEFT, and
does not have any official backing'.” The published accounts of various European
perspectives on screen education revealed - as had always been the case with previous
SEFT international publishing ventures - a great variety of different approaches, some of
which would have not been considered appropriate for any United Kingdom specific
publication, hence the need for the disclaimer about official backing. Since the UK had
been represented by Jim Hillier from the Educational Advisory Service of the BFI, rather
than by SEFT, publication may have been a goodwill gesture to EAS on the Society's part.

Throughout its two-year existence the Nofes was edited by Edward Buscombe and also for
most of the period by Tom Ryall. They were supported by an active Editorial Board
whose members regularly contributed items to the journal. Three members, -Richard
Collins, Jim Hillier and Chris Mottershead remained on the Board throughout. The
change-over of other members was gradual and the continuity of approach was maintained.

But the greatest significance as viewed from today's perspective is the subsequent
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durability within the film teaching movement of those involved with Screen Education
Notes. Previous generations of SEFT activists had served their time and then found career
progress outside film and television teaching. Here and now was the first cohort who
would develop long-term careers within screen education. Those involved with Screen
might subsequently attract more attention and rise more visibly into the posts that would
become available in higher education. But it was the group that produced Screen
Education Notes that would be more influential and for longer in determining- the

evolution of media education.®?

The SEFT Committee may have considered that, given the turmoil which surrounded the
setting-up of SEFT’s new found independence, there was a need conspicuously to address
the established teacher audience within SEFT, since this was the- grouping that some
claimed had been disenfranchised by the ‘New Left takeover’. Indeed an alternative body,
the National Association for Film Education (NAFE), had been created which sought to
replace SEFT as the institutional home for those teachers. SEFT’s response was to shift
‘Screen Education Notes’ from its location at the back of Screen-and to make it a separate
publication.  Ultimately the Notes would become Screen Education in 1974 and that
journal would then establish its own distinctive identity. But for the period that the Notes
existed it addressed a teacher audience and performed a crucial task. Events of the early
1970s in the arena of film and television edueation were occurring at a much faster rate
than ever before and were beginning to demonstrate a shape and structure that would
definitively replace what had gone before. Screen Education Notes took on the tasks both
of detailing what was happening and of providing a commentary on its significance. The
journal was able to fill its pages, to be current and yet repeatedly focus on developments
that would prove to have long-term implications. There were sufficient of these for each

issue of the Noftes after Number 1 to focus on a discrete area.

The second issue dealt with students’ film-making. It is clear that such was. the
controversy created at the October 1971 Crisis Conference around the separation of theory
and practice that it was felt that if Screem was about to devote its first post Conference
issue to Soviet Film in the 1920s, Screen Education Notes was the appropriate publication
to redress the balance.” Buscombe’s editorial makes clear that, given how widely views on
film making ranged, 'this journal can do no more than hope to open up the area of

discussion'.'"®  He is equally clear that any previously assumed connection between the
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experience of student film making and the same students’ abilities in studying film must be
open to question. The debate about this relationship has persisted ever since and has on
occasions assumed fundamental importance in the construction of many courses at all
levels. The shape of the debate has constantly been remodelled as the facilities offered by

advancing technology have been absorbed by each generation of students at a younger age.

Thereafter the Nofes managed to monitor contemporary developments. - Its television issue
in Summer 1972 coincided with the publication of veteran screen educationist
Groombridge’s book, the influential Penguin Television and the People.'' Issue 4 was
able to demonstrate how current substantial courses in higher education - in Art and Design
and teacher training - were anticipating the introduction of 'a fully fledged degree level
course in film.'"?> Issue 5 on film courses outside higher education gave space to the
introduction of two initiatives that would have enormous influence in secondary schools:
the Inner London Education Authority (ILEA) Film Study Course for Sixth Formers and
the proposals for a GCE Mode III O level in Film Study.13 These were complemented by a
student's review of the long established but evolving Certificate in Film Study under the
auspices of the University of London Extra Mural Department. Issue 6 faced the reality
that other curriculum areas were using film as part of the delivery mechanism for their
subjects and, following a cautionary editorial questioning how far this might restrict the
development of film study itself, Nofes features film in modern languages courses. It is
ironic that film would eventually come to subvert some of the language departments that
were ready to embrace it. When certain language departments could no longer recruit
postgraduate students to enrol- for MA language courses, they switched and offered

Masters degrees in film."*

But Issue 6 addressed a more pressing reality: the raising of the school leaving age to 16
which was to follow later in 1973. Len Masterman, having moved from teacher training to
in-service teacher education and having chosen as part of this move to teach a group of
secondary school students who were in that first generation to stay until 16, writes a
polemical piece."’

The problem thus created by the raising of the school leaving age, will, I believe,
give substance to the view -that for many children film ought to become the
principal medium for the transmission of cultural values within school.'®
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The significance of Masterman’s timely article is that he challenges the educational context
in which the leaving age is being raised. This challenge would be one that the successor to
Notes, Screen Education, would see as central to its mission. Here Masterman echoes the
familiar attack on training in 'discrimination and taste’ that had gathered momentum in the
late 1960s.!” But he goes beyond this to argue for the displacement of literature from the
curriculum of those students most affected by the raising of the school leaving age.

This kind of approach will almest certainly cut no ice with lower stream-pupils.
Perhaps the most potent reason why literature is able to say so little to them is that
it is filtered down to them via middle-class sensibilities. The experience of
watching film however is a lateral rather than hierarchical process. A filmic
tradition has been experienced directly without the interference of an intermediary;
it has been absorbed without being taught, transmitted without any moral
overtones.'®

The references in his text are to educationists and thinkers beyond the small comfortable

world of film study: Freire, Postman, Weingartner, Illich and Reimer.

Issue 7 focused on the manner in which film was gaining acceptance in a particular facet of
higher education: American Studies. It also had an article by Richard Dyer on ‘Stars’, the
significance of this being that it was work that he had done at the Birmingham Centre for
Contemporary Cultural Studies, an institution that would parallel in its investigations
issues that SEFT would also subsequently explore in each of its journals. - The final two
issues of Notes looked closely at the detail of film courses. Issue 8 attempted an
evaluation of the now established ILEA course for Sixth Formers. Its assumptions were
investigated by some of those teachers who had participated. This critiquing was extended
to two very well established screen education events: the Young Screen Conference and
the BFI Summer School. Alvarado questioned the whole basis of the Young Screen event,
with its showing of school made films on the big screen for the benefit of a child audience.
He advocated a replacement teacher only event with the focus being the educational case
for film-making in schools. Bazalgette was equally radical in -her assessment of the 1973
Summer School, which had been attended by 121 students coming with a very wide range
of levels of knowledge about the cinema. Like Alvarado, she identifies an unwieldy event,
trying to be as welcoming and inclusive as possible, with the consequence that the

potential in each case for exploring fundamental issues was awkwardly evaded.
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The last Screen Education Notes marked another significant start-up: the Diploma in Film
Study at the Polytechnic of Central London (which would ultimately be converted to a
Masters degree). It was however put into a very precise context in Notes: dissatisfaction
with the London University Extra Mural Certificate and Diploma. Netes published two
accounts: the revised scheme for the Extra Mural Course and an introduction to the
Polytechnic's proposal by Richard Collins who saw the new diploma as a considered
response to the 'unsatisfactoryness of the scheme of study and structure of the University
certificate classes'.'” More recently Collins has claimed that the Diploma came out of the
SEFT problematic.*’

Rohdie had promised Forman that in addition to Screen Education Notes SEFT would
work both at developing regional groups and at extending the screen education message
beyond the metropolitan area. In 1972 energy did go into these projects with SEFT-run
courses at among other places: Ormskirk, York, Sheffield, St Austell, Exeter, Birmingham,
Leicester, Bristol and Grimsby.”' The venues were self-selecting in that each had an
institution or an individual with SEFT connections. This was a demanding schedule and
Rohdie complained to the SEFT Committee of the additional workload this imposed. **
Perhaps it was unsurprising that by the end of 1972, the direct responsibility passed to the
Educational Advisory Services with the setting up of a BFI/SEFT Regional Committee to

oversee the pl'OCCSS.23

Delivering a one-day course in the regions was a straightforward, if time-consuming
operation; establishing a permanent regional group was a task of a different order. In the
Summer 1972 issue of Notes ten potential regional groups are listed; most in places where
a SEFT course had taken place.24 The named contacts were usually individuals in colleges
or local education authorities, but the distribution across England was irregular and
uneven. There was a plea to SEFT members to come forward and to participate in these
embryonic groups or to start up their own groups. In the event none of these groups

persisted. Only later would a small number of SEFT regional groups take shape.

The SEFT Summer School modified its ambition and from 1972 to 1974 took place
annually in London, first at Stockwell College of Education and then at the Polytechnic of
Central London. After this, as key SEFT members’ involvement with the BFI Summer

School increased, the SEFT summer school - which had always been scheduled to run at a
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similar time during the school summer holiday period - ceased. It was however to be
replaced by quarterly SEFT weekend schools, starting in spring 1975 and by the Easter

residential schools for teachers starting in 1974.%

If there is a moment in the brief history of Screen Education Notes that marks the
separation of the film education movement of the 1970s from what had gone before, it is to
be found in the two reviews it published of Film in English Teaching. This had been
edited by Roy Knight for the newly re-branded BFI Educational Advisory Service and
published elsewhere, though this may have been in order to secure wider distribution rather
than at the insistence of Governors.”® The book had been commissioned by the Education
Department when it was still able to operate as an independent publishing section. The
book’s long period of gestation and the changing fortunes of the Education Department
meant that it was not published until late 1972. These delays had served to ensure that the
book, the ideas of which were embedded in the 1960s, would not match the needs of the
1970s.

If a book receives two simultaneous reviews in the same publication, it is usually an
indication that it is controversial and therefore it becomes appropriate for it to receive one
hostile and one sympathetic review. Film in English Teaching however came under
sustained attack from both Len Masterman and Jim Cook.”’
Helpful as Film in English Teaching is in chronicling the movements of the past
decade, it could well hinder the teacher who wishes to catch a whiff of the future.?®

If Film in English Teaching attracts newcomers to the idea of using film in their
work and provides them with some basic information - well and good; if its
ideological assertions are left unchallenged and become assimilated into an
orthodoxy - less good.?'9

The problem for both reviewers is that they recognise that the publication of this material
in book form will serve only to reinforce precisely the kind of unreflective personal
experience that the old-style Screen Education had regularly promulgated. For
Masterman in particular it is no longer appropriate to make a facile link between the study
of English and the study of film as equal elements in a shared culture.

Film in English Teaching represents an attempt to assimilate film into a cultural
heritage which has itself been called into question by Freire, Marcuse and others
who have shown us the ways in which it has become an instrument for domination
in both school and society.*’
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While it is possible to claim that Cook and Masterman have in effect jointly written an
obituary for the work of their predecessors, it is relevant to indicate that the momentum
that the screen education movement had gained by 1973 had only been possible because of
what had gone before. The book's editor Roy Knight was well-placed to acknowledge this
in his dedication.

...and finally to the various editors of Screen Education and Screen, and to the
officers and members of the Society for Education in Film and Television over two
decades - to their persistence and devotion to the causes of film and teaching this
book is gratefully dedicated.’'

If Film in English Teaching was out of date before it was published, there were soon
indications that the BFI was finally prepared to give proper recognition to the importance
of television in its educational brief.  Although EAS was no longer permitted to- be
involved in publishing Cinema One books, it retained a member of staff responsible for
directly educational publications, Christopher Williams (until 1973) and then Ed
Buscombe. Williams began a series of monographs on television by different authors.
The series of thirteen ran until 1981. Williams was aware that the only previous
publication about television to emerge from within the BFI’s education remit had been
Talking about Television a decade earlier. This had done little beyond demonstrate that
children might be encouraged to transfer to their discussions about television programmes
the approaches already familiar to them when they discussed feature films. The first four
monographs were published in the period 1973-75 and these, as Paterson observed, were

disproportionately focused on television’s current affairs output.*

The SEFT that Knight had acknowledged in that dedication no longer existed, as he must
have known since he had addressed the 1971 Crisis Meeting as SEFT’s President, a role
that had no constitutional input into the Society. However as a consequence of his success
in the dispute with the BFI over SEFT, Rohdie had become a powerful and independent
figure in the Society, the Committee of which had become seriously - depleted in
membership. Collins who joined the Committee in 1972 describes Rohdie as havipg
‘energy, charisma, authority’ while having to relate to ‘a rump of people with stronger
roots in schools and further education’.*® Rohdie took it upon himself to find recruits both
for the SEFT Committee and for the Screen Editorial Board. Rohdie’s methods were ad

hoc. Alvarado recalls being recruited to the Committee as a result of a chance encounter
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with Rohdie at a screening.34 If the SEFT committee still maintained a regime of regular
meetings it seems that the Screen Editorial Board was a much more casual arrangement
with little formality as Willemen recalls.>>  Lovell identifies Rohdie’s readiness to recruit
to the Board without seeking its approval as an early cause of the SEFT Committeg’s

3 The Associate Editors seem never to have met

dissatisfaction with its Secretary/Editor.
together. Neither Perkins nor Barr who were listed as such editors can recall any formal

meeting. Their contact with Screen was always via its editor.”’

In recruiting to the Editorial Board Rohdie used his London contacts and quickly involved
Brewster and Willemen. But he extended his searches when, following the publication of
Signs of the Times, Stephen Heath and Colin- MacCabe were contacted in Cambridge.
MacCabe recalls how he learned from Heath that ‘some people’ in London were interested
in contacting them.”® This led to a Soho lunch with Rohdie and Wollen in 1973 and
invitations to join the Screen Board followed. MacCabe who had found it impossible to
get funding for Signs of the Times” and had paid to publish it himself, found the
enticements of the Screen set-up irresistible, like an invitation to the best ever party. He
could see how the staffing and funding that SEFT had achieved would provide a unique
opportunity to promote the theories that he had found so attractive when researching in
Paris. What is particularly significant about MacCabe’s involvement was that he claims to
have had no special interest in the cinema at that point. What he perceived was the scope
to take theories that were already well developed in the abstract and to test them out in a
territory where little previous serious thinking had taken place. Indeed Rohdie’s strength
as an editor seems to have been his readiness to act as a facilitator for the expression of
other people’s priority ideas. He wrote little himself for Screen. Geoftfrey Nowell-Smith
believes that Rohdie modelled his editorship on that of Perry Anderson, Editor of New Left

Review."

It had been the Education Department seminars in the late 1960s that first provided a
regular focus for the discussion of theoretical ideas. Given the prohibition from its
governors, the BFI was not in a position to revive these. They were however reintroduced
but with the label SEFT/BFI seminars on the unexceptional organisational rationale that
SEFT would provide the intellectual leadership and the BFI the seminar spaces. The first
tranche of the seminars in the spring of 1973 was designed to be ‘a preparing ground for

the 1973 Institute Summer School, “Concepts in Film Criticism™.*' They followed the
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pattern of the previous seminars where papers were circulated in advance and then

presented at each seminar.

The next series of seminars were to be much more heavy duty:

It is suggested that each session a different member of the group summarise the
content of the reading for that session; however, every member should prepare for
the session in such a way that he could introduce the session himself if called upon
to do so. Hence it is essential that every participant commit himself to carry out the
reading for every session. The readings for each session are relatively short,
amounting to less than 100 pages per session...*

A further refinement was that the one large seminar group was now split into three groups,
each with its own leader: Ben Brewster, Colin MacCabe and Kari Hanet. The seminars
were to be ‘more formalised and pedagogic, presenting a basic introduction to the concept
of semiology or semiotics’.*® It seems that for those able to attend and put in the work
these seminars were welcome and productive events, as Douglas Lowndes, then the newly
appointed Head of the Educational Advisory Services, recalls.* If those involved with
Screen felt the need to set up these preliminary briefing sessions for their immediate
contacts, there can be little doubt as to their assessment of the scale of the intellectual

heave they were about to attempt in the pages of Screen.

Rohdie was a tough if idiosyncratic editor. A succession of controversial editorial
decisions began with the Autumn 1972 issue when Rohdie published an article on English
Hitchcock by John M Smith but pre-empted the reader’s response by using his introductory
editorial to undermine Smith’s article by labelling him as someone who 'relates to an older
and I think incotrect aesthetic position, but one nevertheless in the mainstream of British
Film Criticism’.*> It seems that part of the decision to print Smith's article was to set it
against the collective text of the Editors of Cahiérs du Cinema on Young Mr Lincoln,
translated in the same issue. Smith’s contribution was apparently an example of how not to
do it. Then Rohdie quotes from V F Perkins’s Film as Film as evidence of what
constitutes this 'species of Romantic aesthetics'.*® In fact Rohdie was preparing for his
next attack when in the following Screen he printed a savage review of Film as Film.
Perkins recalls that he was unprepared for the onslaught of Rohdie’s review, having
previously had amicable meetings when he had offered to help Rohdie. It seems that
Rohdie's only concession to Perkins was to let him see the review in advance so that

Perkins had his right of reply published immediately after Rohdie’s hostile review.*’
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Most of Rohdie's offending review is taken up with an attack on the recently published
Movie Reader where he makes an attempt to locate its writing as a feature of the 1960s

8 Rohdie then 'sets out to

which had now been superseded, presumably by Screen.*
discredit Film as Film by association. Rohdie claims that Perkins’s book 'only makes
sense in the context of the Movie tradition'.* Rohdie however begins his review by
conceding that in Film as Film Perkins presents ‘a rigorous, coherent explication and
rationale of his own critical position’.”® Given that Rohdie so assaults Perkins's position,
this praise may be inferred as being extremely patronising to an author who allegedly

offers a theory which relates 'only to a handful of directors'.”’

Perkins's reply is eloquent and thoughtful but it elicited no further response from Rohdie.*
Indeed the editorial to this issue of Screen written by Alan Lovell, while making no direct
reference to the book reviews, writes in a context that is more sympathetic to Perkins.”
Lovell reminds readers how in its first Editorial (Screen Vol 12 No 1) Rohdie had stated

Auteurs are out of time. The theory which makes them sacred makes no inroads
on vulgar history ... The primary act of auteur criticism is one of dissociation — the

auteur out of time and history and society is also freed from any productiye
54

process...
In this Screen auteurs are put back into history with a substantial article on ‘The Cinema of
the Popular Front in France’, as Lovell acknowledges. However what Lovell has to face
up to, given Rohdie’s previous claims for Screen to be a theoretical journal, is the obvious
absence of theory from the issue which he is introducing.

We can only say in our defence that the production of theory is not as easy as we
first thought, not so much a matter of pulling rabbits out of hats as, perhaps, we
have made it seem. We have also become increasingly conscious that knowledge
is needed as well as theory.”

Knowing their material well was a quality that Movie’s editors and writers had always

manifested.

In January 1973 Rohdie planned to publish later that year (as Volume 14 Number 2) an
issue of Screen containing a series of articles on experimental cinema. Film-maker
Malcolm Le Grice was hired to be in charge of this section and he set about commissioning

articles from others with expertise in this area. Copy was expected by 1st April and was
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delivered by that deadline.’® At the beginning of June Le Grice got a letter from Rohdie
which rejected the material.”’

Each member of the Editorial Board read all of the copies submitted and we all felt
as a group that the material did not fulfil the function for which it was
commissioned and we have therefore decided not to publish it.*®

By way of explanation Rohdie continued:

We felt that much of the copy submitted constituted propaganda and advertisement;
that aesthetic problems were raised in only a vague way; that a fetish of technology,
of alternative, was endlessly invoked, rather than analsysed and constituted therefore
more aesthetic ideology than aesthetic understanding.”

An acrimonious exchange of correspondence followed.* Christopher Williams who had
joined the Editorial Board in late 1971 and had had the task of representing the Board in
discussions with Le Grice during the early spring of 1973, confirms that it was a decision
by the whole Editorial Board.®' The acrimony arose not simply from the Board’s rejection
of the work but also from the fact that, having paid the contributors a fee for their work,
Rohdie then claimed copyright of the material, despite not considering it fit for publication.
A consequent editorial decision was made to compensate SEFT members for the missing
issue by producing a double issue of Screen. This was achieved by increasing the amount

of content in the ‘Metz’ issue to cover for the missing experimental cinemas issue.*?

There were other delegated projects that proved to be more successful. Rosalind Delmar
recalls that Rohdie took the initiative in facilitating a women’s cinema group that met to
view and discuss films.*® Claire Johnston who was associated with the group then wrote
Notes on Women’s Cinema which drew on the debates that had taken place within the
group.** This was published as a Screen Pamphlet and sold out very quickly. Earlier Ed
Buscombe’s Films on TV had started the series.®> However these specifically Screen

publishing ventures were to cease after Rohdie’s departure.

Rohdie appears to have related more effectively to his Editorial Board than to the SEFT
Committee. Perhaps for this reason he involved the Editorial Board, but not the SEFT
Committee in an expensive decision which led to a further controversy. Paul Willemen
who joined the Editorial Board in autumn 1972 and Claire Johnston, who would later join
the SEFT Committee, were principal figures in the organisation of the 1973 Edinburgh

Film Festival which focused on the films of Frank Tashlin. It was the Festival’s practice to
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publish a small paperback book to support its screenings. Previously such books had been
published in association with outside bodies who contributed financial assistance. On this
occasion a book was published 'in association with Screen'.®® This was a decision
apparently taken by Rohdie who then chose to inform only the Editorial Board. Quite how
expensive this venture finally became may only be approximately detected by comparing
the total publication cost of 1972 (£7,086) with that of the following year when Frank
Tashlin was published (£9,029).  An official SEFT link with the Festival was
subsequently made in 1975 for what became known as the Brecht Event, transcribed in
Screen a few months later.®® Lynda Myles became Director of the Festival in 1974 and

Laura Mulvey identifies Myles as the key figure in establishing this link.*’

There was increasing dissatisfaction with Rohdie which led to the Committee in late 1973
seeking legal advice as to its position, given that it had been Rohdie's employer since April
1972. The detailed letters sent to Rohdie setting out the causes of the Committee's
dissatisfaction no longer survive in any archive. What do exist are two documents
apparently prepared by Rohdie in response to those letters that had detailed the

Committee’s dissatisfaction.”

What emerges from these documents is that there were
issues which arose around Rohdie's personal style — a style that had enabled him first to
stand up to the BFI and then effectively and confidently to recruit his own Committee and
produce a transformed version of SEFT in just over two years. Nevertheless, having
recruited to the Committee people who had responded to his crisis call two years earlier,
Rohdie was now confronted by these same people who were taking their responsibilities
very seriously, recognising that as members of the Executive Committee of SEFT they

were answerable for substantial amounts of public money.

When the 1973 AGM took place in November of that year, some Committee members
were well prepared and, having read the report that Rohdie had written for that occasion,
they raised a motion from the floor which proposed that 'the Annual Report be rejected on
the grounds that it did not represent a real reflection of the work, policy and position of the
Society over the last 12 months.”! The motion was eventually passed after much
discussion, as was another motion that a Special General Meeting be called before 31 May
1974. The pressure increased -on Rohdie who resigned on 28 February. As part of the
deal worked out with the Committee his name stayed on Screen as editor for the Spring

and Summer and the Autumn 1974 issues. Most of the editorial work for these issues fell
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to Brewster and MacCabe who took on the task with relish and enthusiasm, although they

were not in favour of Rohdie’s departure.’

Following Rohdie's departure, the SEFT Committee was able to complete its thorough
review of the Society's work and organisational priorities. It had to hold a Special General
Meeting in the summer of 1974 as it had promised at the abandoned AGM in November
1973 and it needed to have substantial proposals for that meeting. Changes were already
under way even before the meeting. What SEFT members would have noticed first were
the changes to Screen Education Notes. Its Contents page for the Spring/Summer 1974
double issue still appeared under the banner of 'Screen Education Notes' but its cover had a
different emphasis. The new cover design like its predecessor had been borrowed from
Screen but it now resembled the other journal even more closely. But on the new cover
the name was now Screen Education. The 'Introduction' stated

The board feel that the term Notes, carried over in the title of the journal is no
longer appropriate to the publication which has developed, so from this issue the
journal will be called simply Screen Education.”

Screen Education would now have different editors for each issue. This first issue had
Cook, Hillier and Mottershead as editors, a consequence of the collaboration of both SEFT
and the BFI Educational Advisory Service for this particular issue which was on CSE
courses. SEFT’s grant from the BFI was channelled through the EAS and Deuglas
Lowndes, who was very supportive of SEFT, found additional money specifically to

finance Screen Education.”®

Further developments were manifested in the document produced for the Special General
Meeting which eventually took place on 6 July 1974.”" No longer were the tasks of
General Secretary SEFT and Editor Screen to be combined. Editing Screen was now to be
a paid half-time post. A new full-time post was to combine the Editorship of Screen
Education with the new role of SEFT’s Education Officer. In practice this post was much
closer to what the SEFT Committee of 1970 had envisaged when it combined the
Editorship of Screen with the role of General Secretary SEFT, in that under the new
arrangements SEFT would have its own full-time professional officer overseeing a regular
educational publication. But after the three years of Rohdie’s involvement SEFT had not
only gained its 1970 ambition but also now had its independence and additionally was the

publisher of an influential intellectual journal that was avidly exploring new territory.
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What the document recognises is the need for SEFT to identify its position in the rapidly
evolving world of 1970s film and television education. What is also implicit in the
following quotation (which makes no specific mention of Screen) is the Society’s caution
about what its involvement with Screen’s promotion of European theory might be likely to
entail. ~There are separate references in three of the four proposed aims to SEFT’s
engagement with British culture.

The Executive Committee proposes to utilise the reformed structure of the Society
and deployment of staff outlined in order to put into practice the following basic
aims:

to promote the study of film and TV and the identification of their disciplines
within the context of British culture;

to work towards the growth of a British film and television culture;

to encourage the development of film and television education within the context of
the British cultural and educational scene;

to ensure the closest links between the prosecution of these three interrelated areas,
in particular by re-dressing the present imbalance through putting more staff and
financial resources into the journal Screen Education and related education work.”®

The Committee, having got the agreement of the Special Meeting, was then in a position to
make appointments to each of these posts. They selected two individuals who had
demonstrated proven qualities: Alvarado, an established member of both the SEFT
Committee and the Screen Education Board, became Education Officer/Editor Screen
FEducation from 1 January 1975. Brewster could now be properly recognised from 1
December 1974 as Editor of Screen, a task he had already been discharging on a voluntary
basis for nearly a year.”” There were two further posts which were already in place: a
part-time Business Manager (Ann Sachs) and a full-time Editorial/Administrative Officer
(Elizabeth Cowie).

Screen Education Notes had kept a record of developments beyond SEFT. For many
teachers in the early and mid 1970s these would be of more direct consequence than the
institutional changes within SEFT. The BFI/ILEA Sixth Form Film Study Course which
originated in 1972 was unlike any previous project in screen education for several
reasons.”® It was on a large scale; it evolved over many years; its materials were produced
as part of a collective enterprise focused around the BFI Educational Advisory Services; an
advisory teacher was appointed by the ILEA specifically to support the teaching and the
participating teachers were to be continuously involved in its evaluation.” There were to

be further benefits which weuld extend beyond ILEA: the supporting documentation was-
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publicly available and could be used by teachers not participating in the course while
through their involvement in the course, numerous London teachers began the process of

becoming film and media teachers.

The origins of the course were modest. Michael Simons, a teacher at Wandsworth School,
who also ran a local ILEA centre for Teachers of English had in 1970 arranged to hire the
National Film Theatre for the screening of three versions of Hamlet to A Level students
studying English. Seeing how succcessful the screening of films to students under such
ideal conditions had been, Simons contacted the Inspectorate to see if there was support for
a film study course.®” Leslie Ryder, the Aural and Visual Aids Inspector, who had
supported the earlier SEFT experiment in one ILEA division and now presided over an
expanding Learning Resources community in the authority, supported the proposal. He set
up a preliminary investigative course in autumn 1971 for teachers in secondary and further
education who might be interested in teaching film.*' Ryder’s subsequent commitment
extended to the appointment of Chris Mottershead as Advisery Teacher to support the
work from January 1973. In the following year Mottershead would become Chairman of
SEFT. The authors of the materials in the early years of the project were Jim Cook, Cary
Bazalgette, Christine Gledhill, Michael Simons and Jane Clark.*®  Jim Hillier who
committed much of his time at- EAS to the ILEA Project felt that in doing this he was in
practice involved in a much more substantial project of designing a particular approach to
film teaching. He had a particular involvement in the production of slides which he felt

was introducing a new focus of study: the detail of mise-en-scéne.*

The project was expensive but very successful, with 500 students from 37 London schools
participating in the first year.** Such was the enthusiasm of schools that the original single

screening in NFT 1 was supplemented by a second in NFT 2 on a different afternoon.®

8 There was no

The course was offered as a contribution to sixth form General Studies.
particular expectation of written work from the students and no examination at the end.
However over time the course was to change. It ran for some thirteen years and eventually
a smaller group of some a dozen schools was attending when the course was geared
specifically to the requirements of the CEE (Certificate of Extended Education)

Examination, as the composition of ILEA sixth form groups changed.”’
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Whatever benefits individual students may have received from the course, probably its
most lasting importance would be in the scale of on-the-job training it offered to would-be
film and media teachers. There were specially prepared materials for students, but more
significantly substantial Teachers’ Notes were produced simultaneously. The screenings
were fortnightly and in each alternate week the teachers had the task of using the materials
in the classroom. When a major review of the course was undertaken in 1976, teachers
were supplied with a version of the students’ material into which the notes for the teacher
had been incorporated.®® Previously the teacher had had to juggle two booklets. However
the extracts from texts to which the students were referred were no longer in in a single
student booklet but were now produced separately, so each student had two booklets:
Study Notes and a Study Guide. At this stage of the development, documentation was-the
work of Cook and Hillier from the BFI together with Mottershead.®® A substantial part of
the course now focused on the use of specially chosen slides made specifically for the

course from frame enlargements.90

Like the long-term support by the BFI for the London University Extra Mural Course, this
was another metropolitan venture where the location of BFI facilities determined that the
population of the capital would be the beneficiaries. There was a previous history of such
ventures in that the National Film Theatre had been the venue for BFI Film Appreciation
Department/London County Council joint lectures for students since the 1950s. But on
this occasion there were additional favourable factors. The BFI Governors wanted to see
their educational staff directly servicing teachers and that desire justified large scale BFI
involvement in the course. The ILEA had introduced in 1968 training for the first holders
of the posts of Media Resources Officers. These MROs wanted to have responsibilities
around media which clearly defined them as being more than AVA technicians.

Supporting film study fitted into the desired category of additional expertise.”’

What linked the ILEA course to almost all previous developments in screen education was
its grass roots origin. It had started from the initiative of a single teacher who saw an
opportunity to replicate in a larger arena what individual teachers had done for years in
their own school or college situations. Simultaneously another teacher led initiative was to
have long-term consequences. David Lusted, then a leeturer in further education who had
developed a CSE syllabus, decided to approach all the GCE O level boards with a proposal

1.92

for an examination in film at that leve Only the Associated Examining Board
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responded positively, albeit saying in effect 'very interesting but not yet. However when
one of their examiners subsequently had a letter published in the Times Educational
Supplement calling for the media to be studied in schools, Lusted seized the oppertunity
and got the Board to call a meeting of interested parties. Subsequent progress was rapid
with Lusted appointed convener and then moderator when the first group of about a dozen
schools in the London and South East area submitted candidates for the examination in

1972. The film O level (or more accurately OA level) went national in its third year.

The ILEA project and the O level were similarly constructed to contain in their syllabuses
the emphases of film study that were then current: authorship, genre and an understanding
of the film industry. The teachers who were pioneering these developments had a problem.
They saw that these projects offered opportunities to be seized by teachers in order to
secure a firmer place for film study within educational institutions. However they were
also aware of the momentum that was building around the development of film study. In
designating specific elements for inclusion in the structure of syllabuses, they were
indicating a degree of certainty as to the nature of these elements, whereas the reality was
that they were giving authenticity to areas that should more appropriately have been

labelled as work in progress.

By the autumn of 1975, with Alvarado now established as Editor of Screen Education, the
journal signalled recognition of the tentative nature of the concepts that it was addressing,

Thus the present situation is one in which members of the editorial board see the
need for a continuing re-examination of how the field of film, television, media
might be conceptualised and for a reconsideration of how the ‘subject’ ought to be
presented.”

In a series of articles around teaching about the Film Industry, the scale of the shift in
thinking that might be required of film teachers is made much clearer. In the leading
article Cook looks critically at the way that teaching about the industry had been justified
in the Teachers’ Introduction to the original Industry Unit on the ILEA course.”*

The industrial context, therefore, is presented as one of organisation - obtaining and
financing personnel and plant; conceiving of an audience and appealing to them by
particular forms of presentation; while the work itself is justified to the teacher on
the assumption of some sort of relationship between it and 'the wider critical tssues
and problems involved in studying film', and to the student on the assumption that
it will enable him/her 'to become more aware of film as a specific medium which
requires understanding and might therefore be worth studying'.



130

As with the metaphorical descriptions referred to in Nos 10/11 of Screen
Education, at the time such a generalised justification was sufficient to get the
work established, and given the fact that so few coherent models for work on the
industry existed prior to this course, it is perhaps inevitable anyway that it should
be justified in these terms. Now however with such work more firmly established,
there is a need to try and refine the description of what it might set out to do, and to
examine more rigorously justifications for it - bearing in mind that this is not an
attempt to put a brake on such work but rather to attempt to assess more precisely
what, if anything, the nature and outcome of such work might be.”

The scale of the potential task of Screen Education becomes clearer as Cook develops his
thinking. He identifies the gap that exists between the level of theory being advanced by
Screen in the work of writers such as Althusser, Benjamin and Williams and the more
detailed investigations also published in Screen from Barr, Ellis and Buscombe. The
writings of the first group of writers, he suggests, did not provide a clear theoretical
perspective that was applicable to the study of the industry while the latters’ researches are

too specific to allow for meaningful generalisations about the industry to be infern:d.96

Cook then has to accept that the level of concern that he is recording has different
implications for different student groups. The rather simplistic recognition of the
functional role of the film industry in the production of texts that the original ILEA course
had accommodated clearly needs to be challenged. But he can offer little by way of how
to develop it. He has to acknowledge that

...at the secondary and further level it is probably enough to endorse the general
concern of broadening the perspectives in which film is considered and we should
work towards devising material which generally (and perhaps intuitively) seem to
help achieve this..."”

But it is at the higher education level that the changes are imperative where

...one ought to embark on the production of more substantive research analogous to
Barrs’s and Ellis's and more generally to subject existing substantive material on
the industry ...to an ideological scrutiny of the extent to which they do or do not
recognise some determining role for the industry.”®

This instance has more general applicability. Until the 1970s it was the case that the
impetus for film and television study came from the grass-roots. Whannel, in his
determination to get film study established in higher education, realised that there were
limits as to how far the grass-roots might continue to be the engine driving the movement.

He therefore consistently called for developments to be set up in higher education. Now
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that Screen existed to push ahead with theoretical developments and Screen Education
had the distinctive role of connecting the emerging area of theoretical film study with its
delivery in classrooms, it was evident that there was a problem. The subject speeific
expertise that most teachers acquired in higher education before being required to perform
in the classroom had not been there for film teachers. Provision of more resources of
intellectual stimulation for would-be film teachers was now on the agenda. This would be

met in a number of ways.

While the BFI collaborated with ILEA to deliver the film study course for sixth formers,
another long-term player in the development of film study, the National Union of
Teachers, collaborated with SEFT to provide week-long Easter schools in 1974 and 1975.%°
These were targeted specifically at teachers and allowed wider scope for the investigation
of the ideas that were being explored in Screen Education. In 1975 Philip Simpson, a
lecturer at Alnwick College of Education, attended with some of his students and as a
group they reported on the experience.")0 Unlike the substantial recruitment for the BFI
summer schools, attendance here was much smaller (24 students). Most of those who
came were familiar with the concepts involved. Alvarado, having taken over the
organisation of the event when he became Education Officer three months earlier, reported
back to the Executive that the attendance had been disappointing. Thirty students had
attended in 1974 and more had been expected. Among his reasons for the low turnout was
the fact that NAFE had run ‘a much cheaper, shorter course at exactly the same time’. '*'
The significance of the Alnwick report lies in its questioning of the centrality of film study.
During the week students had spent time both looking at carefully selected images - such
as those proposed in the work of Golay and Gauthier - and also had participated in

02

photoplay exercises.' These activities had given rise to questions about the wider

relevance of image study. Simpson and his students felt that the question ‘Why teach
film?” which had opened the first session of the week (and had been resurrected
unanswered at the end of the course) avoided wider issues.'®

But the raising of this question in a final seminar showed how arguments stemming
from film as 'popular culture' or from the need for developing understanding of the
way images, with or without sound, work make at least as much sense in the
context of media studies generally and are by no means specific to Film Study.'®

Perhaps the most influential of the mechanisms by which potential film teachers outside

the ILEA were to be trained was the annual BFI Summer School.'® Lusted considers that
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there was a definite progression route for teachers, who would transfer from the Easter

Schools to the Summer Schools.!%

In the 1960s these schools had followed a pattern
common to much of the wider summer school movement. They provided the oppertunity
for a learning holiday, with formal sessions usually occupying only a part of each day. In
the 1970s BFI Summer Schools changed to become events that in the descriptions of many

"7 The intensity of the events

who attended them were both exhilarating and exhausting.
was in part a result of the Educational Advisory Service having been restricted in what it
might do. Philip Simpson is clear that the Summer Schools were the way in which the
EAS was able to define itself at a time when its contribution in other areas had been
restricted.' Planning for each subsequent summer school would begin in the autumn and
the use of the two weeks would be constructed with great care since the school now
represented the main opportunity for BFI’s educational staff to address teachers and
lecturers.'” But alongside this circumstance was the existence of SEFT and in particular

of Screen.

The organisers of the BFI Summer School saw an important part- of its function as being
the interface between the theorists of Old Compton Street and the teacher in the classroom.
The rapidity with which the summer school’s organisation was changed is reflected in how
events were recalled in the booklet BFI Summer Schools ’71-°79 published after the
Education Department was given back its old status in the 1980s.'"

However, in general terms it is worth signalling the moves from a 1971 school
which was in effect constructed before the new Screen began publishing (Spring
1971) through to those of 1972 - 1976 where in varying ways attempts are made to
describe and understand formal semiotic approaches to cinema and particularly to
assess the ways in which they developed and/or -displaced more traditional critical
notions such as authorship, genre, mise-en-scéne.'!!

The pace of change may be detected in a number of ways. In 1971 the Summer School
was held at Eastbourne College of Education. 16 mm film-making was still a feature of
the course with obligatory end-of-course screenings for the student made films. The
reading list and checklist of texts supplied to the students in advance of the fortnight
occupied only a single sheet of A4.''> By 1975 film-making had disappeared, its demise
preceded in the intervening years by a shift first to 8 mm and then to video. The 1975
reading and checklists now amounted to nine sides of A4. ' The school found a more
congenial and permanent home from 1972, being based in Scotland at the University of

Stirling, a location that had the added advantage of being backed by financial support from
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the Scottish Film Council. In its advance publicity prospective students were advised that

'priority is given to applicants such as film teachers'.'"*

The 1971 school, ‘Realism: Theory and Practice’ had been built-around the - British
Documentary Movement, Italian Neo-realism and the writings of Bazin. In doing so it was
not that different from summer schools of the 1960s when a title like ‘The Western” was a
draw for students and sufficient justification for staff.''> By 1972 the title was
‘Technique/Style/Meaning’ and: Screen articles made up half of the checklist of texts.
Both Rohdie and Perkins featured on the list of staff.''® The latter recalled how out of
place he felt at the event, where it appeared that semiotics and Marxism were to be
presented as the new critical normality. By default he found himself to be 'the voice of the
opposition'. He recalls that when he challenged the apparently unquestioned acceptance of
Marxism, he felt he was being identified as part of the enemy.'"” It seems that the charge
of ' intellectual terrorism' that was subsequently to be levelled at Screen started in Stirling.
For different reasons neither Rohdie nor Perkins would be on the summer school staff

again.

Of the 120 students present in 1972, 45 were from overseas, the largest single contingent

being from the USA. The great majority were working or studying in educational

118

establishments. From the list of all the students it is possible to identify numerous

participants who would become very influential in the subsequent development of film and

media teaching.''

If the 1972 list functions as a snapshot because it is available,
nevertheless the pattern would persist in subsequent years, as successive cohorts arriving at
the BFI Summer School would routinely contain a core of dedicated enthusiasts who

would subsequently be involved with film and media teaching in the long-term.

In 1973 ‘Concepts in Film Criticism’ were on the agenda. Perhaps the experience of
disjuncture that Perkins had experienced led to the school being introduced thus:

The course assumes that film criticism and film theory are at a crucial juncture
which demands that questions which have been raised and debated, particularly
over the last ten to fifteen years in magazines like Cahiers du Cinéma, Sight and
Sound, Movie, Screen, etc, be reviewed and re-examined.

The course will concern itself both with general attitudes to the cinema and to film
criticism and theory, and more particularly with some of the concepts which have
been used in critical and theoretical writing, for example concepts of mise-en-
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scéne, authorship, genre. The course will also take account of the way semiology
and ideology have been discussed in relation to the cinema and examine attempts to
approach cinema more scientifically on the basis of these concepts.'zo

By the following year 1974 Critical Theory and Film Analysis’ has a reading list not
dissimilar to that of 1973. However the design of the event had changed with the first
week 'a concentrated introductory study of certain areas developed in criticism and critical
theory over the last decade'. Given the disparity in student backgrounds that Bazalgette
had noted in her review of the 1973 course, the planners had recognised that there needed
to be some preliminary preparation before week two with its 'intensive analyses of
particular films’.'*' Roy Stafford, a summer school regular, considers this to have been the

first ‘Screen theory’ Summer School.'?

In 1975 the school subject was ‘Genre: Problems and Approaches’ where the films under
scrutiny would be American film noir. But the context had changed from that in which the
Western had been considered in the 1960s. Now it was the concept of genre itself that was
under investigation.

Despite widespread use of the concept, particularly in discussions of film as
popular art, genre has remained uncertain in definition and problematic in
application. The school will aim to assess the nature and usefulness of the concept
of genre in the development of film study and criticism, looking at areas such as
generic approaches in other arts, relations between art and society, conventions of
narrative, style and subject matter, the intersection of genre with other critical
approaches such as authorship.'?'3

Demonstrative of the intensity of this inquiry was the re-scheduling of the students’ day.
As practical work had disappeared the free time available to students in the afternoon had

been curtailed.

The authors of BFI Summer Schools 71 — 79 consider the 1976 Summer School (Film:
Image and Analysis) to be the last in the sequence of those that were heavily indebted to
Screen. Important in its content were the days devoted to ‘Psychoanalysis and the
Cinema’.'”® These sessions would have been planned in late 1975 when four members of
the Screen Editorial Board had written a statement questioning the significance that Screen
was giving to psychoanalysis.125 By the summer 1976 issue of Screen and the timing of
the summer school, all four had resigned. Thereafter the delivery of BFI Summer Schools

would be less influenced by the theories coming out of Old Compton Street.'?
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SEFT’s weekend schools were designed for a more specialist audience than the BFI
summer schools. The weekends were advertised in such a way that they were likely to
attract those who read Screen and/or Screen Education. If the summer schools were
facilitated by the BFI and if as a consequence the BFI’s staff were to form the transmission
mechanism for certain of Screen's theories, the weekend schools provided a more direct
address from SEFT rather than from Screen to its membership and to others during 1975
and 1976. The sequence of schools was: Narrative and the Cinema; Mise-en-seéne;
Women and Film; Television Fiction: the Series; The Searchers; Pleasure, Entertainment
and the Popular Culture Debate; Realism and the Cinema; British Independent
Cinema/Avant-Garde.'”” Christine Geraghty who joined the SEFT Executive in 1975
believes that the significance and strength of these events derived from their being seminar

driven, without the formality of lectures.'?®

The regularity of the weekend schools was a direct result of SEFT now having its own
Education Officer, part of whose remit was to develop these events. Costings for the four
1975 schools exist and show that two schools made a profit. The total deficit for the year
was £27. The full fee per student was £4.32 which divided into the figures for receipts
would suggest that attendance for each event was in the range of 50 to 80 students.'”
These were intensive weekends, running from Friday evening to late Sunday afternoon,
with students receiving in advance substantial documentation."*® At this time, weekend
events were usually held at the London International Film School. Unlike the series of

seminars that preceded them, these were open to all.

One major development was totally within the remit of the BFI. Whannel had always
argued for film in higher education and had indeed been directly approached by Warwick
University in the late 1960s about the possibilities of the funding of a film teaching post

I.B]

there being provided by the BF After the re-organisation of the Education Department,

the BFI Governors established an Advisory Committee on Grants to Higher Education and

132 This was one of the

in 1972 began to offer funding for which universities might apply.
last decisions to be made by Reed who retired from the BFI in June 1972. Williams and
McArthur believe that Reed's decision to proceed with this proposal was a direct
consequence of the upheavals in the Education Department.'* Reed, it is suggested, felt

the need to demonstrate recognition of those calls from within the BFI for film to have a
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place in higher education and, by giving money to selected universities, he might ensure

that these developments could be definitively outsourced.

The task of approaching the universities fell first to Williams and then to Buscombe as part
of the publication officer’s brief. The project was designed to be enticing. The BFI would
fund a full-time post for three years, after which the intention was that the university would
take over the funding. Each year starting in 1973 a new post would be created at a
different university, so that by 1975 and thereafter BFI would be funding a total of three
such lectureships annually. The Governors under Forman accepted these arrangements,
but were reluctant still to shift their basic position and went on record as having schools as

their priority."**

The BFI offer was specific to universities, not polytechnics. Consequently whereas there
were developments in some polytechnics into which such lectureships might have been
suitably fitted, with the universities there were no automatic connections to be made. The
task for BFI therefore was threefold: first to find an appropriate niche in a sympathetic
university, then to define the job to be done there and finally to appoint someone to- fit the
post. Finding a niche in the system where film study might flourish had some similarities
with what had been happening in schools during the three post-war decades. In different
institutions film would find a different home but the underlying justification would be that,
for whatever reason, student numbers were increasing and meeting the needs of a greater
number of students simply by offering more of the same was becoming less and less

sustainable.

The first lectureship went to- Warwick which had campaigned-longest. But a solitary
lecturer can only provide a modest offer to students. To maximise recruitment, Warwick
offered a single option open to students in all departments of the university. The post itself
was attached administratively to the Theatre Studies Department. The postholder was
Robin Wood who saw his long-term task as developing a full Single Honours Degree in

Film Studies.'®’

In succeeding years post were established at Keele (Richard Dyer, 1974)
and Essex (Peter Wollen, 1975)."°® At Keele the post was divided between the
undergraduate American Studies Department and the university’s adult extra mural work
where film had had an established position since film study there had first been encouraged

by Roy Shaw in the 1950s. At Essex Wollen was in the Department of Language and
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Linguistics where his classes formed no part of any degree scheme and as he observed 'my
work is somewhat marginal to the concerns of the University’.'"”’” He did however

establish a class in Semiotics within his ‘home’ department.

From the contemporary observations of these pioneer post holders, it is clear that, even
with BFI funding, the early years of the pump-priming operation did not initiate a period
when film study took a firm hold within the host universities. Again there were echoes of
what had happened in schools where, when courses began, only a small number of students
benefited but found themselves to be learning in the context of the improving expertise and
knowledge of their teacher/lecturer. When Screen Education published accounts from
each of these early lecturers it is clear that each was able to use the scope of his post to
develop his own particular research and teaching interest. =~ As for the students, their
interests were partly determined by what reference material was available for them, when
so few texts had been published. There was however scope for initiative. At Warwick
two students in Wood’s first intake started the journal Framework; for Keele students
there was the option of participating in a successful local SEFT group; while at Essex
Wollen in his first year offered the Semiotics specialism drawing heavily on Screen

material.'*®

In the Educational Advisory Service Douglas Lowndes did not attempt to reproduce the
charismatic leadership that Whannel had given. He gave his staff scope to develop their
own work within the reduced remit now given to EAS. But he was at heart a practitioner
rather than an administrator or a manager. He needed to find an outlet for his expertise.
Lowndes had established a reputation as an innovator when invelved in teacher training at
Hornsey College of Art in the 1960s. There his work had challenged long established
ideas about children's film making as a group exercise, albeit he had done this from a
situation where he was able to experiment with children's creativity outside the constraints
of the school curriculum. Subsequently while at the BFI, Lowndes collaborated with
Thames Television Schools Department and produced in Autumn 1975 a series of
television programmes called Viewpoint, targeted at students aged 14 and above. The ten
programmes and their associated notes for teachers provided 'a 10 week course on mass
communications which could be used by teachers of English, Art and History either within

their separate disciplines or as an interdisciplinary study’.'*
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The programmes combined observations made direct to camera, by the presenter,
Lowndes, with illustrated visual material from advertisements, films and television.
Commentary on both this material and on the assertions of the presenter was provided by
specially written music and lyrics, performed to camera by actors. A Monty Python-esque
quality was inserted into some of the graphics. Each episode usually ended either with a
small number of students from a selection of schools commenting on the issues raised in
the preceding programme or with students participating in a further experiment to test out
Viewpoint's hypotheses. At the conclusion of each programme Lowndes cautioned the
audience with the proviso that the views they had seen and heard were those of the
presenter; the challenge was for them to continue the debate in the classroom when the

programme was OVeET. it

There were clear parallels between the work that Lowndes had done at Hornsey and was
then attempting in collaboration with Thames Television. Although always involving
school students in the experimental situation, in neither place was Lowndes working within
the constraints of a given school’s curriculum or organisation. This had the advantage of
foregrounding in the -experiment what might be possible when circumstances changed
within schools. Thus his 8 mm film work in the 1960s, which celebrated the individual
student’s creativity, did become a model for work in schools in the 1970s when simple
portable equipment became cheaper and more plentiful. Viewpoint proved to be more

controversial.

The problem for Viewpoint was not that the teachers using the programme -complained

about it. They simply did not organise to support it, because it had no dedicated

1

audience.'"”' Had Viewpoint been received by teachers of Media Studies, if they had

existed at that time, then its innovative use of television to inquire into the mechanisms of
the media would have been recognised and commended. What did happen was that the
Independent Broadcasting Authority intervened to prevent any repeat broadcasting of the

2

series in the following school year."** The grounds for the intervention were bizarre and

followed objections by the Board and Management of Southern Television.

The company have informally advised IBA staff that they do not wish to transmit
the repeat of the series in autumn 1976, since the programmes could cause offence
to the general audience in the home.'®?
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The Head of Education Programmes at the IBA who found himself at the centre of events
in 1976 was Brian Groombridge. =~ Groombridge, who only fifteen years earlier had
represented the radical edge of screen education thinking, now found himself in opposition
to one of the next generation of radical screen educators. This situation would become not
untypical of the upheavals within the movement generally that would follow in 1976.
Much had been achieved in the half decade that followed the BFI Governors’ decision to
behead their own Education Department. But if it seemed that the programme of events
and publications seen in 1975 would represent a new normality, 1976 was to demonstrate

otherwise.
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CHAPTER FIVE 1976-1977
SCREEN SAVIOURS

The SEFT Committee, concerned about how far Screen was being understood,
organised a regular series of events (one-day conferences, week-end schools) which
aimed to explicate and explore the kinds of issues dealt within Screen and Screen
Education. The majority of the Screen board were noticeable for their absence
from these events and have been censured for this by the committee.

Edward Buscombe, Christine Gledhill, Alan Lovell and Christopher Williams, 1976

On a wintry campus in early 1976 film teachers meet to take stock and start to expand
their remit into the study of media. The intellectuals producing Screen propose
psychoanalysis as the theory to complement its Althusserian structuralism and for some
SEFT stalwarts this becomes a resigning matter. The first Screen Reader will appear in
1977. Screen Education is less troubled by factionalism and is increasingly confident in
its pursuit of a theoretical understanding of both education and media. It will achieve 96
pages by 1978. The Society’s membership divides at its 1976 Annual General Meeting
where, despite some decisive voting, it seems that nobody will win in the long term.

1976 started for some screen educationists with their attendance at a unique event. Early
in January a conference was held at York University entitled 'Film and TV Studies in
Secondary Education'. The joint organizers, the SEFT and BFI/EAS Regional Committee,
had determined to invite as many practitioners as possible. If they were limited in the
success of their targeted recruitment, the overall attendance was impressive. ‘Of the eighty
six delegates listed for the conference only thirty four were actually teaching at secondary
level, and the remainder included inspectors, advisers, film officers and lecturers in tertiary
education.”’ Once assembled they had none of the consolations usually provided at such
events by screenings, apart from Invasion of the Bodysnatchers which was shown on the
Saturday evening. They had to stay focused on the issues for some six days. That such a
lengthy and specific event was possible in 1976, which would have been unthinkable five
years earlier, is a measure of the pace of development that film study had undergone in the
preceding five years. 1976 and subsequent years would prove to be significant in the

history of screen education for a number of reasons.

Later in 1976 Prime Minister James Callaghan would start his 'Great Debate' around
educational issues which was designed to curtail educational experimentation and thereby
begin to counter the influence that the left was assumed to be gaining within education.

For the general public, the intensive press coverage of such proceedings as the ILEA
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inquiry into the events at the William Tyndall Junior and Infant Schools had provided a
dramatisation of such claims. The inquiry had reported in July 1976. In higher education
individuals would be targeted in the following year when Julius Gould produced his report
on Radical and Marxist Penetration.”  George Foster recalls that SEFT was implicated in
its findings.?

Victor Perkins had found himself out of step at the 1972 BFI summer school when he
observed that Marxism seemed to be the orthodoxy of belief for the new generation of
screen educationists. In preparing participants for the York conference Jim Cook and Jim
Hillier had produced an introductory paper detailing the growth of film and television
studies. Its bibliography was very selective containing only four works, all demonstrating
Marxist thinking and influence. When the paper was reprinted a year later the list had been
extended to include Screen Education 22, the ‘Popular Culture’ issue, published in Spring
1977. By the mid 1970s the consensus of interviewees is that most screen education
activists, whether in SEFT or BFI, were positioned politically on the Left. In early 1977
Robin Wood’s move leftwards is revealed in an account of his work at Warwick
University.

The question of ideology - the urgent necessity for examining and evaluating all
our acquired and inherited assumptions at a time when bourgeois capitalism, and
civilisation as we know it, may be entering its final phase of disintegration — has
become increasingly prominent on all my courses, as in my published criticism.”

SEFT had two journals; both were part of what may be considered a New Left project.
Interviews with the participants in the project have demonstrated that SEFT was a very
broad church and that even for the most politically active, its publications were not the
preferred location for their activism. What all those who wrote for Screen and Screen
Education did share was a sense of being in pioneer thinking territory. Previous
generations of SFT and SEFT activists had succeeded in demonstrating that a wide range
of film and television activity -was possible with students of all ages. Whilst- having
reservations about what others might be doing under the heading of screen education, there
was little criticism between those in the movement, probably because they were all
accustomed to being on the receiving end of antipathy from those outside it. Again a
feature of the interviews for this investigation has been how, at all levels of education,
many of those who had ventured into screen education even during the 1970s and 1980s

reported encountering persistent institutional opposition to their work. The presence of
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two substantial SEFT journals was to be a decisive factor in changing this situation, not by

displacing the opposition but by developing solidarity among screen educationists.

External hostility lost its capacity to unify screen educationists once there was scope for
proper debate within the screen education arena. What each of the SEFT journals did was
not only to legitimise controversy within screen education but also to demonstrate that it
might be very productive. They did this in completely different ways. For Screen the task
was the more straightforward. It wanted to apply theory where previously theory had been
largely absent: to investigate the nature of film and its reception. For Screen Education it
was a more complex task. Manuel Alvarado has defined it as a tripartite enterprise. 'This
was to try and link: (a) film theory (b) educational theory and (c) educational
practice/pedagogy.’’

If the 1970s was a time when film theory was evolving rapidly, it was also a time when
educational theory was controversial. Thus the educational perspectives underlying the
articles in Screen Education are probably more variable than the film theory with which
they engaged. The particular problem for Screen Education was to find a body of
educational theoretical work which would provide an analysis compatible with the stance
that the Editorial Board wished to take.® There was however an explicit recognition of the
significance of these debates within SEFT by winter 1976 when the first eighty eight page

issue of Screen Education could now be perceived to be an equal partner to Screen.

Evidence of a new found readiness on the part of SEFT to take risks was demonstrated in
Summer 1976. Chapter Seven ended with the refusal of the IBA to sanction the repeat
screenings of Viewpoint. Background documentation about the refusal had been leaked to
Screen Education from inside the Independent Broadcasting Authority. The Editors
decided to publish it.” The justification for the IBA’s refusal was a curious one: they
argued they had a duty to protect the adult daytime television viewer. This was the basis of
the case put forward to the IBA by Southern Television, apparently the prime mover in
opposing the repeats. Southern argued that the IBA risked being in breach of Section 4 (1)
(f) of the relevant Broadcasting Act. The thrust of their argument appears to have been
that in the classroom the teacher was present to take up the issues raised by the programme
and deal with them immediately. The home viewer, however, might be left floundering,

confronted by ‘matters of political and industrial controversy’ without the guaranteed
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safety mechanism available in the classroom. If the programme had this potential to
disturb the adult viewer, we must assume that the IBA felt confident that the teacher would
be both willing and able to neutralise Lowndes’s critiques. One can only infer that the
television company in objecting to Programme 8 was resisting what appeared to be a view
of society from a left perspective and one that consistently referred to the non transparency
of television broadcasting. The Viewpoint series in a revised form was eventually

transmitted again in 1977.

An unexplored aspect of the Viewpoint events is the context in which the programme came
to be produced. The creative energy for the series came from Douglas Lowndes, who
happened to be the head of BFI/EAS at a time. Lowndes’s involvement with film and
media had begun in the 1960s when he had been working in initial and in-service teacher
training at Hornsey College of Art. He had found in that situation ways of working
directly with school students and had experimented with a range of creative film,
photography and recording techniques. These practitioner instincts were still there when
he was at the BFI, where he was able to use a comparable freedom to that he had enjoyed
at Hornsey to involve groups of students in the work he would then show on Viewpoint.
He recognised that if you could demonstrate to students and their teachers that the ideas
within the programme might be translated into effective classroom practice, this would

make the strongest case to doubtful teachers for looking critically at the media.

Lowndes was not the only ‘independent’ practitioner to become strongly influential in the
development of media education. The IBA did not allow a repeat of Lowndes’s Viewpoint
in 1976, but they did that year give an IBA Fellowship to another experienced teacher
trainer, Len Masterman, who was responsible at the University of Nottingham Education
Department for in-service teacher training over an extensive area covering most of the East
Midlands. = Masterman voluntarily took on a regular secondary school teaching
commitment after taking up the Nottingham post in 1971. He rapidly revised the views
that he had earlier espoused in Screen Education Notes about the importance of film as the
language of communication for school students. - He discovered that his students.in a
mining village almost never went to the cinema. He switched to television study and in
another school from 1972 - with the prospect of the raising of the school leaving age in

1973 - designed and taught a CSE TV Studies Mode I1I syllabus.®
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With his subsequent year’s Fellowship Masterman was able to consider what TV studies
might look like as a disciplined area of study. From these deliberations he produced in
succession, a report for the IBA, a thesis for a PhD and finally Teaching About Television
for which he eventually found a publisher, after many rejections, in 1980. It was,
Masterman believes, 'a book of its time'. The first print run of 3000 copies sold out within
three months. Fourteen impressions were to follow with some 60,000 copies sold in all.”
Until the widespread take-up of Media Studies examinations for GCSE and A-level caused
textbook sales to soar, no screen education publication had approached the success and

widespread dissemination of Teaching About Television.

Masterman’s book takes as its starting point the 1976 York conference where the four
commissions into which participants divided for the duration of the conference were:
Television, Film CSE, Film O-level, Images. The trajectory of their deliberations led
toward a recognition that what was beginning to emerge was 'media studies'. This was the
conclusion of Philip Simpson, attending as a training college lecturer, who subsequently
wrote up the event for Screen Education."’ 1t was however resisted by another conference
member, Keith Lucas, then Director of the BFI. Jim Hillier recalls that an important
consequence of the event was that Lucas had been confronted by the momentum of this
move toward media studies.'" To argue in response, as Lucas did, that the BFI’s remit did
not include such media as advertising, the press and radio, seems now to have been a
serious misreading of the situation, as much subsequent work initiated by the educationists

within the BFI was to demonstrate.

However in 1976 the case for media education was not proven. Masterman while clearly
sympathetic to the issues raised about considering the media draws attention to ‘the
epistemological fuzziness surrounding media studies' and decides that he can more
convincingly argue that 'the medium of television itself can offer to the teacher a
framework for disciplined study'.'”> The four year interval before his book’s publication
would have an unplanned benefit for its author. By 1980 schools were beginning to

consider video recorders to be standard equipment.

In the mid 1970s it was undoubtedly the two SEFT journals, Screen and Screen
Education, which made the greatest contribution to the evolving disciplines of film theory

and screen education. Other developments were inevitably shaped by what these journals
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did. It has been noted how BFI Summer Schools responded to Screen by adapting their
programme structure to its current thinking. Events organised by SEFT at Weekend

Schools or in regional groups became the means of transmitting these new ideas.

A recurrent observation from interviewees who were one-time SEFT activists has been
how very young they were at the time. This has been said both by those in their fifties who
were the 1970s activists and by those in their forties who were involved with SEFT in the
1980s. But it is essential to distinguish between the two cohorts in a fundamental way. By
the 1980s SEFT activists had usually come to the Society via some academic pathway
which had involved them in a formal encounter with film or media. Those of the 1970s
were different in that they had almost all had involvement with the academy, but film and

media had been excluded from their formal university experience.

One of the outcomes of having so many young graduate activists involved in the 1970s
was that they were prepared and able to devote a great deal of time to the SEFT enterprise.
The essential way in which commitment was expressed was in attendance at meetings-of
the SEFT Committee and Editorial Boards. The boards of the two journals had separate
memberships with almost no overlap of personnel. Those who served on the Screen Board
have recollections of a less harmonious enterprise than those who met to plan Screen
Education where Richard Collins recalls a constructive, collaborative atmo‘sphere.13
While both journals did demand the same level of involvement from Board members, Roy
Stafford identifies a particular characteristic of the Screen Education Board that facilitated

its coherence: everyone on it had at that time a London teaching connection.'*

For the purposes of this chapter, the period under examination ends in 1978 when there
was a change in the editorships of both journals. Screen had been edited by Ben Brewster
until the end of 1976 when he was replaced by Geoffrey Nowell-Smith who was in post
until the end of 1977. Nowell-Smith’s successor was Mark Nash who started in 1978 at
approximately the same time that James Donald replaced Alvarado at Screen Education.
These new editors approached their tasks differently from their predecessors and their

work will be explored in the next chapter.

Following Sam Rohdie’s departure and SEFT’s setting up of a new structure, the Screen

Editorial Board had become a much more formal body with clear rules about eligibility and
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attendance. It met in a three-weekly cycle, with the SEFT Executive and Screen Education
Board following a similar cycle in the intervening weeks. Screen Board members were
involved in reading everything in advance of publication, usually in a troika arrangement.'’
Sometimes during Nowell-Smith’s editorship, the Editorial Board readers would have not

only the article in manuscript but also an initial report on it by the Editor. -

The Editorial Board - frequently at odds over many issues - was however united in seeing
Screen as something very different from an academic journal.'” On one level this
soubriquet of ‘academic’ could be denied on very simple grounds: there was in the UK no
academy for film study to be grounded in, so no British journal could properly be styled
‘academic’. But much more fundamental was the way in which the people involved in
Screen regarded themselves. Nowell-Smith points out that the Screen agenda had very
deliberately to do with cultural politics in Britain.'"® Screen offered a home to non-
academic intellectuality according to Nowell-Smith where engagement with popular
culture became a mechanism for challenging academic traditions and for ‘blowing up the
Humanities’'?. Laura Mulvey is also clear about the status of those involved with Screen:
‘we didn't think of ourselves as being academic - much more being an intellectual and a
cinephile - certainly not an academic’®’. Peter Wollen summarises it thus: ‘The first
generation were freelance intellectuals who were interested in laying the foundations of
film study’.*'  John Ellis is more specific. People arrived at Screen perceiving it as ‘a
surrogate for wider political activity, feeling in the post 1968 world that the realm of ideas
was important but that there was no place for intellectuals in the Left political process at
that time’.”> Alvarado’s view complements this. He saw the Screen experience as a
‘coming-together of a group of deliberately independent people who had no power or

influence’.??

The role of Screen in the mid-1970s was hugely important in demonstrating that film study
could become a disciplined area for investigation. Such was its impact that a succession of
Screen Readers was published and many of the original Screen articles were reprinted in
the Readers.”* The same articles were also to be included in successive generations of film
theory editions. The 1970s’ readership of Screen was founded particularly on the buying
power of universities in the United States of America. Screen became influential in the
USA because there were many departments of film within American universities, a

situation not to be found in the UK for some two decades. David Rodowick, a post-
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graduate student in the US at this time, remembers the considerable influence that Screen
was to have there. Indeed he believes that the American understanding of what French
writers were thinking about the cinema was simply what was: ‘filtered’ through Sereen.
The journal’s ‘Marxist approach’ was very controversial at first. He instances his own
Screen influenced thesis which attracted marks from different examiners that ranged from

the top to the bottom of the marking scale.”

Although Screen was created by intellectuals outside the academy, its survival and suceess
depended on it being valued in higher education. Indeed it would eventually become an
academic journal with a readership in UK universities. Though important in this role
Screen, with its emphasis on film, became less significant in the development of
screen/media education at other levels in the UK education system. Screen Education
however had a wider brief and would interact more readily with its educational
constituency. Both journals were produced in the same SEFT office and this
interconnection where each editor understood what his colleague was attempting to
achieve undoubtedly provided an inbuilt monitoring mechanism to the benefit of each
journal during the period up to 1978. Ellis recalls ‘the strong personal dynamic of two

editors in a small office’.?

The Screen Education of the 1970s unlike Screen did demonstrate continuity with work in
screen and media education from earlier decades. Several of its authors had been active
screen educationists in the 1960s. Screen however, while dipping very selectively into the
past, was creating a legacy rather than responding to one. It was the pace of its perceived
dedication to creating a new critical and theoretical forum that triggered the split within its
Editorial Board and which subsequently led to four members resigning. Two distinctive
aspects of Screen need some examination here: Screen language and 'Screen theory'.
There was also the associated charge of 'intellectual terrorism' that was subsequently to be
levelled at Screen at the end of the decade.”’” Each of these descriptions originated as a
response to the level of difficulty that for many became associated with reading the
journal. If Screen Education would see its task as one of engaging with its readers,

Screen sought to challenge its readership.

There was a different attitude to translation evident during Brewster's editorship which

reinforced notions of there being a ‘Screen theory’. The earlier translation from the
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original French of ‘Cinema/Ideology/Criticism’ by Comolli and Narboni in spring 1971°%
had been done at Rohdie’s request by Susan Bennett who worked as a translator within the
BFI Education' Department.’’ Her strategy as a translator was to find an English
formulation which was as close as possible to what had been expressed by the French. Her
aim was to make the translation comprehensible, given the novel nature of what was being
introduced. Bennett was however aware that the translation mode of the period was to use
the French word or a neologism based on it. She recalled that her approach was well
received by the Editorial Board at the time, though the reaction of Cahiers du Cinéma was

perhaps ambivalent, saying that her work was in accord with the ésprit anglais.3 0

Bennett's approach was very different from that of Heath and Brewster three years later.
Alvarado maintains that theirs was a strategy of trying to create a language for theory.
Brewster believed that the translation should retain in the English formulation the
complexities of the original language, so his translation of Althusser maintains an
essentially French structure. Heath’s style similarly avoided ‘neat, easy’ prose: His non-
transparent style is designed deliberately to make the reader think.*! Screen readers were
not immediately faced with the contrast between the Bennett and Brewster styles, in that
other translators, especially Diana Matias, were involved during the interim. Nevertheless
the Brewster/Heath style was very distinctive and in its foregrounding of stylistic
complexity gave additional credence to the notion that there was a ‘Screen theory’. Ellis
also confirmed that, during his involvement on the Editorial Board, there was a structured

policy toward translation in support of the Brewster/Heath agenda.3 .

Paul Willemen argues that the adoption of an ‘experimental’ language for all the articles in
Screen was essential to the project.

There was a feeling that if you were to write in the kind of language that the BFI
would find agreeable, it was impossibly restrictive.  You could not think of
different ways of understanding film in that language which was so heavily, heavily
invested with other meanings. One had to find a language and that other tanguage
was going to be almost by definition at the time unacceptable to the advocates of
good journalistic English. It didn’t bother us that it wasn’t good journalistic
English. It couldn’t be any way. It had to be one that reflected the fact we were
still searching for a way of understanding.’ .

‘Screen theory’ is a term referred to by numerous writers looking back at the period of the

1970s when Screen was at its most productive in developing theory. Though much used,

there is considerable confusion as to what it might mean. Both Easthope® and Bergstrom®’
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state that there never was a ‘Screen theory’. Others refer to what Screen presented in a
way that suggests there was some unity around its theoretical pronouncements, but then do
not feel it appropriate to use that particular term. In 1990 Kaplan writes of ‘a set of
approaches’*® where earlier Lapsley and Westlake had talked of ‘Screen’s project’.”’ Mare
recently Tredell would go no further than to see Screem as having provided ‘a major
forum’.*®® The term ‘Screen theory’ was apparently first used by Hall in 1980 when he
specifically identified it as a ‘convenience term’ to cover the variety of theoretical
approaches that the journal had promoted.39 Although the term has tended to be avoided by
scholars when going into print, on less formal occasions the term has undoubtedly enjoyed
a currency. In their introduction to the most recent of the four Screen Readers, Kuhn and

Stacey acknowledge that ‘Screen theory” has in effect become common shorthand.*’

While some of those interviewed have very different understandings of what the term
might imply, Christine Geraghty observes that ‘it wasn’t a label anyone would want to
dispute’."’  Alvarado, who was probably more involved than anyone with SEFT, with
Screen and with Screen Education as distinct institutions in the mid 1970s, is adamant
that any notion of there having been ‘Screen theory’ is misleading.*” The commitment of
both SEFT journals to the prime importance of theory in their respective projects was what
distinguished them. Laura Mulvey, on the other hand, whose involvement with SEFT and
Screen was very much more limited, takes a different view. For her ‘Screen theory’ is
specific to the period of Brewster's editorship when the ideas of Althusser, Freud and
Lacan were introduced. She sees the intellectual overlap with the journal New Left Review
(with which Brewster had previously been involved) as marking his editorship of Screen

out from the others.” Willemen looking back now detects a “filter of selection through a

New Left Review political agenda’.44

Whereas use of the term might be problematic, there is general consensus as to the identity
of Screen’s key theoreticians: Colin MacCabe (on realism), Stephen Heath (on narrative
space) and Mulvey (on visual pleasure). These may be a directly nominated - as by
Easthope in 1988* - or their stature may be deduced by the inclusion of their work in
edited collections - as by Rosen in 1986.% These three may be the most anthologised
but interviewees have acknowledged the importance of Willemen writing on ideology and
particularly of Brewster as a constructively interventionist editor, working closely with

authors on the shaping of their work. Mark Nash however considers Brewster to have
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applied ‘heavy filtering to the articles he intended to print’.*’ Despite drawing heavily on
Screen for articles in Narrative, Apparatus, Ideology Rosen gives no currency to the
notion of ‘Screen theory’ by saying that ‘what requires repetition and emphasis is that it
would be a distortion to hypostasise this discursive network into an easily unifiable

theoretical entity’.**

For some members of the Screen Board these-elements in Screen’s content were becoming
disturbing. They felt that there was an important and significant section of the readership,
notably teachers, which Screen was in danger of alienating. The particular issue which
triggered a more organised opposition from the group was the journal’s decision to explore
a psychoanalytical dimension to the theories with which film was to be examined.. There
are three key statements published in Screen around these issues that led to the
resignations of Ed Buscombe, Christine Gledhill, Alan Lovell and Christopher Williams
from the Editorial Board®. It is clear from references within these pieces that there were
many documented discussions within SEFT and the Screen Editorial Board over some
three years. Geraghty recalls that the arguments over the language of Screen were taken

0" The articles published in

up quite separately from the dispute over psychoanalysis.
Screen provide evidence but they do not represent the whole picture’’ of which readers
would first have become aware from the editorial in Spring 1975 when Brewster trails the
journal’s impending involvement with psychoanalysis.”>  The strategic importance of
psychoanalysis was that it might fit the perceived lack in Marxism of any theory of

subjectivity or individual agency.

Several of those interviewed made it clear that the resignation issue around psychoanalysis
affected not only the Screen Editorial Board but also the SEFT Executive Committee.
There was some overlap of personnel between the two, but significantly by 1975, there
were influential members of the Board who had almost no connection with SEFT and who
have subsequently betrayed their ignorance of the parent organization in retrospective
writings where confident references to SEFT as a part of the BFI from its inception gre
simply inaccurate.”® It was perhaps therefore significant therefore that those who were
resigning were those who had been active not only in Screen but also in the SEFT

1 '54

Committee since 1971.° Buscombe is clear that the leader of the quartet was LoveH.>
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The original statement on psychoanalysis and film in Screen Winter 1975/76 concluded by
offering itself as a way of opening up a discussion.’® Although it must be noted that this
offer was not taken up - a brief mention in the editorial netwithstanding - it did -effer
Screen readers who might otherwise have been struggling to follow some of the arguments
a concise analysis of some of the issues. The invitation to discussion was however taken
up by the journal Framework. Stephen Crofts, whose byline makes it clear that he is
writing in Framework as a member of the SEFT Executive (to which he had recently been
elected), led the debate.”’ His stance was very clear. He attacked the four who had
produced the statement by arguing that they were still attached to 1960s’ notions of
popular culture and were not prepared to shift their position, whereas Crofts saw only
progress:

In the final analysis, the statement amounts to a refusal of psychoanalysis and a
retrenchment in the popular culture position logically displaced later in the 1960s
by classical semiotics, which in turn has been logically displaced in the mid 1970s
by a semiotics recast within terms of psychoanalysis.*®

Alvarado recalls how divided the various bodies were at this point.”’ While the
resignations apparently offered a resolution to one issue, there was a legacy of factionalism
in the board so that by the time of Nowell-Smith’s editorship, there were frequent

disagreements which were often highly personalized.*’

Although addressing the manner in which Screen was becoming involved in the detail of
debates around psychoanalysis and film, the statement by the dissenting four begins by
identifying the two distinct areas of concern. Firstly they claim that there is a lack of
critical distance, so that controversial intellectual choices are made to appear
unproblematic. The ideas of Althusser and Lacan are evidenced as being controversial.
Secondly there is the issue of intelligibility: ‘we do not think that obscurity is a guarantee
of profundity’.®' The obscurity is demonstrated by quotations to show how this may result
both from the compressing of complicated ideas and from the adoption of precise terms

from other disciplines, combined with an interest in the play of language.

It is clear that, given their SEFT credentials, the writers are concerned about the reception
that Screen is having among SEFT members. Not only are the members’ subscriptions
fundamental to Screen’s survival but it is the work these members are undertaking in
educational institutions that underpins the reasons for SEFT’s existence. A rival

organisation to SEFT was in existence in the 1970s - the National Association for Film
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Education (NAFE). This Association was in practice relatively short-lived but it drew its
legitimacy from teacher dissatisfaction with SEFT’s changing priorities.®* It had been
founded with the change in direction of Screen. Alvarado recounts how the SEFT
Executive felt it appropriate to maintain contact with this potentially rival organization,63
but at this stage he acknowledges that SEFT was no longer seeking to be identified as a

6 In practice NAFE concentrated its attack on the BFI

teachers’ professional organisation.
where Director Keith Lucas came under constant pressure from it, as Hillier recalls.®’
When David Lusted joined EAS, he was instructed by Lucas to try to set up a joint
BFI/NAFE project in order to improve relations.*

The more specific concerns that the authors have about psychoanalysis still seem today to
have been worth addressing. There is the questionable acceptability of seeing the film as a
patient under analysis. In relation to Heath’s analysis of Touch of Evil®" attention is drawn
to the over-emphasis on drawing conclusions from insignificant detail.

It seems that in this analysis one of the worst ‘popular’ effects of psychoanalysis is
at work, the encouragement it is taken to give to ingenious interpretation where the
ingenuity is thought to guarantee the interest of the exercise.”®

Questions are then asked about the relationship between spectatorship and film. The
writers show how in different articles Heath, Metz and Mulvey take the same Freudian
concept of the fetish and yet use it, each in a different way. Similarly they compare how
Metz and Mulvey differ in the use they make of the ideas around the Lacanian ‘mirror
image’. These are such obvious discrepancies that the Editorial Board does acknowledge
them eventually when responding to the authors’ final resignation statement by stating that

they emanate from a ‘process of understanding’.69

The other key point that they raised follows Mulvey’s argument about the construction of
classic narrative films specifically for a male spectator. How then do women relate to
films?’® The Editorial Board did not respond to this. Rather there were clearly different
political agendas at work and it was these that divided the Board. Specifically, the authors
of the statement argue that psychoanalysis is being used to maintain a high bourgeois
position and this provides a problem for educationalists working with working-class
children.

The subsequent resignation letter in summer 1976 invokes more deliberately the audience

that Screen is addressing when it draws attention to the ‘serious’ film/television study that
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is now in place and that there is a ‘serious’ audience for Screen. Plentiful examples are
cited. Additionally attention is drawn to the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies in
Birmingham and to other groups now becoming involved in film study and associated
areas. The four allege that the ‘positive contribution that Screen had made initially is now
being counter-balanced by other factors’. Screen it seems may now be doing more harm
than good. The charges against Screen are now more specific:’’

1. Screen by its obscurity and inaccessibility handicaps SEFT’s efforts to develop. film
study and make contacts with other groups.

2. By taking a high bourgeois position Screen advocates the avant-garde against the
popular cinema with which education also has to engage.

3. The Editorial Board has no interest in educational matters and does not attend any SEFT

events.

In responding the Board predictably deals most severely with the second of these.
Someone had clearly researched past issues of Screem, so that the authors of the
resignation statement might have their own words quoted back at them. The details of the
parrying of the attack are not relevant here. What is clear is that this is where the issues
become most personal. On the charge of obscurity and lack of interest in educational
matters, there is much less said. It is those political differences that separated these four
from the rest of the Board and which would be played out at the SEFT AGM in the

following November.

The . ‘Introduction’ to The Screen Education Reader: Cinema, Television, Culture,
published in 1993, puts into context the work of the journal which had ceased publication
ten years earlier. It is a useful retrospective, though curiously does not distinguish between
the two very different editorships of Alvarado and Donald and the shift toward a cultural
studies emphasis under the latter’s regime. What cannot emerge so clearly from it
however is the sequential manner in which Screen Education addressed its readership,
particularly in the early years as the new identity of screen education/media studies
emerged as a specific area of the curriculum. The importance of considering the issues in
sequence is that through this procedure it is possible to demonstrate both the level of

activism and intellectual commitment surrounding each publication and the sense that the

participants shared of being engaged in a progressive trajectory.




154

The editorials in Screen Education functioned in several ways. Until 1977 all SEFT
members and institutional subscribers received both its journals. Only in 1977 did it
become possible to subscribe to either or both journals, though in practice most readers
kept receiving both. Screen Education had emerged from Screen and needed to establish
with its inherited readership what it stood for. It clearly needed to be perceived as
fundamentally different from the predecessor Screen Education published in the 1960s.
The practice of identifying which Board members had edited each issue acted as a signal to

readers that the contents, even if individually authored, had undergone group scrutiny.

SEFT membership had always been composed mostly of teachers in secondary schools and
lecturers in further education. So it would probably be Screen Education rather than
Screen that they would on first inspection find most immediately useful. Screen with its
single but multi-faceted task of developing theory was less constrained by the expectations
of its readership. In practice it would acquire an additional readership widely distributed in
higher education as academics in established disciplines realised that the applications of
Screen’s theories went beyond the confines of film study. But it was vital to Sereen
Education that it was not perceived as a teacher's version of Screen, where difficult ideas
were simplified. In practice Screen Education had the more complex task: to find a means
of simultaneously addressing film theory, educational theory and pedagogy. The Editorials
regularly re-assured the readership that the journal had a definite sense of direction.
During the period when Brewster edited Screen and Alvarado Screen Education the two
journals did succeed in projecting a unity of purpose for SEFT by complementing each
other. In effect the presence of each validated the existence of both. Geraghty’s view is
that Screen at this time would have more closely represented New Left Review had Screen
Education not existed.”” Collins believes that the distinctive character of each journal

might not have evolved without the other.”

Where Screen Education sought to become radical was in its engagement with educational
theory. It was not promoting a particular theory necessarily, but as a first step it needed to
identify that some theory was implicit in all practice. It did however resist the more
extreme child-centred theories of the 1970s, since the very nature of the enterprise in
which SEFT was engaged demonstrated the impracticability of child-centredness. Here
was a group of educated committed adults seeking to shape an area of the curriculum

which might at that time have variously been defined as screen education or media studies.
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If this dedicated group was struggling with the process, but was nevertheless convinced
this was an area of such importance that school students should engage with it, it was
clearly a territory where the students even more than their teachers were going to be in
need of guidance. Neither teacher nor student could discover and interpret it successfully

alone. It was of necessity a subject-centred rather than child-centred enterprise.

If members of the Screen Board were influenced by Gramsci into perceiving themselves as
organic intellectuals rather than academics, for Screen Education it was another aspect pf
Gramsci’s thinking which supported their stance. To support working-class students
effectively, teachers should not be tempering their methodology nor finding ways of
making learning more palatable. Only by teaching such students with rigour were teachers
providing them with the necessary knowledge and skills to operate in the students’ own
best interests, or rather, as it would more predictably have been justified then, in the

interests of the working class.

Soon after Alvarado became the paid Editor, the editorials began to detail the parameters
of the journal’s various quests which lacked the apparent investigative precision that
Screen’s concentration on film theory seemingly ensured for that publication.

We will give particular attention to education, to the way in which a subject area is
defined; to the way in which study, teaching and learning are performed and the
resultant social relations that this generates. This activity of thinking of media
education as part of a social totality and the call that makes for us to investigate that
totality in order to define the shape and purpose of media education is an emphasis
very different to the one that has distinguished the development of film studies in
Britain. In that field there has been a pronounced (and understandable) tendency to
insist on the subject area’s authenticity' and to construct and defend strict
parameters for the young body of knowledge.”

Surprisingly this same issue on ‘Media Studies, Methods and Approaches’ then includes an
example of the sort of personal account of practice that had been so familiar and that had
so limited the usefulness of the 1960s’ Screen Education. Written under the pseudonym
John Pearce its inclusion is justified in the Editorial as an article which 'provocatively
suggests ways of studying mass communications and of restructuring the classroom
relations that other, traditional teaching procedures enforce'””. Pearce, it turns out, is in his
first term of teaching and the article, based on a diary record that he kept, is explicitly
critical of his teaching colleagues. Puzzled readers, some of whom had written to SEFT

to protest, had to wait for the Editorial in the next Screen Education for the explanation of
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its publication and even then the rationale is a curious one. The Editors criticise Pearce on
several grounds, all of which are essentially for making the sort of mistakes that
experienced teachers would expect a beginner to make.”® Even if the readers were to
accept the argument that Pearce’s inexperience was specially revealing of the problems
faced when putting classroom practice under scrutiny (because the potential in those
circumstances for making mistakes was compounded), the situation in which a beginner
was so exposed was never justified. A mere substantial considered and theughtful
collaboration piece is printed as part of the issue focusing on ‘The System and Classroom

Practice’.”’

The Autumn 1975 issue ‘Teaching the Film Industry’ needs fewer explanations in the
Editorial but there is underlying that Editorial - as with all the Editorials at this time — a
determination to find an appropriate intellectual format into which articles of each issue
might be fitted. The Editorial Board met once every three weeks and, given that Screen
Education appeared only quarterly, there is a sense- when reading the Editorials that they
emerged from lengthy and controversial debates, the implications of which the reader can
only infer from the contents of each issue and the format that the relevant Editorial

proposes to erect around it.”8

There is no mistake as to the journal's political stance. ‘The Education Cuts’ sets out to
rally teacher support via their unions, on the grounds not only of the impact of the cuts pn
education generally but more particularly of the vulnerability of this emerging area of film
and media studies with its need for specialised hardware. It concludes by attempting to
define more precisely the position from which it authors are coming.79

Yet this process of reflection, of theorising and developing new educational
practices is subject to more than its own internal dynamics. Screen Education’s
project is also governed by the determination of consciousness by being: as Marx
formulated it, 'Universal consciousness is only the theoretical form of that whose
living form is the real community, society...” (Economic Philosophical Manuscript
1844). Our project of understanding and formulating a programme of educational
activity in film and media studies takes place within a social context which
decisively influences the shape and possibilities of that project.®

The next four issues are presented to the readership as having a specific unity underpinning
each one: The Searchers, Media Education in Europe; a reflection on work established by

SEFT/BFI and The Sweeney. Unfortunately no records survive of the Editorial Board
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meetings of this period. There was a troika approach to the consideration of each article,
which paralleled that of Screen, so that the implications of publishing each article were
thoroughly debated and as suggested above there were legacies of these debates te be
detected in the Editorials. In Summer 1976 it is possible to detect an effect that this was
having on the Board members’ perspective on the readership. Each Board member had to
defend her/his position not just about the relevance of the article under consideration, but
about her/his stance generally.. Consequently there was a perceived need to caution the
readers who would be tackling the articles without the benefit of group mediation.

The need for a theoretical investigation of our work as teachers becomes clear
when we begin to confront the problems of what the teachers are going to teach
and, having decided that, determining how to communicate that knowledge. We
are aware that to respond pragmatically to educational problems and to suppert a
position that suggests each individual teacher knows best how to deal with teaching
situations through empirical observation is to encourage a form of experimentation
that is positively dangerous if we are really concerned with the needs of the people
we teach. That is why we argue for the importance of developing a better
theoretical understanding of the processes of education as well as constructing a
theorised body of knowledge about film and media.*'

Screen Education 18 in spring 1976 was timely in its content. Susan Bennett had been
employed as a researcher by UNESCO to survey 'the situation and aims of media studies in
Europe™. The project had developed from the Ludwigsheim/Mannheim conference in
1972 following which Screen Education Notes had produced its special edition.®
Bennett’s survey in abbreviated form, with an additional summary of the British situation,
forms the bulk of Screen Education 18. Her introductory article is useful in that it
positions the British experience within European wide trends.** A legacy of 1968 is still to
be detected in the countries surveyed, where educational reform has worked to make
curricula less rigid. As a result there has been a limited recognition of the necessity for
media education in secondary schools.®® But the provision of training for the teachers is
always informal and usually only available in the teachers’ own time as with the BFI and

SEFT provision in the UK.

At the same time, as was already noted with reference to the UK, the spread of educational
technology often worked to obscure developments in media education. Bennett points out

how such innovations actually work against the introduction of media education.

Technology in order to justify its existence, is supposed to 'do' something. The
only material that technology can 'do' something to is the student. But this
conception does not readily accord with that inherent in media education that the
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student picks apart what is presented via the technology (and not by the
technology).®

When media educationists were able to intervene in these situations and subvert at an
institutional level, there would be scope for media to begin to be studied and the assumed
neutral status of media apparatus might then be contested. Screen Education 21 has an
interesting account of the beginnings of such an intervention at the University of London
Institute of Education following the appointment there of Bob Ferguson who had worked
with Douglas Lowndes at Hornsey College of Art.’

Bennett's conclusion is that the major problem faced by media education is the opposition
presented to it 'by the social context within which it is contained'®® Certainly the treatment
of Viewpoint by the IBA provided a convincing example of her claim. What is also clear
from her survey as presented in Screen Education is that nowhere was educational theory
underpinning the introduction of media education. She does however identify certain
‘marginal’ institutions within European countries where such thinking was beginning. One

of these was the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies.

The Editorial of Screen Education 22 is important in tracing the journal’s development.
It is explicit in defining what needs to happen if there is to be an agreed theoretical position
among the Screen Education Editorial Board that goes beyond the shared recognition of
the need to connect film/television with education/pedagogy. Such an agreed position it is
argued is both desirable and essential. The previous absence of such an agreed position
had been because

...we have not so far really opened up for examination many of the covert
assumptions which, though rarely expressed, determine our own various practices
and critical/theoretical evaluation of them. This issue therefore attempts to correct
this error by considering less aspects of the conjuncture ‘screen + education’
directly — broadly Screen Education’s practice to date — and more some of the
underlying assumptions/ value judgments which have been associated with our
formal concerns — film and television — ever since their inception: namely that they
are mass media and popular forms.*

Like the NUT Conference some decade and a half earlier ‘Popular Culture’ is the area that
is seen as providing a productive locus for investigation. But that is as far as the similarity
may be pushed. In 1960 the expectation had been that by bringing together the producers

of popular culture with the teachers and the critics before an ad hoc but concerned




159

audience some beneficial interaction would emerge, if everyone were to respond
responsibly. The debates of the 1970s were not being played out before an ad hoc
audience but were directed specifically at the readership that was assumed to share a

commitment to the Screen Education project.

Perhaps because of the charge of difficulty and inaccessibility that had been levelled at
Screen’s articles, the Editorial here repeatedly seeks to justify an issue that may be
perceived as 'potentially difficult and contentious'. Clearly for the Editorial Board this was
a defining moment in their enterprise. The case for this move toward theory had been
under discussion for some time. In a statement from the Screen Education Editorial
Board to the SEFT Executive Committee in March 1976 the following was high-lighted:

Screen Education cannot afford to not engage in theoretical work and inquiry,
particularly in the area of education and mass communications but also, when
necessary, even in the area of film theory.”

When the Screen Education policy statement was subsequently promulgated by SEFT in

May it was expressed more emphatically:

Screen Education must engage in theoretical work and inquiry, particularly in the
area of education, mass communications and film theory.”’

Where Screen Education 22 differed from previous ones was in the four articles identified
as specially commissioned for it. Two authors Grealy and Collins were members of the
Editorial Board, the third Nowell-Smith was the recently appointed Editor of Screen and
the fourth Colin Sparks was a lecturer in media studies from the Polytechnic of Central
London.

The introductory article by Grealy, called 'Notes on Popular Culture!, is actually very
closely focused on film teaching. %2 This focus was probably a decision made in order to
connect more directly with the experience of the majority of the readership. Provided that
the film teacher he addresses is ready to align her/himself with the identity of ‘socialist

teacher’, Grealy’s position is straightforward.

Here I am not arguing that teachers must ‘politicise’ education but that they
recognise the ideological roles that the school plays in society, and that their
teaching explicitly confronts the problems which arise when this ideological
functioning of the educational apparatuses is recognised. School plays a crucial
part in the production and diffusion of ‘popular culture’. The function of socialist
teachegr}s is to work at the contradictions which arise in the culture at the educational
level.
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Nowell-Smith's article on Gramsci is essentially introductory, given that Gramsci’s

*  He uses the model of

writings were only then becoming available in translation.’
Gramsci’s investigation into 19th-century Italian Culture to suggest the nature of the
questions that need to be asked in relation to British popular culture. He identifies the
limitations of current writing on popular culture as having no perspective ‘other than that
which is supposed to emanate from the forms themselves and the attitude taken by the

writer towards them’.”>

Sparks writes of the evolution of cultural studies, a term which was only at this time
acquiring common currency, most often within references to the Centre for Contemporary
Cultural Studies at the University of Birmingham. It is some of the work of the Centre that
Sparks describes in his article.”® But the greatest importance of the article lies in its
attempt to explain how Marxism in a variety of manifestations had, via New Left Review,
come to influence the thinking of a generation of intellectuals. The distinguishing features
of this generation were their increased access to Marxist influenced thinking, the greater
proportion of university graduates among their number and their connections with the
events of 1968 and its aftermath. He then indicates where that cohort might currently be
found, some ten years later and what influence they might be having. Though Sparks daes
not specify it, among that cohort would be included the activists within the SEFT

Committee and the Editorial Boards and a significant number of the journals’ readers.

Collins in the final piece of the four revalues the contribution of Leavis.”” As has been
shown the legacy of Leavis in film study had been considerable both directly in the work
of Robin Wood and Movie and more indirectly as a consequence of the transfer of a
Leavisite methodology from the study of literature to the study of film by the great many
English teachers who had been trained to follow Leavis’s approach. It was of course these
teachers who had been attracted to the teaching of popular culture by the arguments
advanced by Hall and Whannel who had demonstrated that it was possible to discriminate
between the good and the bad within popular culture. ‘Revaluation’ for Collins means
abandonment of the Leavisite model completely.

The absence in Leavis® model of a notion of the reciprocal determination of base by
superstructure left none of the space for action, and we need rather an analytical
model that is adequate to the totality of social relations in which culture, its
primary object for study, is located; one that, to put it modestly, attends to the
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absence of free play in culture, that recognises the dominance of ruling-class
ideology in mass communications, and the function of mass communications in
propagating and naturalising the world view of the ruling class.”®

An aim of Screen Education was to stimulate debate beyond those who constituted its
Editorial Board. This began to happen in 1975 with the formation of first a North
Staffordshire SEFT Group and then a North Eastern Group. By the end 1976 SEFT began
to approach the task more systematically by making available a list of its members,
organised regionally, to anyone who wanted to take the initiative and form such a group.”
There was an irony in these arrangements in that though it was in Screen Education that
reports of these groups’ activities were carried, it was a pre-occupation with Screen that
usually shaped these groups’ activities. In January 1977 the SEFT Glasgow group was set
up, though as its first report makes clear, it was essentially a Screen reading group.'” At
about the same time a Manchester group was formed from members of the North by North
West Film Society and specifically from subscribers to Screen.'”" Such was the influence
of Screen on this group that its journal, North by North West, rapidly became a
mechanism for the transmission of Screen theories. This regional expansion was made
more substantial later in 1977 when the first SEFT Weekend School outside London was

102

held in Glasgow in June. ™ This was followed by the SEFT Potteries Group holding their

03 Both schools were focused on

first Weekend School in Manchester in December.'
television study: realism in Glasgow and the drama serial Coronation Street in

Manchester.'®

If the Editorial to issue 22 had looked for debate it had arrived by Screen Education 23.
SEFT groups were forming in the regions and London was not to be left out. Not styling
itself as a SEFT regional group, but meeting as an informal reading and study group, the
London group’s members included some of those on the Screen Education Editorial

1'% They were not however

Board. Seven London members wrote to the journa
responding directly to the major issues raised by the previous Screen Education but were

concerned about Screen Education 20 which had focused on The Sweeney.

Despite including Richard Exton and Chris Mottershead from the Editorial Board, some of
their complaints were basic and perhaps representative of the concerns of some of Screen
Education’s readers who were finding it difficult to keep up-to-date with reading either or

both of the two SEFT journals. To the present reader their resistance seems to have been
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both against the rapidity with which the world of screen education was being propelled and
against the level of generalisation that this momentum seemed to encourage. It was also
perhaps relevant that some of the signatories had stood for, but failed to get elected to, the
SEFT Committee at the 1976 AGM.'”

They contested some of the assumptions of The Sweeney issue under four headings. They
felt that the methodology of the issue was assumed rather than explained. Ideology, they

claimed, was used also without explanation and consequently they were forced to conclude

that as a concept it was 'all pervasive, infinitely devious and totally inescapable’. 107

We are not convinced that because we live in a capitalist society within which
bourgeois ideology is dominant that it follows that this ideology expresses itself in
a clear, uncontested way through film or television, or that these art forms are
primarily ideological weapons. '’

Their third challenge was to the use of the term ‘realism’ where they maintained that they
detected confusion, while MacCabe’s writing on this topic had been rapidly subjected to
his own substantial revision.

Whereas MacCabe is putting forward ideas in a journal, Screen, not directly
concerned with the formal educational system, and can therefore argue a position in
an abstract way, it is a matter of concern to us that such ideas can be taken up in a
journal, Screen Education, which does have a direct concern with the formal
educational system, in such a way as to encourage a kind of carelessness and
assertion of generalities which does not lead to understanding, but rather to
confusion and an actual lack of theory.'"”

Writing mostly from the perspective of classroom teachers they claim that the approach to
The Sweeney downgrades problems of aesthetics, entertainment, genre and teaching.

We do not see the construction of teaching approaches and of theoretical work as
being two different activities, nor that the former follows naturally from the latter.
The relationship between them is not so simple. If we are interested in, concerned
about, or committed to, educating people about a TV series, in this instance, then
our knowledge of education has to inform the way in which we construct the
theoretical work. We are involved in such work not simply to increase our own
understanding, but to provide opportunities for anyone to be able to learn and
understand. This process depends on the contribution of our actual, or potential,
students whose opinions and knowledge of television already exists, is not waiting
for us to formulate the discipline. If we want to teach cultural studies then we must
take account of the fact that it is a 'live' area of knowledge and that members of that
culture participate in - its development.. To suggest that we try to suspend the
production of teaching materials whilst we try to sort out what to teach them is to
overrate our own role in this field and to ignore, even deny, the importance of our
students.'"”



163

A fundamental problem that was to bedevil SEFT for the remaining decade of its existence
was an increasing separation of its constituencies into higher education on the one hand
and schools/further education colleges on the other. The reply to their complaints is made
by Phillip Drummond, one of the contributors to The Sweeney issue, who mostly limits his
response to a defence of his own piece. Rather than examine what deeper concerns might
be underlying their antagonism to The Sweeney issue Drummond, a polytechnic lecturer, is

dismissive of their arguments.lll

He asserts that ‘Screen Education and the Society as a
whole needs stronger and more rigorous opponents if it is to progress within that circuit of
undeniably difficult and intricate problems over film, TV and media studies which forms

its necessary trajectory." =

The subsequent Editorial in Screen Education 24 recognises that there may be a problem
for the journal as it addresses an expanding constituency.”3 It is not going to be able to
promote the development of screen education practice substantially if the readers are
alienated by being told that they are not worthy of the journal. Recognising too that
individual readers will be at the very different stages of accessing screen education
knowledge and practice when first coming into contact with the journal, the Editorjal
determines to adopt a more flexible approach. This had been a long-term problem that
Screen Education of the 1960s had solved by having a series of topics, such as Film
Making or Higher Education, and within an erratic cycle each topic would in turn dominate
a specific issue. Therefore if a reader remained a subscriber for just a few years, s/he
would have covered all the territory and the articles would then become repetitive. Such
was the pace and intensity of developments in screen education in the 1970s that even if
such a mechanistic device had seemed justifiable, it would have served only to exclude the
readership further.

For the remainder of Alvarado's editorship until mid-1978, Screen Education ceased to
group articles into specific issues in order to achieve a topical coherence.'"*  The
expectation was that if issues appeared less monolithic, readers would not find the journal
so daunting. It was clear that if an account were presented as work in progress apd
accompanied by other unrelated articles also of other work in progress, readers might find

it easier to seek out their own individual points of accommodation. The previous chapter

demonstrated that there had been significant growth in film and television teaching by the
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mid 1970s. While many teachers might have access to the SEFT journals, what they

lacked was up-to-date material for use in the classroom.

Indeed one of the persistent problems for film and television teachers had always been
around issues of contemporaneity. The reliance on, for example, BFI selected extracts in
teaching inevitably meant that what was chosen for use in the classroom might be dated by
the time it became available there. The gradual introduction of video recorders into
schools and subsequently a relaxation in copyright law on broadcast material began to
change this in as much as a greater range of visual texts became accessible. But as the
nature of film and television study shifted from the study of the text in isolation to
investigations of how texts were produced, teachers lacked information. Two books
coming from authors who were key figures in the Screen Education project addressed this

directly: Making Legend of the Werewolf'"” and Hazell — the making of a TV series.' 16

The former by Buscombe was a detailed account of the making of a 'typical' British feature
film of the period, where the author had been allowed access to the various stages of
production and promotion of the film. A 16 mm print, extracts and slides from the film
were available for hire to accompany the use of the book. Valuable for teachers, Making
Legend of the Werewolf had the additional advantage of being usable by students and was
priced so that a set of textbooks might be ordered. Not all teachers were convinced of the
book’s usefulness as a text book. Foster in reviewing it found much to complain about,
both in terms of its accessibility for students and in its theoretical stance, which he saw as
extending the territory of the auteur theory to cover many of those working as specialists in

various subsidiary film crafts.'"’

Hazell - the making of a TV series was by Alvarado and Buscombe. They did have a
specific readership in mind.

The book is intended for all with an intelligent interest in television, though within
that audience we have particularly addressed ourselves to teachers at secondary and
further education level who may be teaching television, possibly in the context of a
media studies course. We hope that for them this book will provide some basic
material on the television production system, material which is difficult for them to
obtain by themselves.''®

The series of TV monographs published by the BFI had tended to concentrate on the non-

fiction output of television. This book deliberately addressed that omission and more
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significantly it engaged with the complexity of the enterprise that it sought to describe. The
monographs had generally been concerned with the consumption stage of the television

process; this book addressed the production stage.

It is useful to consider the phenomena that were Screen and Screen Education against
that of the earlier journals Scrutiny and The Use of English. The backdrop to Scrutiny has
been examined in detail by Mulhern in his book The Moment of Scrutiny. '"® Comparing
their operational context with that of Screen and Screen Education is valuable in that what
emerges are revealing contrasts and similarities between them.  Scrutiny in the 1930s
grew out of the recently established English School at Cambridge. Cambridge University
had been late in setting up such a school and thereby freeing English from its previous
home in Anglo-Saxon Studies. Scrutiny reflected the energies of a group of university
teachers and their ex-students who wished to promote a particular approach to literature
through practical criticism. Screen operated at an earlier stage in the evolution of film
study. There was no established place in the academy apart from the Slade School of Art
(within University College, London) and the extra-mural courses also offered by London

University.'*

With the effective dismantling of the BFI Education Department as the
‘embryonic academy’, Screen had no academy to play to and, as argued elsewhere, it was

deliberately non-academic.

But Scrutiny and Screen were in turn connected with a particular generation of the
intelligentsia. For Scrutiny it was the grammar-school scholarship boys who entered
Cambridge between the two world wars and probably saw themselves as spearheading an
attack on the classical tradition of teaching English'?'. They were however still advocating
an essentially conservative approach in their recognition of a ‘great tradition’. The SEFT
journal provided a base for a differently motivated post-1968 student generation who saw
themselves as disenfranchised. In practice they represented a range of left positions and
were the intellectual legacy of various political parties. What they had in common was a

belief in the inescapability of politics in the theories they wished to develop.

It was axiomatic given their political beliefs that those involved with either of the SEFT
journals would avoid the formation of any hierarchical situation in their working together.
Scrutiny however had had as its focus F R Leavis, who, though in many ways marginal to
the academy at Cambridge, was nevertheless unusually influential as a teacher. Screen and

Screen Education were ultimately the journals of SEFT and answerable to its- Executive
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Committee which in turn was answerable to members at the AGM.'?? Nevertheless both

groups were distinguished by their conviction and unity around their respective projects.

One notable area of similarity is that both Scrutiny and Screen had partner ‘educational
publications’; for Scrutiny it was The Use of English'> and for Screen, the ‘revised’
Screen Education. In each case the educational journal operated independently and in
practice found itself addressing a different constituency with a separate group of authors
contributing to each magazine. This pattern of repetition some forty years on does seem to
reveal an inherent distinction in British education where it is considered proper that the
practical needs of teachers should be addressed separately. In its final years this would

become an even bigger issue for SEFT.

Scrutiny and also The Use of English had as their readership the disciples of Leavis in
many classrooms. A whole generation of post-war English teachers contained many who
were taught or influenced by Leavis. These teachers passed on their enthusiasm for the
Great Tradition to the generation of students that were then to be so affected by the failed
student revolution of 1968. It has been shown that the debates in the 1969/70 Screen'*
involving Robin Wood and Alan Lovell demonstrated how persistent the Leavis influence

125 The ‘disenfranchised’ who were involved

was beyond the study of English literature.
in Screen found themselves in a different situation. They were on the attack yet they were
state-subsidised. Their chosen area of interest was not accepted in the academy, yet by
their efforts it would be. They resisted being labelled academics yet they were all
academics-in-waiting.'*® According to Alvarado they all agreed at the time on the
Gramscian distinction between the ‘academic’ and the ‘intellectual’ and saw themselves in

7

the latter category'”’. Mulhern writes of the small circle around Leavis:

They cast themselves as ‘outlaws’ whose purpose was to save ‘the essential nature’
of the Tripos from a narrow academicism that now threatened to extinguish it.'*®

Some would contest that whereas Scrutiny and The Use of English transformed English
studies, SEFT both created a new subject area and transformed other disciplines in the
humanities, including English studies. But it is in the very different political stance of the
two journals that the greatest discrepancy is to be observed. As Mulhern remarked in the
year after The Moment of Scrutiny was published,l29 he had tried to demonstrate in that
book that Scrutiny’s commitment to notions of culture and community had the determinate

effect of a ‘categorial dissolution of politics as such’. Screen came with a very different
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stance. As Alvarado explained, ‘We saw ourselves as the cultural arm of the New Left
Review ie independent left and not doctrinaire. We were interested in thinking aesthetics

politically.”'

The comparison of Screen Education with the Use of English reveals instructive
differences. Film and television study and the emergence of media studies were grass
roots, bottom-up enterprises. The 1970s intellectuals were not the first group of
dissatisfied learners to see screen education as an enterprise worth pursuing. The Society
of Film Teachers had been started by those who were involved in the post-war emergency
teacher training programme, whether as mature students or lecturers. Their dissatisfaction
was partly with the abbreviated courses that the exigencies of the post-war situation
imposed, but it also had some similarity with those of the 1970s’ graduates. Both groups
saw film as something more significant in society that needed recognition in the education
system beyond its instrumental use as an audio visual aid. What the pioneers of the 1940s
could not anticipate was that they were creating in SFT an entity that a later generation

would inhabit and transform.

In the mid-1970s, it was the journal Screen Education that still connected with the
grassroots. Screen’s contribution has continued to be celebrated in the anthologies of film
theory designed for university students and its theoretical writings have thereby achieved a
landmark status. However, to trace the evolution of the transition from screen education
into media studies and the transmission of those ideas through the education system then it

is Screen Education which more adroitly documents the legitimate history of the 1970s.

Various issues that had been contentious within the SEFT Committee and Screen Editorial
Board were confronted at the Society’s Annual General Meeting in November 1976.
Normal AGM procedure was to request from each candidate standing for the SEFT
Executive a 300 word statement in support of that candidate. On this occasion eight
members of the Committee who were standing for re-election produced and circulated to
only part of the electorate a 'Provisional Policy Document for the SEFT'."" Covering five
A4 pages of closely typed documentation, the signatories argued that they were addressing
'a lack of consistency in the Society’s policy during the past year'. A further five who were
also standing for the Committee had joined the eight, so that there was in effect a 15 strong
ticket.
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The minutes of this AGM (taken by Brewster) provide an unusually detailed record of the
discussion.®* On the basis of this account, the meeting would appear to have been divided
between those who were schoolteachers and those in higher education. But there were
schoolteachers among the 13 signatories, so whilst the secondary/higher split was
undoubtedly a feature of the Society’s make-up, there were broader issues which had their
origins in divisions within the Screen Editorial Board where that journal's promotion of a
psychoanalytical dimension to film theory had become the focus of dispute.  The
importance of the policy document was in its careful construction, so that its thrust would
not be that contentious for a generally left leaning constituency, provided of course that
when it came to the vote, there would be an organised core of support for the agreed ticket.
In practice, of the 130 members present, it seems that some 90 had come prepared to back
the document.'”® Both the contents of the document and how it had been selectively

circulated were discussed acrimoniously and at length during the meeting.

If the document was designed to provide a mechanism for separating the factions within
the Society, the timing and the targets were carefully chosen: schoolteachers who might
already feel uneasy at the pressure that was then being exerted on left sympathisers within
state education following the Great Debate. It was the perceived neglect of the needs of
teachers that the four who resigned form the Editorial Board had used in part to justify
their resignations. Lovell and Williams were present at the AGM and vocal in their

support for the teacher constituency.'**

SEFT was about to announce plans to produce
teaching materials for classroom use in schools. It had previously acted as a distributor for
ILEA materials, making them available to teachers outside London but SEFT had never
produced any of its own. Here was an area where the Society had produced nothing yet, so
there was no one directly responsible whose work would be implicitly criticised. Thus the
nature of the proposal might be framed in such a way in the policy document as to impinge
only on those schoolteachers who were not of the ‘hard left’. It would produce a defensive
reaction from them, since such teachers would inevitably see agreement with its
implementation as likely to place them in a very exposed position. Therefore they would

consider that they must oppose the Policy Document. By this device they might be forced

into further isolation by the election process.
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It would seem that the authors of the Provisional Policy Document had devised a carefully
constructed strategy to isolate those teachers who were hesitant about the unrelenting
politicisation of the Society’s projects. Thus in support of SEFT’s production of teaching
materials the following statement was included.

The decision of the Executive Committee to investigate the production of
educational materials is an important innovation in the Society’s work. A
tremendous void exists in this area, and our work here could be of real value to
teachers, but we feel that one danger must be avoided, namely the production of
materials on a simple technical basis, without taking into account the ideological
use to which they are necessarily subject in the school context. Therefore we
propose that materials should be considered which allow the progressive teacher to
use them in the context of ideological contradictions within the media, and that
their technical production should not be separated from considerations of their
potential political use in schools.'*’

Willemen recalls how careful preparations had been made for the AGM with planning
meetings involving selected members from the SEFT Committee and from both Editorial
Boards.'*®  The first stage of the manoeuvre at the AGM was to replace Mottershead as
Chairman. Steve Neale, one of the Policy Document’s signatories, was elected Chairman,
achieving an almost two to one majority."*” Mottershead maintains that he was unaware
that this coup was about to happen and only subsequently realised that there had been ‘a
conspiracy to take SEFT down a radical road’."*® Foster agrees that the retiring committee
was unprepared for this ‘orchestration of the opposition’ though he acknowledges that the
signatories were not a ‘tightly knit group’."®®  Geraghty’s view is that the Policy

Document group succeeded in their objective of replacing a committee that had been

sympathetic to teachers.'*’ Williams describes the result succinctly: ‘We lost’.'"!

Neale had produced his own 'discussion document' in support of his candidature which

had a three-point agenda for future SEFT priorities.'*?

These were: mutual co-operation
with the Independent Film Producers’ Association (IFPA); a clear and coherent socialist
theory of education; and a coherent socialist analysis of the ideological apparatus that
television represented. The poor condition of the SEFT archives is a particular problem
here in that Neale under his third priority area states that 'Colin MacCabe's proposals
should be taken seriously'. No trace of these propesals has been found. Of greatest
significance in Neale’s manifesto is the prominence he gives to co-operation with the

IFPA. This group would form in the 1980s the basis of a third constituency within SEFT.
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In the subsequent SEFT Committee elections after Neale had taken over as Chairman, all
remaining Policy Document signatories were elected, filling twelve of the top fourteen
places in the members’ poll. As a consequence there were only four remaining committee
places to be filled and three of these were taken by the re-election of previous committee
members, presumably those who were considered least objectionable by the Policy
Document group.'”® In interview MacCabe made reference to 'the Grealy/Wollen
document’, the genesis of which followed the 1976 AGM. This too has net proved
traceable. MacCabe's recollection was that the Grealy/Wollen document laid down the
parameters for the subsequent SEFT/Screen/Screen Education relationship and how it

would in future be formally manifested.'**
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CHAPTER SIX 1978-1982
SEFT UNLIMITED

As Screen got locked into bitter internal debate, much of the original energy and
excitement of the original project was refound in the society’s new magazine
Screen Education where concern both with secondary teaching and popular culture
were very much to the fore.

Colin MacCabe, 1985

Screen, under new editorship, becomes less committed to theory and more to exploring a
broader perspective on practices of representation while Screen Education’s new editor
regularly features the emerging area of cultural studies. In 1980 a change of personnel in
key positions at the BFI forces a review of SEFT'’s situation since both journals have
changed course and the Society’s role beyond publishing the journals is unclear. A
resurgent Education Department wants SEFT to have an identity distinctive from the
Department’s. The new BFI Director sees SEFT in a campaigning role and producing
only one journal. SEFT, swayed by the prestige which Screen still holds and the income it
produces, keeps Screen and abandons Screen Education by 1982.

Douglas Lowndes left the Educational Advisory Service at the end of 1976, shortly after
the SEFT Annual General Meeting. He wrote a substantial document for his BFI
colleagues, which had been occasioned by the events of the AGM. He presumably felt
justified in his frankness by his imminent departure. What he wrote is indicative of the
relative status of SEFT and EAS at the time. Lowndes clearly believed that the ability of
some SEFT members to organise and dominate the Society would have repercussions at
the BFI.

This situation forces the department into a crisis situation because distribution of
the SEFT document coincides with the imminent appointment of a new head of
EAS and the governors’ seminar on BFI policy.'

He was aware that members of EAS who had, as SEFT members, opposed the SEFT
policy document might wish to pursue the production of an oppositional document.
Lowndes is against such a move, as any BFI statement in the circumstances 'would suffer
from the historically confused status of the SEFT/EAS relationship and lack of clear
policy, agreed, on what should be their priorities'.” Instead he feels that the Department
should write its own policy to 'end any fears both within the department and in SEFT that
some institutional intervention might be attempted by myself or other members of the
department regarding the future of SEFT'. Lowndes clearly felt that he must be seen to be

ruling out any such action.?
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At the heart of Lowndes's paper is his articulation of concern at the potential for problems
in SEFT’s relationship with teachers. He detects ‘the inherent contradiction between
radical theory and formal education as represented by curriculum projects,  O-level
consortia and regional curriculum initiatives’.* He indicates that he has some sympathy
with those who had taken charge of SEFT at their AGM and yet is specific as to the
inherent dangers. ‘SEFT must know the dangers of a policy that runs the risk of alienating
traditional, or even progressive, teachers’.” Lowndes was aware of the damage that had
been done to the Education Department in 1971 when a very questionable distinction had
been made between giving support and advice to teachers on the one hand and the
development of theory on the other. He fears that a similar rift now threatens SEFT.
‘What however is not acceptable is the setting up of a critique of SEFT on the ideological

dichotomy of teachers work being opposed to intellectual activity.’®

He clearly feared that those activists who attended the SEFT AGM would have
expectations that EAS should follow suit. He argues that EAS will be in a better position
to support SEFT if it is not perceived within the BEI as simply following a SEFT initiative.
He specifically cautions that 'departmental work must be clearly marked out from that of
SEFT'.” As to the role of the SEFT journals his views are very specific.

It should be apparent that I envisage Screen Education as the radical arm of screen
education practices and it should not be associated with formal LEA classroom
projects. By advocating that role [as a politically active journal] for Screen
Education | envisage its life, in that form, being not more than two or three years,®

Screen is perceived as less of a problem. ‘I consider their project a correct one, the

introduction of psychoanalysis, semiology and social theory into film and TV study.’9

The BFI records contain several subsequent drafts for an EAS Policy Statement proposed
by the remaining members of the deparment during December 1976 and January 1977.
Whether a final agreed version of such a draft ever emerged, it is, at the current stage of
consolidation of the BFI Document Archive, impossible to say. Of more immediate
importance to SEFT was the reaction of the BFI Governors to developments in the Society.
Jim Hillier, the Acting Head of Educational Advisory Service after Lowndes had left, had
to defend SEFT.'"® He produced a very convincing document which was incorporated into

the Director’s 1977 Report on Grant-in-Aid Bodies. In the minutes of their meeting at
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which the report was received, the Governors were recorded as being very positive about

the Institute’s support for SEFT."!

Hillier had presented the Society as ‘a professional society of educators’ which had
produced ‘one of the foremost journals in the English speaking world’. He argued that
Screen had ‘unjustifiably’ become the main activity by which SEFT was noticed.
Accordingly he drew attention first to Screen Education which had ‘a very substantial
international reputation’ and then to SEFT’s Weekend Schools, Easter School and its

> What Hillier was able still legitimately to do was present SEFT as

Regional Groups.'
‘the only major national professional society representing the interests and concerns of
teachers and lecturers involved in film and television study in secondary and higher
education’.””  While such a professional body might expect BFF’s support, it would be

increasingly difficult for SEFT in the 1980s continue to match up to Hillier’s description.

Lowndes has claimed that he and Director Lucas, sharing an art college background, were
not dissimilar in their assessments of situations.'* It is possible that Lucas was influenced
by Lowndes's document, as the Director's response to the latter's departure was to take time
in appointing a replacement. Interviews were set up in late spring 1977, but there were
clearly still unresolved issues.

During the course of interviewing for a new Head of the BFI’s Educational
Advisory Service, a number of issues arose about the BFI’s educational role which
I felt worth airing more widely before an appointment was made. "’

Lucas then decided to consult widely on the purpose and function of the Educational
Advisory Service. This included the setting up of a series of seminars with BFI’s contacts
representing the different sectors of education.'® Given the numbers of teachers, lecturers
and other educationists invited to offer their opinions, the consultation produced a very
long list of proposals which the increasingly cash-strapped BFI was in no position to

address.!”

The one definite proposal was for-a new post of Research and Higher Education Officer.
Though the title was new, two of the proposed post’s main duties were ones that EAS staff
had been familiar with for some time: advising higher education institutions on film and
television study and promoting in-service courses for teachers. Only 'the supervision and

administration of a research programme' was novel.'® To describe it as 'new’ is misleadimng:
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Whannel had seen this as a desirable function of his Education Department. Indeed
several of his staff had researched books during their employment, albeit without anyone
being officially paid to do any research. It was the Governors’ antipathy to such a
theoretical and research emphasis that led to Whannel's resignation and the redesignation
of the Education Department as the Educational Advisory Service. Unsurprisingly

therefore the research post never materialised and Lucas retired at the end of 1978.

A research post was a particularly inappropriate outcome from the consultation since
Lucas’s starting point had been the aftermath of the 1976 York conference. In his letter
inviting participants to the seminars, Lucas referred to 'film/TV/media studies' and asks of
the move to media studies 'is this a productive shift?'® The appointment made as
Lowndes's successor was unexpected. Richard Sherrington was not known in screen
education circles; he was an audiovisual aids specialist from the British Council. Sadly
Sherrington never took up the post. He was killed in an airplane hi-jack in the final weeks
of his British Council employment. The post of head of EAS was then offered to and
accepted by Geoffrey Nowell-Smith, who had recently resigned as Editor of Sereen.

During the interregnum the Deputy Head, Jim Hillier, had again taken over as Acting Head
of EAS. It fell to Hillier not only to defend the BFI's grants to SEFT but also to intercede
on behalf of Lucas when the latter was under persistent pressure from the National
Association for Film Education (NAFE), which by 1977 had been in existence for six
years.”’ It was sufficiently recognised to merit inclusion alongside SEFT when Visual
Education ran a group of articles on 'Film and Television Studies in the UK' in April
1977*' NAFE’s distance from SEFT's thinking may be deduced from the NAFE
contribution to the articles. NAFE welcomes the 'Great Debate' and sees it as a helpful
intervention and believes that Callaghan's curriculum reform will embrace film and
television. As a consequence these areas will be retrieved from their isolation from the
eurriculum, an isolation produced by the action of many film teachers who ‘have
contributed to this situation in some measure either through their own lack of vision, or
through their prior commitment to other goals, such as political change (or sometimes their

own academic advancement).’%>

It is clear from the article that NAFE had taken over two of the 1960s’ SEFT’s suceessful
enterprises - the fortnight Summer School at the Glamorgan College of Education and the
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London Co-operative Society’s 'Let's Make a Film Festival'. Indeed these are the only two
NAFE events that are identified in the article. There is no evidence available as to NAFE
after 1977, though the ‘Let’s Make a Film Festival’ survived into the 1990s when, as the
“Young People’s Film and Video Festival’, it celebrated its 25th anniversary in 1991 at the
National Museum of Photography, Film and Television.”> The Co-op was still the primary
promoter, but NAFE had long before been replaced by the BFI.

SEFT and BFI together had been the most influential bodies in the slow evolution of
screen education into media education during the post war decades; however this
leadership would be challenged in the 1980s particularly by institutions that were able to
deliver courses directly to full-time students. The University of London Institute of
Education’s Department of Educational Media had become significant in the evolution of
media education by the end of the 1970s. Previously the only screen education offered at
the Institute had been within its Teachers’ Centre, run by David Johnstone, an early
advocate of film teaching. In spring 1959 the Centre had offered a one term evening
course on 'Film Appreciation in Secondary Schools'. The course tutor had been Paddy
Whannel and his guest lecturers had come from both BFI and SEFT. * A similar
arrangement had supported 'The Cinema and the Teacher' in spring 1968. This too had
been a joint BFI/SEFT arrangement but with a later generation of personnel from those
organizations, with Victor Perkins as course tutor. The synopsis in the Teachers’ Centre
leaflet reflects the period:

This course has been designed to introduce teachers to the practicality of the study
of film in all senses, including the consideration of feature films and the use of film
as a liberal catalyst helping to break down the rigours of traditional subject
barriers.”

With Johnstone’s initial encouragement Bob Ferguson, the new departmental head, had
been able to move what was essentially an audio-visual aids support section into a training
department for media teachers.  The first step had been to offer those studying for the
postgraduate certificate in education (the PGCE teacher training qualification) the optipn
of taking a combined English and Media course. Then with the recruitment of Alvarado
and Phillip Drummond to its staff, the department was able to offer from 1981 an MA in
Film and Television Studies for Education, on both a full-time and part-time basis.”®
Almost simultaneously the Post-graduate Diploma in Film Study at the Polytechnic of

Central London was modified so that it became the first stage qualification en route to an
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MA. Those in the metropolitan area therefore, by the early 1980s, had the choice between
two Masters degrees. The Institute provided for the teacher or further education lecturer
looking for an in-service qualification; the Polytechnic perhaps attracted more of those

with ambitions to teach in higher education.”’

The Institute’s MA required students to submit a dissertation and to sit three examination
papers of three hours each with a student answering three questions per paper. The papers
were:

Paper 1: The Theory and Practice of Film and Television Education.

Paper 2: Film and Television History and Theory.

Paper 3: Children, Education and Television.

After the first year an alternative Paper 3 was made available: Realist and Anti--
Realist Theory and Practice in Film and Television.?®

The question papers in the early years were demanding, perhaps less so for those who were
regular readers of Screen and Screen Education. A question from the 1982 paper
provides a convincing example.

To what extent do you think it is desirable and possible to utilise 'structural
analysis' of film and television narrative in the classroom? Answer with reference
to: either Levi Strauss’s work on myth; or Metz’s syntagmatic analysis of film; or
Barthes’ work on the codes of narrative.”

As Ferguson, Alvarado and at Drummond were all at this time members of the Screen
Education Board, students were no doubt advised as to the advantages of their joining
SEFT. SEFT itself would benefit as students from the PGCE course when taking up
teaching posts would be available to be recruited to play volunteer roles within SEFT.
Those who joined SEFT from the Institute would have been subscribing at a time when the
Society was beginning to face financial difficulties. = These would not have been
immediately apparent since the Institute’s Library had shelves stacked with volumes of
Screen and Screen Education from the 1970s. Close inspection of the issues around the
end of the 1970s would have revealed evidence of the transitional processes that both

journals were undergoing.

Perhaps the main article of interest in Screen Education 26 (published in Spring 1978) was
that on ‘Examinations and Strategies’ by James Donald.>® There are two reasons for this
interest. Firstly Donald would shortly be appointed Editor in succession to Alvarade and

secondly because the issue of examinations highlighted a dilemma for SEFT. The wider
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society valued examinations and for working-class students examination success had for
decades provided the route that enabled them to achieve. On the other hand ‘the
examination system is bound to determine and limit subject areas, and must ultimately
stifle the radical potential of the space that any new subject area may create'.>’ Among the
journal’s readers were those members of the various consortia who were teaching the GCE
O Level in Film Study who would have wished to counter the argument. For them the
recognition and money that teaching film had now achieved at institutional level was

directly attributable to the status that being able to offer a GCE examination conferred.

The most significant part of Donald’s article for the purposes of this investigation is when
he poses 'the sensitive question of SEFT’s own location in the social formation - it is, after
all, funded mainly by the State (although at third or fourth hand). How long will its
privileged license [sic] as an oppositional clerisy be secure?’*? Donald then contrasts
SEFT with the Media Studies Association. The latter was a short lived attempt to have a
professional body for media teachers whereas Donald clearly sees SEFT, long established
as such a body for teachers of film and television, as something very different. He asks
'How can SEFT most effectively intervene in the current debate (the struggle between
ideologies about education) -- crucially at the level of theory, but also politically?'33 He
wants to put on the agenda ‘the question of SEFT's relationship to the organised working
> 34

class’. The questions around SEFT’s status and role would stay unresolved for the

remainder of the Society’s existence.

A response to Donald is provided by 'Reading the Realist Film' which is the most extensive
article in the issue.> Taking up a debate that had been running in Screen, the author Tony
Stevens, having engaged with the theoretical arguments, enquires as to the role that this
theory of realism plays in the teaching of film. For Stevens the class struggle is at the heart
of the realism debate because 'For the ruling class film language is transparent,
communicating or expressing a world of meaning which confirms its rule’.*® Teaching
‘realism’ therefore means engaging with the class struggle and demonstrating to working-

class students that realism is 'the very term of the involvement of film in that struggle'.’’

Screen Education 27 (the last to credit Alvarado as Editor) has an editorial which seeks to
identify the problems confronting both BFI and SEFT in the development of a British film
culture. The BFI is perceived as making a virtue of its reluctance to adopt a political
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stance, since in so doing it avoids being targeted by those who might take a different
stance. But Screen Education argues that not taking a political stance is by default the
adoption of a political stance. It argues that pre-1971, SEFT too had avoided taking a
political stance but had subsequently decided that 'financially and institutionally, it was in
a key position to attempt to make a more serious and sustained intervention into the
existing British film and TV culture’.*® To assist in the widening of the horizons of the
Society's work, ‘education’ was defined in its widest sense. ‘As all practices are pelitical
so too are they educational’.*’

Alvarado was joined in the editing of this issue by Roy Stafford and Elizabeth Cowie. The
established practice was for Alvarado to draft an editorial and for the issue editors then to
comment.*’ Given that Alvarado was on the point of leaving SEFT, perhaps here he was
concerned to redefine the Society's fundamental task and the distinctiveness of its status in
relation to the BFI. However it is clear that, whatever means are to be employed, both
organisations have a fundamental responsibility to film culture. It would become
increasingly apparent in the succeeding years that the territory which the BFI and SEFT
had once occupied in isolation would be increasingly impinged upon as higher education
expanded and academics saw the potential for developing courses in a wide range of new
study areas (Communications/Culture/Media/Film). These would necessarily include the

study of film and television.

Although Screen Education 28 was the first to have Donald credited as Editor, its editorial
is signed by Donald, Alvarado, Richard Collins and Bob Ferguson. It reads as a
continuation of the thinking of the previous editorial and attempts to define 'the central
concern of Screen Education’ or at least to identify the kinds of questions that need to be
asked if someone is to 'teach about film and television against the grain of both the media
and the education system'."' In the light of how Screen Education's priorities were to
change under the new editorship, it is less important to list here what the questions were
than to note how Screen Education still clearly saw its role as being in the arena of
teaching film and television. There was then an assumption that those choosing to engage

in this arena were politically progressive. If Screen had championed certain theorists, here

Screen Education would promote Gramsci and Bourdieu.
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By Screen Education 29 there were two new members of the editorial board: Simon Frith,
a lecturer in sociology and Irene Payne, a London teacher. The issue’s innovation was to
foreground articles on sexuality, the principal ones being by Frith and Angela McReobbie.
McRobbie was a research student at the Leicester Centre for Mass Communication
Research who would succeed Donald and become Screen Education's final editor for it is
closing issues. There had been little previous contact between SEFT and the Leicester
Centre. McRobbie's involvement and Frith’s being on the board were indicative of
Donald's intention to seek contributions from institutions that had previously not had an
effective connection with SEFT. Another relatively new contributor was Jo Spence, co-
founder of Photography Workshop, whose article explored how class was insufficiently
considered in the representation of women. The third contributor on sexuality was Gregg
Blachford, a member of Gay Left collective, who wrote on pornography and its potential

for subversive readings.

Given the new territory which these articles were introducing to Screen Education, the
introductory editorial refers back to the beginnings of the revived Screen Education and to
its declaration that the journal had to be involved in the construction of the theory that
would support the film and television teacher. The editorial concedes that the articles may
be read as provocative but argues that together they change the way in which much of the
then current teaching about stereotyping was being effected. Simply to deplore the use of
stereotypes as demeaning to individuals who might be thereby identified was to miss the
fundamental point that stereotypes were 'ideological constructions with determinate

political outcomes'.*

At this period, Donald, as both Education Officer and Editor of Screen Education,
established closer contact with the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural
Studies.” There had been little contact between it and SEFT for most of the 1970s, despite
the broad similarity of their projects. It might be assumed that the BCCCS, housed within
the University of Birmingham’s English Department, would have been the better funded
organisation. It seems however that SEFT with its two printed journals and four staff was
in the stronger position. The Birmingham Centre for many years had only duplication
facilities by which it published the papers of its research graduates. Screen’s contributors
had access to a more prestigious form of publication. Notably absent from the Centre's

research programme were papers on aspects of film. The reason was simple. While
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Screen, through its BFI connection, had easy access to screening facilities, the

Birmingham Centre could not even afford a 16 mm projector.**

Stuart Hall (Acting Director of the Centre from 1968-72 and then Director till 1978)
welcomed Donald’s involvement of researchers and staff from the Centre in writing for
Screen Education and he subsequently regretted its ceasing publication since he regarded
it as the more accessible of SEFT’s magazines.” The Centre’s relationship with Screen
had been rather different. The contacts between them had been limited. Screen had
published an article by Rosalind Coward to which the Centre had responded.*® Coward
had attacked both Screen and the Centre. In his editorial introducing Coward's article,
Nowell-Smith had summarised her attack on Screen, where he considered that she was
claiming that the journal had 'failed to develop adequately certain implications of its work
on representation’. Her onslaught on the Centre was more severe,

...arguing that its theory of culture as an expression of class and class interests fails
to recognise, in fully Marxist terms, the complexity of the way 'cultural'
representations are produced and the determining action of the means of
representation (with its attendant possibilities of subject position) on the
represented.47

In its defence, the Centre sought first 'to repudiate the sectarian manner in which this attack
was conducted'.*® The authors from the Centre felt that Coward had picked only two of its
papers and generalised her attack from these. Hall now concedes that Coward was correct
in demonstrating that the Centre whilst 'always at a distance from a full-blown theoreticist

paradigm' retreated into 'an anthropological class-based version of culture'.*’

It is useful to compare the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies and
SEFT/Screen/Screen Education as 1970s institutions. There were several notable
similarities. Each was regarded as potentially subversive by a larger 'parent' institution,
respectively the University of Birmingham and the British Film Institute. This reputation
for subversiveness then served to attract graduate students to Birmingham and activists to
SEFT. Marxist thinking was fundamental to both but, as John Ellis discovered when
joining SEFT after time spent researching at Birmingham, each answered to a very
different kind of Marxism.® Each had survived an attempt to close it down: SEFT when
Whannel and his colleagues resigned from the BFI in 1971 and BCCCS when it became

clear that Hoggart would not return to continue as Director of the Centre when he left his
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secondment to UNESCO in 1972. Both organisations survived these attempts, though by
different mechanisms: Rohdie deployed the activism of the New Left against a vulnerable
BFI management; Hall called on the academic reinforcements of Raymond Williams and

James Halloran.”!

The legacy of Leavis impinged on both SEFT and BCCCS and the shared intellectual quest
was for a more theoretical and less intuitive approach to their non-literary investigations.
In neither case would the search be for a home-grown replacement theory; the choice was
considered to lie between European and US alternatives. Both took the European option.
Screen defined itself by being outside the academy. The Centre, despite its physical
location within the Birmingham University Campus, was effectively also operating outside
the academy. It had from its inception in 1964 gathered together graduates engaged in
collective research at a time when such a phenomenon had no formally agreed status
within the academy.® Perhaps it was this uncertainty around its position within the
University which resulted in the Centre neither approaching nor being approached by the
BFI when there was the offer of funded film lectureships. The Centre would certainly have
welcomed both the funding which the lectureship would have brought and the novel
intellectual stimulus that film study might have provided. Hall now regrets that no such
overture was ever made by either party. 'It would have been an inspired move but it never

happened."

There were differences between SEFT and the Centre, as Hall acknowledges. - Since it was
he rather than Hoggart who had recognised the need to go beyond Leavis in the search for
theory and had therefore taken the Centre in that direction, Hall is perhaps being rather
self-effacing when he describes the Centre's approach as 'always bringing a low-flying
pragmatism to these over elaborated questions'.”* Nevertheless there was a fundamental
difference specifically between Screen and the Centre in that Screen sought to develpp
theory while the Centre wanted to find a methodology for applying theory to society.
Hall’s assessment is similar to that which Willemen would make.

Occupying Marxist theory at a very advanced level was for Screem the only
Justification needed for their politics. ... Theory was operating in a realm of theqry
which generated theory.”

SEFT had two journals. Each needed to meet publication deadlines and to have copy ready

for the printers. This regime imposed its own discipline which was absent from the Centre
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where individual post-graduates worked at their own pace on their own projects. Each
journal wanted to demonstrate a collective authority in its publication, rather than
individual authorship. The Editorial Board meetings were therefore experienced very
differently by board members from the way in which the Centre's graduates were able to
move between a selection of 'work in progress' seminars. But some of the work presented

at these seminars found its way into the later issues of Screen Education.

By Screen Education 30 two additional members had been recruited to the Board. They
were: Philip Simpson, who was the newly appointed Adult Education Officer in the BFI’s
Educational Advisory Service, and Madeleine McDonald, a member of the Faculty of
Education at the Open University. This issue would have reached members in the run-up
to the 1979 General Election. The tone of the editorial with its references to cuts, to- the
declining school population and to the wide circulation of 'a coherent critique from the
radical, populist Right' reflects what must have been the mood of many SEFT members.>
The Screen Education project is defined. The statement takes on a political urgency and
is expressed with a precision of language that suggests the involvement of Jim Grealy, one
of the joint editors for that issue.

This project remains the elaboration of the theoretical bases of critical teaching
about film and television and an investigation of the relationship of these strategies
to the developing knowledge about the mass media's place in the social formation.’’

As a statement of intent it is wide ranging, but by virtue of its generality it will enable the
inclusion by the end of the next paragraph of 'socialists working within the educational and
cultural apparatuses' who can 'try to transform the relations of the State... in the interests of

dominated social classes’.>®

There follows the only piece that Donald would write for Screen Education during his
editorship, a response to the 1977 Green Paper Education in Schools, in which he calls for
'a theory of ideological struggle'.59 A role in this struggle is envisaged for SEFT, here
redefined as 'a cultural organisation' and associated with (among others) the Socialist
Teachers” Alliance. Such organisations should, Donald suggests, follow Gramsci and
produce 'a series of ideological, religious, philosophical, political and juridical polemics,
whose concreteness can be estimated by the extent to which they are convincing, and shift
the previously existing disposition of social forces'.®® However since SEFT, Donald

concedes, is not a political party he is then somewhat constrained in what he proposes that
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the Society may offer. What he does in the article is to prescribe a course of action for
teachers. Those in state education 'should be using all the resources available to them to

create an expanding layer of "organic intellectuats™.®'

In the same issue Philip Simpson (a former college of education lecturer) writes about the
closure of many colleges of education (as the teacher training colleges had been re-
designated). This had a particular resonance for lecturers in film where during the 1960s
and early 1970s film and television study had found its only higher education niche. Nqow
it seemed that the small number of colleges offering such a specialism was threatened.
Simpson’s case is that even though the consequences of the imminent fall in school pupil
numbers that had triggered the closure programme had been resisted by those working in
the colleges, this resistence had had almost no effect since decisions were being taken on a
simplistic numbers basis at a very remote governmental level. Readers of this issue would
have had to confront the disparity between what Donald was proposing as a potentially
influential role for SEFT (in the opening pages) and what Simpson was identifying as the
reality dominating the lives of those who were college of education lecturers (at the back
of the journal). Perhaps this was an inevitable outcome for SEFT where the boards of its

Jjournals were increasingly occupied by those furthest from the educational front lines.

Another new board member, John Tagg, then an art historian from Leeds University but
formerly at the BCCCS, had joined by Screen Education 31. He had previously
contributed to Screen Education 28 where he had continued the interest that the journal
had been showing for several issues in photography. The poor quality of photographic
reproduction in Screen Education, consequent -upon the type of paper on which it was
printed, would soon be remedied with the introduction of a section printed on glossy paper,

starting with Screen Education 34.%

Issue 31, with its contents generated entirely under Donald’s editorship, has a range of
articles covering areas which had been addressed in the previous sequence of issues. Their
diversity is used as justification for the reorientation of Screen Education which returns to
the recently abandoned practice of having a title for the issue. This one is 'Interventions'.

The logic of Screen Education’s shift from its original limited concern with
teaching about film and television to engagement with broader cultural questions is
made clear by the way that certain issues cut across these articles.”
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The rebranding it seems is now a fait accompli, though a specific announcement is made to
the effect that the next issue is going to include 'a new look at some of the central terms in
the field of film studies'.*® However, when Screen Education 32/33 appeared its title was
‘History/Technology/Culture’.

Francis Mulhern's book The Moment of Scrutiny had just been published.®’ This was an
account of the intervention by Leavis into the teaching of English. Screen Education
engages with the book’s publication and Scrutiny is exhibited as an example of effective
journalistic intervention into cultural practice. However the editorial has to concede that
‘such journalism can only become effective if it fits in with a range of other - often more
direct - tactical engagements with educational practices and institutions'.® By which one
must infer that the effectiveness of Leavis was probably more the result of cohorts of
Cambridge English graduates going into school teaching, than simply through the
publishing of Scrutiny. What appears to be happening in this editorial is a retreat from its
previous hard-line position on the class struggle: ‘we do not see a strategic perspective in
terms of donning a set of political certitudes like the team colours before a football
match’.’”  Mulhern had argued that Scrutiny’s flaw had been that it had attempted to
ignore politics. The lesson that Screen Education had taken from the Scrutiny experience
seemed to be that it might be in danger of going to the other extreme. If avoiding politics
was one danger, the other would be to retreat from 'a concern with specific cultural
struggles into a notion of politics as nothing but the clash of pre-given, economically

defined class interests'.%

Screen Education 32/33 despite its cover designation of 'History, Technology, Culture' is
divided into three different sections: ‘On Photography', 'Studies in Film' and 'Culture and
Communication'.  Another recruit had joined the Editorial Board: Hazel Carby, a
researcher at the Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies. At 100 pages the 'Studies in
Film' section dominates the issue. The editorial is more reflective and considered than
some of its immediate predecessors. This might have been stimulated by the arrival of
Anthony Smith as Director of the British Film Institute and his immediate intervention in
order to discover what the three grant- in-aid bodies did for the money the BFI allocated

for them.
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The editorial of this Screen Education is important for several reasons. Firstly the issue’s
editors were members of the Educational Advisory Service. Simpson would soon take
over as Head of what would be once again known as the Institute’s Education Department.
Cary Bazalgette would remain in the Department until 2007. Secondly it addresses the
issues raised at a conference 'Film and Media Studies in Higher Education' held in 1979.
Thirdly it identifies the question that must have perplexed readers who had been long-term
SEFT members: how was film study regarded in relation to the ever extending variety of

discourses that now preoccupied Screen Education?

Simpson's interventions at the BFI will be discussed subsequently. Undoubtedly his style
of management of the Department and his engagement with the Boards of both Screen
Education and then Screen would indicate that he was prepared to operate as Head of the
Department very much as Paddy Whannel had done. At this stage Simpson was notable
for being a long time SEFT member, an activist in the North East Film and Television
Teachers’ Association and a former lecturer in film at Alnwick College of Education. He
had a very different pedigree from the other new recruits to the Sereen Educatiorn Board.
(Bazalgette had been a member of the Board since joining Screen Education Notes in
1973.) Quite apart from their commitment to film study, both would have been very aware
of how the closely the SEFT journals were read and interpreted inside the British Film
Institute.

The 1979 Conference had been a very different event from that in York three years earlier.
The differences reveal how rapidly the world of screen education within the UK was
changing. 'Film and Media Studies in Higher Education' had been held at the University of
London Institute of Education in summer 1979, promoted by both the EAS and the
Institute’s Department of Educational Media. 'Media Studies' now shared equal billing
with ‘Film’ in the conference title. Only three years earlier at York, the status of Media
Studies had still been in question. The York conference had been aimed at secondary
school teachers, but in attendance they had been outnumbered by other interested parties.
The 1979 conference had been for those in higher education and the attendanee had
reached 170.% Indeed it seems that the expectation of the organisers had been such that
initially two separate conferences were envisaged to cope with the potential numbers.”® At

the event numbers were so great that each individual seminar group contained around

thirty people.
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Simpson had delivered a paper at the conference where he had drawn on research that he
had carried out before joining the BFI. He revealed that the study of film was offered on
courses in fourteen colleges/departments of education, twenty two universities and
seventeen polytechnics. In five of the polytechnics, film was offered in more than one
department.”’ The attendance figures at the conference confirmed Simpson’s research
which indicated that some fifty eight higher education departments already had staff
teaching film. There were undoubtedly numerous other conference participants abeut to
start such courses. A key paragraph in his report is revealing.

... lectures and seminars are structured around perspectives opened up by film
theory in the last few years. Ideology and cinema has already been mentioned as an
important concern, but the more recent work on film derived from structural
linguistics and psychoanalysis also tends to be introduced in courses where the
teachers recognise an obligation to ensure that students who have committed most
of their final year to Film Studies have an awareness of the current issues in the
field. Meeting this sense of obligation can often present difficulties since few film
teachers would claim competence in those disciplines from which much film theory
is currently derived.”

This huge expansion had been carried out by lecturers who had only minimal - if any -
training in what they were teaching. Some students might be taught by lecturers who were
current recipients of the BFI funded university lectureships. Seven were in place at the
time, either directly BFI funded or formerly funded lectureships which had been taken over
by the universities. But most students were probably taught by lecturers who were aware
that film study was now supported by theory, but a theory of which they had only a limited
grasp. The conference might have assisted/alarmed them when they saw how many others

shared their predicament.

It was in this environment that, as the Screen Education editorial reports, an atmosphere of
disenchantment was discernible. Given the background to the conference outlined above,
it is not surprising that negativity was to be found at the event. Clearly expectations of the
new subject area had been high in some quarters since the editorial reports that the
accusation which had been voiced about Film and Media Studies was that 'it has not only
failed to undermine traditional academic hierarchies and practices but has even become
“just another discipline” itself’.” The editors suggest that the responsibility for this state
of affairs was judged by the dissatisfied participants to be the consequence of two flaws; a

tendency to be ahistorical and to fetishise the film text. The editors refer to articles in the
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journal which they consider demonstrate that film study does not necessarily possess these
flaws and may therefore be read as a refutation of such claims.

A common implication of all these articles is that the 'object' of Film Studies is not
the film text as a unique object, but film-making practices (technological, industrial
and semiotic), bodies of films conceptualised generically or according to their
conditions of production, the history of film theory, and so on - in short, the
apparatus cinema.”®

Rather, they turn the argument back on the protesters at the conference and the protesters’
failure to conceptualise with equal rigour the institutional context in which Film and Media
Studies has been put to work - the education apparatus. Clearly the editors were
determined to resist the level of dissatisfaction that had been directed against film study.
Some share of the responsibility lay with the institutions that had in effect directed a
largely untrained workforce to teach in an emerging discipline, a discipline that was known

for its engagement with difficult theory.

Most importantly the editors seize the opportunity to commit the now wide-ranging Screen
Education to a definition of the specific version of film teaching that it wished to endorse.
It

...has a different and perhaps more precise educational purpose. This is to show
students how films produced within determinate socio-economic conditions
themselves produce meaning through systems of signification - meaning which by
its modes of representation in turn sustains social identities and categories. Film
Studies, in this view, is a way of challenging the ideological power of the cinema; it
can interrogate the nature and effectivity of the pleasure derived from films and can
give conceptual coherence to audiences’ resistances to them.”

Nevertheless Screen Education was being moved, by Donald, towards Cultural Studies.
At the end of the editorial the next issue, Screen Education 34, was trailed. It woyld
focus on 'parallel growth in recent years of activities given coherence by notions of
‘cultural struggle' and 'cultural studies'.”® Therefore there <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>