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‘documentaries hit the screens, purporting fo examine the lepal and so-
; .changes surrounding the emergence of pornography in Denmark and
¢ United States, while offering hard-core sequences by way of illustration.
mpilation features, presented as histories of the stag film, quickly fol-
wed.2 By mid-1g7o, the first hard-core narrative feature, Mona (diz. Bill
5c0, 1970}, appeared. Much of this history is recounted by Linda Williams,
ho concludes that in 1972 the “transition from illicit stag films to the legal,
tional narratives” was signaled by the arrival of Deep Throat (dir. Gerard
amiano, 1972}, which “burst inte the public consciousness™ (1999, 98).

ven though we lack a programmatic history of filmed hard-core por-
graphy, its development, as evidenced above, has been narrativized. The
@t has tended toward an overly rigid chronology: filmmakers jumping
ss a series of hurdles, offering greater explicitness with each leap on
pir way fo a predetermined end —nonsimulated representations of sexual
on screen.® This same account of a steady, teleological march under-
ed general film history for years and obscured many of the econornic
:'_ dusirial reasons for the eventual dominance of the narrative form in
trical motion pictures. What has become increasingly evident is that the
feature-length hard-core narrative constituted merely an entr’acte between

Gauging a Revolution: 16 mm Film and
the Rise of the Pornographic Feature

ERIC SCHAEFER

" The relationship between the entertainment industry and A
nography is much like that between the proper moneyed. fam
stack-jawed black-sheep cousin locked away in the attic. No onew
knowledge that it exists. No one wants to be caught near it. Ané;
one wanis to admit it has a history, for fear of being tainted by
about its past. So the history of filmed pornography—such asit i€
fragmentary, frequently unreliable, and as much the stuff of whi
folklore as of fact. What history has been written is most often i
histories of other, albeit related, topics, such as obscenity law.
Kenneth Turan and Stephen F. Zito’s Sinema, published in 19
fairly standard account of the development of the hard-core feati
as follows: during the 1960s, feature-length soft-core sexpimta
gained a foothold in the marketplace with Playboy-inspired imag
women and later of simulated sex. Around 1967, the sexploitatio
gone about as far as it could go” (Turan and Zito 1974, 77} Atabo;
time, shorts known as beaver films, which had previously circulat
ground and showed full female nudity with a focus on the gemi’
to appear above ground in San Francisco. The split beavet, actio
and hard-core loop began to appear shortly afterward By 196 9-
of “how-to” {eatures emerged, sometimes referred to as marriag
films or “white-coaters,” wearing the mantle of scientific respec
they ticked through visual rosters of sexual positions. Concurrer

els of essentially plotless underground stag movies in the years 1908 to
and the similarly plotless ruttings of porn in the video age {emerg-
in'the mid-198os and continuing to the present). Although the period
veen the early 1g70s and the mid-1980s is now widely regarded as the
den age” of the hard-core feature, little effort #ids gone into explaining
nd why the hard-core feature emerged when it did. The many diffi-
es involved in answering this question—and of constructing a history
i pornographic film —necessitate an approach that accounts not only
basic legal and industrial considerations but also for such causal factors
echnology. This history must then be considered within the appropriate
Fand political context.

¢ purpose of this essay is to explore the origings of the hard-core nar-
ve'featuire in the period from 196y to 1972, the year Deep Throat thrust
1o'the center of the cultural stage. By examining articles in trade maga-
s and newspapers, advertising, product catalogs and brochures, and the
5fhemse1ves (notably the overlooked so-called simulation movies), as
asthe discourse surrounding the films and the sexual revolution, we can
at a more nuanced understanding of how and why the pornographic
rire developed and why narrative became, for a time, the dominant para-
1in porn. What I want to suggest is that a set of historically specific
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material conditions of production and reception —notably the inirods gil}g in a range of vices. The films survived in an often hostile envi-

of 16 mm as a theatrical mode in the adult market — contributed to the ent by including a “square-up,” an introductory educational statement

vplained how exposure of the problem in guestion was necessary to

bout its eradication. But as the Hollywood studio system crumbled
9508, and with it the seli-regulatory infrastructure that had been in
nee 1922, mainstream productions began to reintegrate most of the
its taboo under the Production Code {Schaefer 1999}

“the late 19505 and early 1960s, a new wop of so-called nudie-cuties
ared —films that contained nudity but did not have an educational im-
atur. Russ Mevyer’s The [mmoral Mr. Teas (1959} is generally acknow!-
Ias the first of this new breed of exploitation film. It was quickly fol-
Lby araft of others, such as The Adventures of Lucky Pierre (dir. Hershell
6t Lewis, 1960} and Mr. Peter’s Pets (dir. Dick Crane, 1962). Mosi of
udie-cuties operated as comedies, and the dialogue or narration was
Sprmlded with double entendres, but they lacked overtly sexual situa-

Although female nudity provided the draw, it aiways remained dis-

ctresses were shot only from the waist up or from behind.

the pornographic feature. These conditions proved just as impottant.
individual legal decisions and the porn auteurs, often cited as major
in the development of the feature. Indeed, 16 mm films revolutioniz
adult film market, bringing hard-core films out of the back room and§ a
them “on: scene” in cities around the United States. The discourse of
tion—sexual and otherwise —was mobilized to differentiate the newt
films from existing adult motion picture product. Moreover, the e
tion film, which has been characterized as a dead end in the history of
pornography, competed directly with 16 mm films, making the fﬁnﬁ
strumental in the development of the hard-core feature.

This inquiry affords us several important outcomes. First, it fills in
of the gaps in the history of filmed pornography, a history that has ge1
ally gone ignored in film studies, despite the cultural and economici
the form has had on American entertainment since the late 19605.‘&_
one is “fer it or agin’ it,” an accurate understanding of the history
. udie-cuties gradually gave way to a greater range of sexploitation films
ﬂgﬂélly, though by no means always, constituted hictional narratives in-
ng spectacle: nudity in the context of sexual situations, and, in time,

pornographic feature would seem a prerequisite for continuing critic
cial, or legal discussions. Second, recent work has demonstrated theid
of influence sexploitation and pornography had on mainstream film
try practices in the 1960s and 1gy0s (Wyatt 1999; Lewis 2000). It
important that our understanding of the history of sexploitation ars.
nography approach the level of our understanding of Hollywood durin
period. Third, and finally, this history helps us acknowledge the divers:
in which the 16 mm gauge has been used —in amateur mowemakmg
perimental film, education, industry, and pornography.

ated sexual activity. The range of sexploitation films made during the

gincluded suburban exposés (e.g., Sin in the Suburbs [dir. Joe Sarno,

Y dramas about big-city decadence (e.g., To Turn a Trick [dir. Charles

drew, 19G7]), psychodramas about sexual obsession (e.g., The Curse of Her

[dir. Julian Marsh, 1968}), and spoofs of classic tales (e. g., Drocula the
Old Man [dir. William Edwards, 1969]) and contemiporary genres (€.g.,

i Spy [dir. William Hennigar, 1967)).

iortages of Hollywood movies and foreign “art” films in the early 1g0o0s

orced many exhibitors to turn to sexploitation. The Technical Report of
ommission on Obscenity and Pornography states that by 1969, roughly six
ndred drive-in and hardtop theaters, including specialized chains such
the Art Theater Guild and Pussycat, regularly played sexploitation prod-
Sampson 1971, 37). Louis Sher’s Art Theater Guild, for example, began
siring of houses specializing in European art films in 1954. By 1965,
had moved into distribution, releasing Andy Warhot titles like Lone-
Cowboys (dir. Andy Warhol and Paul Morrissey, 1968) and Flesn {dir.
Morrissey, 1968}, and eventually sexploitation and porn films such as
¢ Stewardesses (dir. Alf Siliman Jr., 1969), Mona, and History of the Blue
aviz {dir. Alex DeRenzy, 1970) (“Sherpix” 197z, 21). In 1961, businessman

The Sexploitation Film

Some discussion of the sexploitation market is necessary for contexty
ing the arrival of 16 mm pictures and the emergence of hard-core featus

n “Bold! Daring! Shocking! True!,” 1 discuss how from the early 19zos:
late 1950s “classical” exploitation films offered U.S. audiences the szghts
bidden by the Production Code as well as by many state and Jocal.ce
ship bodies. Usually couched as exposés of contemporary problems,e
tional tracts, or morality plays, classical exploitation films maintained i
position in the market by including moments of spectacle unlike anff
seen in mainstream movies: scenes set in nudist camps, shots of stripté
dances, and footage of childbirth, victims of venereal disease, and pe‘
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Vince Miranda bought and renovated a Los Angeles building that contai
a theater. After being arrested by the sheriff’s department for showi

bled together for as little as $5,000 to 310,000, a few of the more elaborate
slor productions made in 1969—70 cost more than si0o0,cc0 {Sampson
allegediy obscene movie, Miranda was drawn more deeply into thé--'p%z‘é
business as he expended time and money fighting the charge. Over
he purchased more theaters, which ultimately became California’s Pusss
Theater chain. By 1981, Miranda operated forty houses (Kaminsky :9';8'
Meanwhile, dozens of other urban theaters and rural drive-ins— partical

7%,32-34}. Rental terms differed from city to city and state to state. Low-
iand mid-range product usually rented for a lat fee, generally depend-
:on the size of the market and past performance. Better features could
mimand percentages (40).

By 1970, the sexploitation industry began to fracture, Traditional sexploi-

in the South - programmed steady streams of sexploitation movies.

I addition to theaters that reguiarly played sexploitation films, hun
of others booked them from time to time during the 1960s. Thisn
grew, especially as breakout pictures such as I, o Woman {dir. Mac Ahl
1966}, Vixen (dir. Russ Meyer, 1968), and Without a Stitch (dir. Anz
Meineche, 1970) had long runs in showcase and neighborhood theat
As Variety observed, when Audubow’s Danish import I, a Woman.*
itself from the exploifation houses, it invaded suburbia and immed
struck paydirt” (“Far Out” 1967, 13). The film broke into respectable ven
early in its American run in 1966, when it played the Trans-Lux on
fifth Street in Manhattan (Corliss 1973, 23). Other sexploitation _tifia
lowed —enough that the major {ilm companies and their representati
came concerned that sexploitation pictures were getting beokings i

ttion theaters were becoming either low-end houses, which ran the cheap-
Fmaterial possible, or high-end operations, such as the Pussycat chain,
ich sought out only the highest-quality product (Kaufman n.d ). But more
portant 1o the development of hard-core motion pictures, the industry
s also cleaving along the lines of 16 mm and 35 mm production and ex-
ition.

&géf'Beavers and Storefront Theaters

':923, 16 mm equipment was standardized and began to be marketed
sm “amateur” gauge, in contrast to the 35 mm gauge for “professionals.”
5m that point on, companies such as Kodak and Bell and Howell mar-
ted the 16 mm gauge as a leisure product for middle- and upper—middie-
chains—and in early 1970, Motion Picture Association of America(s
president Jack Valenti launched a campaign to dissuade exhibitors
booking sexploitation films (“Metzger and Leighton” 1g70, 4; “Valer
‘Personal’ Campaign” 1970, 4-5; “Valenti: Too Many” 19706; “Valenti
sonal” 1970, 4-5).
An established group of distributors and subdistributors served th
dreds of theaters playing sexploitation product, either regularly or ece;
ally. American Film Distributing {arp), Audubon, Boxoffice Internari
Cambist, Distribpix, Entertainment Ventures, Fve, and Olympic Tt
tlonal were just some of the larger corapanies that carved out aly :
segment of the motion picture marketplace. In 1968, azp, Boxofficed
tional, Distribpix, and Olympic International collectively released thir
pictures. In 1969, between 135 and 150 feature-length sexpioitatior_f pic
hit the circuit (Sampson 1971, 33). A catalog issued by Distribpix
which listed product from the previous five years, included {me-f}
feature-length titles, the vast majority in color (Distribpix Catalogu
In addition, dozens of smaller companies issued a film or two pery
Sexploitation fiims were produced and exhibited in 35 mm for si5,
$23,000, with “a fair number” coming in at $40,000. While some wére

sy families (Zimmermann 1695, 17-3z). Families not only shot amateur

ies and family subjects but also bought and rented short films on a
de mnge of topics. Outfits such as Castle Films, Official Films, and Black-
Hawk specialized in newsreels, sports films, and comedies, but other com-
ies produced adult “art studies,” available to home collectors via direct
ail and through camera stores and other cutlets (Schaefer forthcoming).
ce at least the mid-1930s, several individuals and companies, including
rt Productions, Pacific Ciné Productions, and Vanity Productions, pro-
i od and sold these nonnarrative shorts, which usually featured one or two
mén lounging around on a set, in an apartment, orina landscape. Many
ts included full frontal nudity, as well as the caveat that they were “pro-
ed-for the exclusive use of artists and art students.” The status of 16 mm
ged during World War I and in the postwar period as a result of its
¢ i combat and newszeel photography, as well as in the burgeoning edu-
nal market, As lower-priced, easier-to-use 8 mm equipment became
pular among amateurs and home-movie enthusiasts in the 19505, 16 mm
meto be considered a semiprofessional —but still a nontheatrical — gauge
immermann 1993, 117-18).

tteen-millimeter adult films began to move out of the home and into
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public exhibition at the beginning of 1967, the year the San Francisco Exang “mm and super-& products. Those who made 16 mum adult movies were
iner advertised the first beaver films. The Roxie, a fraditional theater with

several hundred seats at Sixteenth Street and Valencia, had been serving i

vsearch of a new market for their wares. Second, students in college film
ourses were using t6 mm equipment to make adult movies, both to earn
a steady stream of so-called nudies when it offered “Naughty Nymphs aa amoney and to hone their ilmmaking skills. Making 16 mm films with
Eager Beavers at Their Busy Best,” and proclaimed itself “Home of the Eager
Beaver Films.” A little over a month later, the Peerless, at Third and Missid
also began advertising “Eager Beaver Films.” Those two houses were's;}q%z
joined by the Gay Paree and other venues. The designation of eager bean

borrowed equipment in a field with no set ground rules wag a realistic option
orthese students; making 35 min sexploitation films would have proven dif-
¢ult. Third, and finally, sexploitation films were gradually becoming more
wplicit. By 1967, full frontal female nudity - usually limited to fairly brief
Jm may have described the enthusiasm of the on-screen performers, but, ashes —was a regular feature of sexploitation films. That 16 mm produc-
more important, the term served as a signal for these who knew that &
ver was 4 euphernism for the female pubic area. The Gay Paree and Peeriess
used standard ads that indicated when their programs changed. The Rogi
was far more imaginative in its advertising, announcing program chana‘ :

on remained relatively anonymous and inexpensive and that sexploitation
flins were somewhat more daring (as well as protected by increasingly “lib-
‘eral” court decisions) seems to have given 16 mm filmmakers and other
w-end operators reason to push acceptable theatrical limits and make and
with new titles such as “Beaver Picnic,” “Beaucoup Beavers,” “Beavers how inexpensive beaver films.*
Sea,” “Beavers in Bloom,” and “Eager Beavers Demanding Their Rights
“Beaver Protest,” g
The beaver films emerged from the tradition of home and arcade film
shot on and exhibited with 16 mm equipment and featuring completely
nude models. Beyond use of the 16 mm gauge, early art studies and the b
vers shared certain attributes. At the basic structural level, each fea’aﬁ‘ﬁ%&_ :
naked female, or females, posing for the camera. The films tended to be be;
tween three and ten minutes long and were usually constructed of a series of
shots, rather than a single long take. The women #ho posed for the camie
tended to acknowtiedge its presence and that of the unseen spectator. :
But differences between the art studies and the beavers existed as Ve
The women in the art studies were more quiescent, in keeping with the éo
templative qualities of the nude (Nead 1992, 5-33.). By contrast, the women
in the beaver films employed more overtly sexual gazes and movemen
they licked their lips, ground their pelvises, and humped the beds or cuu{:hew
on which they reclined. As Eithne johnson suggests, the beaver films “were
influenced by the ‘moving camera’ style of documentary productions [a
of amateur filmmaking,” whick implied an “intimacy and spontaneity” that
conveyed an “apparently spontaneous, seemingly unscripted scene of se:e}uz;
display.” The increased sense of intimacy and spontaneity in the beaver filps
were partand parcel of the 16 mm gauge and the discourses of “naturaligr
attached to it (1999, 312-14). :
The shift in where 16 mm adult films were shown— from homes 3l
cades, and low-profile peep-show venues to theaters —occurred for sever_;a_j
reasons. First, in the home market, 16 mm had been displaced by chea?e_r

Initially, there was little incentive for sexploitation theaters equipped with
s mm projection and a steady customer base to install 16 mm projectors to
tow plotless shorts. Indeed, the limited brightness of standard 16 mm pro-
ction made 16 mm hardly ideal for hardtops, and even less so for drive-ins.
his necessitated the creation of new, smaller venues. Storefront theaters,
ometimes calied “pocket theaters” or “mini cinemas,” began to crop up,
nany operated by those who made the films. These theaters were consider-
bly different from sexploitation houses not only in the product they showed
it also in their layouts and start-up and operating costs.

Much like turn-of-the-century nickelodeons, these theaters were, liter-
lly, storefronts. They had no more than two hundred seats, and some had

a5 few as forty, In many cities, operators could evade zoning regulations
_'d fire codes, as well as having to pay license and insurance fees, because
ey often had too few seats to qualify as theaters (“araa: Danger” 1970, 4).
This meant that storefront theaters-~and their product—could escape ini-
al, potentially negative scrutiny from city officials, thus establishing a foot-
old before opposition could mount. Mareover, a storefront could open and
perate on a significantly lower investment than a standard hardrop or drive-
;. Although some operators claimed to have poured as much as $65,000
_"to storefront conversions {much of it to construct raked floors), a couple
f days and a few thousand dollars were reaily all that was needed to con-
vert a loft or a basement into a mini cinema. Pete Kaufman of Astro-jemco,
Dallas-based sexploitation distributor, estimated that a 16 mm operation
ould be started for about $3,000 {Kaufman n.d.}. The most important and
zepensive piece of equipment was the 16 msn projector. Beyond that, in the
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earliest days, when beaver fitrog did not have synchronized sound, a recerd

LL FEMALE |
ALL COLOR !
ALL ACTION 1
ALL WAYS |

OHE WEEK
1 JUNE 25 thru JULY 1}
HERHOTTEST SHOW IN TOWN
3z DIRECT FROM SAS FRANCINGO
: WE SOCK 1T 10 YOU FOR 2
J@ UL HOURS N MUSHING cOLOR
NOW SHOWING

of a tape player was necessary to provide music.®

Like the start-up costs, operating costs for storefronts were low. In Sa
Francisco, average weekly operating budgets in 1970 totaled roughly 63,500
— 1250 for rent, 5750 for projectionists, 5500 for other employees, s500for
management and miscellaneous expenses, sso0-3750 for advertising, &
750 for film. Operating costs were lower for venues with sufficient Wi
in trade to make advertising unnecessary or that operated for fewer hou
Storefronts made up for their small number of seats with inflated ticl
prices, usually at least s3 or $4, and sornetimes $5. “Five bucks, no maties
who you are,” wrote James Fulton in 1969, “is a lot of bread for a movie. But

N

: WORLD
it is, I still maintain, worth it” (1969, 75). The five-dollar ticket price tend ad PREMIERE
to be higher than what sexploitation theaters charged, which in turn w ' ALL REW (;-im SHOW:
more than the average admission ($2) at majnsiream cinemas. The high EXPERINENTAL UNDERGROUND FILIS

ADULTS ONLY! :

CENTER THEATRE

: for the Center Theatre in
52 WH!‘FTIER BLVD, 263-9631 ;
WEEN EASTERN & ATLANTIC BLVD Los Angeles aligned the
=2 CONT INUOUS FROM 16 AM, sexually explicit 16 mm
IDNITE SHOW . EVERY FRI & SAT f YR i
ADIES ADMITTED FREE WITH ESCORT beaver film with expgr:
: _?Anxmc AT REAR OF THEATRE mental underground films.”

OO U ML ARSI U Coliection of the author.

price conveyed a sense of forbiddenness, but it also helped defray the pe
odic legal hills. .

Somie storefronts, such as the Venus Adult Theater in Pasadena, Cahf
nia, even imposed membership fees.” Others offered discounts of a doli
or two for couples and senior citizens or free admission for women with|

1. This 1969 newspaper ad

MMM

corts {“A Reader's Review” 1973, 8). Lengthy hours of operation also hé}p:
make up for minimal seating capacity. Most storefronts were open by mi
morning and drew their largest crowds during the business day. Success

storefront theaters in San Francisco were gble to pull in as much as $10,0
per week, although researchers at the time claimed that most settled for
weekly takes on the order of 54,000 (Sampson 1971, 55).

The success of 16 mm adult films in San Francisco, and the fact that th
remained relatively unmolested by law enforcement officials there, fed.
the proliferation of similar enterprises across the city and then the count;
The Commission on Obscenity and Pornography estimated that as of Jume
1970, there were about fourteen storefronts operating in San Francisco a
at least one hundred in Los Angeles. The Los Angeles area sported the Si
box Adult Theater, the Xanadu Pleasure Dome, Cinematheque 10, the Filn
Festival in Hollywood, and the Venus Adult Theater in Pasadena. Maﬁ.
these places were fairly nondescript and avoided provocative POSters ot i
tures that might offend moral watchdogs. Perhaps the “loudest” fronf w
the Film Festival, with its large “Open 24 Hours” sign and promise of “Hol}
wood's New Super Stags.” The Xanadw’s large marquee discreetly promiééiﬁ
“Adults Only - Fantastic Color Features— Best in Hollywood.” The entran

the Cinematheque 16 was little more than an anonymous doorway under
drawning (“A Reader’s Review"” 1973, 8.

iew York was somewhat slower to make the move into 16 mm. Regu-
nr&]eanup efforts by police and politicians created a more cautious atmo-

sphere, but by June 13, 1968, ads for beaver films had begun to appear in
‘%v‘ﬁilage Voice. Advertising for 16 mm movies began to appear regularly
late 1969, and by early 1970, the beavers were firmly ensconced (“N.Y.
vals” 1970, 4). The Commission on Obscenity and Pornography estimated
{Hiat about three dozen 16 mm houses were in operation in New York City
mid-1970 (Sampson 1971, §5). One could see 16 man films at the Avon on
swenth Avenue or the Circus Cinema on Broadway between Forty-seventh
aid Forty-eighth Streets. Rex and Chelly Wilson operated the Cameo and
2 Tivoli, as well as the Fros 1 and 2, which started with beaver shorts and
wved into 16 mm features {Verrill 1970e€, 3). There were also the store-
mts of the New Era chain—considered the lowest of the low. The mar-
¢e of the Paree Adult Cinema on Seventh Avenue covered the sign of a
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billiard parlor, and the theater itself was little more than a space section uetions, run by Arlene Elster and Lowell Pickett, proeduced films for the
off from the pool room by two-by-fours and Sheetrock (“Crackdown i

: utter Cinerna, also in San Francisco {although both the O'Farrell and the
Way” 1970, 4). The Mermaid Theater on Forty-second Sireet offered feinale

Jutter were considered a step above typical storefronts).

beavers on one sczeen and male “heavers” on a second {(“N.Y. Rivals™ The quality of the films that played storefront theaters ran the gamui.

4). Other major cities had at least five or six storefront operations, and ever nitially, the films were short and silent, but the spread of 16 mm store-
some small towns had one ortwo. Ina 1970 article entitled “How SkinE.

Hit Bible-Belt Waterloo, lowa,” Newsweek described the ninety-six-seat

onts pushed entrepreneurs to differentiate their theaters not only from
exploitation houses, by showing more graphic content, but also from corn-
Cinema 16, which had opened on Commercial Street to cater to fam” eting storefrents. In addition to becoming more explicit by showing so-
traveling salesmen, and students from the University of Northern iog called split beavers and action beavers, by spring 1969, 16 mm theaters

Except for possible legal bills, the largest ongoing expense to & troduced a number of variations, induding sound-on-film {“talking bea-

storetront theaters came from the films themselves. As with the ¥ 5"}, 3-D, multiple screens, lesbian action, and male films.? Announcing

movie business at the turn of the century, pictures were initially sold : new policy” was also a fairly regular ploy to attract patrons. An ad for San
right to storefront exhibitors. When interviewed by John Sampson f cisco’s Paris Theater in the August 1, 1969, Examiner claimed that the
Commission on Obscenity and Pornography, San Francisco exhibiig gater was 1o longer showing one-girl-only shorts. “All of our films,” stated
Natali claimed that there was no system of national distribution for ;
storefront films (Natali n.d.). He noted that one company, Able Film
Angeles, had traveling salesmen who peddled films from city to utv .

filim maven David F. Friedman has recounted how producers would:

e'ad, “are featurettes with boys and girls, girls and girls, and various com-
iations” (Paris Theater 1969). Two weeks later, the Pink Kat advertised
sitty minutes of “brand new favorites” —shorts —in synch sound, as well ag
ne-hour feature. It was the move to feature-length narrative films that
couriers out to seil prints directly to exhibitors for cash (Friedman’ 39§ ve the 16 mm format continued viability (Pink Kat 196¢}.7 In 1969, James
Since sales often took place one on one, 16 mm producers —unlike sex

tation producers —did not have to provide posters, press books, or othe

ton described how boredom set in for the beaver film patron after only
: hour: “You find yourself getting bored, even though, when you glance
vertising materials. Printed lists or one-page fliers, sometimes withap
graph or a crudely drawn pictufe, announcing a film's availability to 1k
storefront operator were all the promotion that was necessary, further sk
ing costs. Procucers could hope to sell twenty to thirty prints to sterefré'
in various cities before pirates nabbed films and started duping them! it
cause they operated on the borderline of legality, there is no evidence of g

at the screen, the Thing is still there in all its glory. Suddenly you are
ightened. Is this it? You ask yourself. Am [ getting too old to cut 127 (75).

uteen-Millimeter Features and Revolutionary Discourse

udience boredom may have helped push 16 mm producers to move into
ducers trying to prosecute the pirates.) Natali stated that the average cli
for a four hundred-foot color print was s50-$60. This figure is back
by a sales brochure from Los Angeles-based mas Enterprises, which offer
four hundred-foot reels for 545 and five hundred-foot reels for s50 Q“?
n.d.; M&B Enterprises 1970). :

Some exhibitors produced their own 16 mm films, and, after thev had
played in their theaters, they peddled them to other storefronts. Not.oh
did this allow the exhibitors to remain aware of local obscenity prosecatis
but it also kept them in touch with what their patrons liked and disik
For example, most of the two hundred or so movies made by the Mﬂdéw
Brothers prior to Behind the Green Door (1g772) were rarely shown anw’:ez
eise but in their own theater, the O'Farrell in San Francisco, and Les Pr

atures. But the 16 mm producers were compelied into a position of inno-
fion to stay a step ahead of traditional 35 mem sexploitation, which, in turn,
ad been forced into greater explicitness by the arrival of the beavers and
nereasingly sexy Hollywood fare. Running out of variations for short films,
w10 mm outfits began to improve their technical qualities and incorpo-
e story lines into their displays of genital explicitness {Rhys 1971, 35-56;
Porn and Popcorn,” 1971, n.p.).*° The initial feature-length 16 mm sex films,
fren clocking in at barely one hour, were known in the trade as simulation
flms. These combined the increased genital explicitness of the beaver with
nénarrative conventions of the established sexploitation movie.

~In an interview with Dan Rhys, Jean of M7 Productions and Mar-Jon Dis-
ttibution explained that as of 1970, the 35 mm sexploitation market and the
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What You've been Waiting for!

Here womes Tedl, 4

“#used book shop. Although the cause-and-effect relationships are not par-
ticularly strong, a general trajectory emerges as she seeks, and eventually
“finds, sexual satisfaction. The Mind Blowers (Harlan Renvok, 1968), a satire
on sex research, concerns Professor Gotterdam, who captures the sexual fan-
tasies of his subjects by recording their brain waves. Havoc ensues when his
assistant mixes up the fapes and induces aliernate fantasies in the subiects.
In these films, men in undershorts “humped” naked women, and women

vore ecstatic expressions as men-- or women —4dipped below the frame to
“offer them oral pleasure.
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Mg sily. VANiTIeg wiTh her aléesr raeser
Sanay $61 HNP BUKICH, DAL qulokly sveses
thit thers iz Gowesbng a Bt anuRuRl
sbowt 21 TNE map AT hwop popplag Lo
t8 oo baxr £aEIeT.

HERE COMES
DODI

An ¥MJ PRODUCTION

Dedt toufro#ts Smndy with her imowiedge
of thoe type af  Cwonk" bz mtaver ic e
vt 34 632 Savive thet Podh is wpest
Sandy- offers to eurisil her wosk whilc
il 1n sTaring RATh eI, KGCh So har
sitprice, Deds Amsiutz i lemsalny the
tmanenx  and  sincw Samer has 4 BORED af
016, e P SwTEme bur tedy siater's
enqunt

et follewn, &5 Bodi is wmdsctriestes
ASIn. TR ways of DIesAing med 18 froe-
tloda weenlc ol scosibes comaral, mR
a1l sm £, 3t lenas to &0 BIaoTAE f -4
SATARS SRERTTEISHED Whemwsre,

¢ In the latter part 0of 1969, Cosmas financed a series of :6 mm color fea-
“tures shot in California. Like the sexploitation films, these simulation fea-
‘tures included a narrative, albeit a rather Himited one. For instance, in Cos-
mos's The Line Is Busy (1969}, Jack spends his time finding women’s phone
qumbers in men’s rooms or on the walls next to pay phones, A call and some
smooth talk lead him from one sexual adventure to another. “Unbelievable,”
+be exclaims; “two days, three broads, and it only cost a dime.” Jack’s esca-
pades are cut short when he visits his doctor who tells him, “You're in the
advanced stages of a very rare genital disease. . . . Jack, I'm afraid your sex life
s ovey forever” The Runaround (1970) is the story of Fred and [ackie, who
suffer from marital problems. Jackie is always in an amorous mood when

Fred returns from work, but he complains he is too tired to make love to her,

2. Fiiers such as this one—
for MdJ Productions’ Here.

_' ﬁ : Comes Dodi (1970)~

alerted storefront theate_r
15“‘ FEATURE LENGTH FULLCOLOR PICTURE  gperators of the availabiity:

of new features. Courtésy-
of Something Weird Vidg
Collection. ’

GRBEL 1o
MAR - iOR

(23 dds-dive

16 mm market began to meld. “There is a lack of 35 mm sexploitation prod
uct,” she explained, “and the majors are producing general release films 3
hotasthe old 15 mm sexplbitations were, S0 now the 35 mm sexploiters hav
to get hotter, the same as the 16 mm producers have been going for alen
time. But they are not producing enough to satisfy the theaters. So theex
hibitors are equipping now for 16 mm films so they can have a continuéi; :
show every week.” Although some exhibitors who had started with beave
loops were reluctant to change because they had a regular clientele, xe
16 mm theaters tended to open with features (Rhys rg71, 56). i
We can look to Cosmos Films for an example of the convergence be
tween the explicitness of the beavers and the conventions of sexploitation
Ted Kariofilis, owner of the Capri Cinema, a New York sexploitation house
formed Cosmos around 1967 to produce sexploitation movies {Somethiﬁg_
Weird 1992)." The company initially made four 35 mm black-and-white:
features in New York. These films operated squarely within the sexploita
tion conventions of the day: a loosely structured narrative was combine
with scenes of nudity and/or simulated sex. For instance, Hot Erotic Dream
{dir. Mort Shuman, 1968) follows a woman in New York who experiences @
series of erotic daydreams and sexual encounters, several centered around:

This is because he spends all his time at work having sex with his secretary
é_r other women with whom his office mate Richard hooks him up. At one
point, Richard arranges for Fred to meet 2 "hot number” at a motel room.
t turns out to be Jackie, who finally gets what she wants from her dallying
husband. '

- What set Cosmos’s 16 mm features apart from 35 mm sexploitation
movies—both its own and those made by other companies—and aligned
them with the beaver and other 16 mm shorts was the degree of “heat” they
riciuded. This included full male nudity without erections and, as in the bea-

ver films, women on beds or couches with their legs spread, offering clear,
full views of their vaginas. These “spread women” were caressed by men or
- women {oz by themselves), running hands over thighs and vulvas. After a
good deal of this foreplay. the men would mount the women and begin to
imulate the movements of intercourse.

© Working with Tom Gunning's concept of the “cinerna of attractions,” 1
‘hiave explained how, in classical exploitation films, narrative was interrupted
nvarying degrees by moments of spectacle in the form of displays of nudity,
exhygiene footage, drug use, and so on (Schaefer 1999, 76-95). Similar ar-
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ous” directors, “the feeling [ get is a positive, artistic one” (Nawy 1971, 181

Whether as producers, talent, or viewers, individuals associated with 16 mn

“NEW SHOW TOMORROW

sex {ilms were encouraged to think of their involvement as a countercy
turaf act. The new, franker 16 mm movies marked the convergence of
revolution in film aesthetics and the sexual revolution.

The number of companies making 16 mm flrms for the adult marketp
liferated rapidly.® This growth not only signaled the importance of 16 i
film in the adult market in the late 1960s but also demonstrated the con
parative ease with which one could move info the field. Since the 16 iy
productions went further than sexploitation and, depending on the Eoctﬁ_

369 Si m Tssroamw \

THE BREST IN sxouc ADULT FILMS
90 MINUTES o COLOR:SOUND- STORY
SEMIOR, CITIZENS' RATES BEFORE 12 NOON
RATES ron, m;«sb IMIUTARY

were theoretically —if not always in actuality — more vulnerable to prosecy
tion, there was little incentive to invest much in production. An hour-long
16 mm feature could be completed for less than sz,500, with most of th
budget going to film stock and lab work—in other words, on averags if&
one-tenth the budget of a fairly basic 35 mm sexploitation feature (Na
1971, 180; Rotsier 1973, 151}. On the one hand, the lower budgets and ama
teur aesthetics of the 16 mm films inscribed them with more naturaliss
ot “authenticity” than sexploitation movies. On the other hand, the profus
weze very professional. By the end of 1970, Bill Osco and Howard Ziehi
Grathtti Productions was expected to gross more than $2 million. The zib
pany, which had begun operation a little more than a year before, had qta?i
by cranking out some twenty beaver loops per week (Verrill rg7oa, 3}
the plotless loops began giving way to features, Harold Nawy, woﬁmQ;’?@
. the Commission on Obscenity and Pornography, determined that by
- features were commanding the market, and even though they reqmr&é
greater capital outlay, “the returns [were] more substantial than those’ iy
stag movies [shorts)” (1971, 178).

b oy e St&ﬂ@mgm
o ”8%9 I
%\g‘w«g WORO-.,-N, TGR

FrnnE 3TI-6656 “

A typical advertisement for San Francisco's Suiter Cinema stressed the narrative na-
ure of their presentations as a way of attracting a more diverse audience. Collection of
ha author.

“Hiicks Hit” 1970, 28}. Osco and Ziehm claimed that “8o pezcent of thelr
‘abdience are couples, most of them in their 208 and 30s. and not just the
(iirty old men’ of popular belief.” In an effort to attract more women, the pair
redecorated their theaters ‘so they won't be so sleazy” and changed the name
fone from “The Eros’ to “The Beverly Cinema'” (“Porn and Popcorn,” 1977,
wp “Mary S the ticket clerk and manager of the Peekarama, another
. an Francisco operation, explained that the theater did a good business with

As the range of films expanded to include men and women togethera
as the films shifted from shorts to feature-length narratives, some ap

reuples, perhaps because they had a special area for lovebirds, who were cor-
joned off from the single men. She found that women were especially fond
tions began aggressively seeking out a more varied clientele who viewe
tendance at pornographic films as part of their participation in the s

revolution. The Sutter in San Francisco offered a couples rate, and Atk

fmovies like The Runaway Virgin (dir. Bill Osco, 1970), which had a strong
grmotional story line coupled with explicit action (R. Williams 1973, 9). In
ddition to helping to draw a wider audience, the inclusion ol narrative gave
Elster voiced pride in the fact that voung people and couples made up 4 shibitors firmes legal ground if they were prosecuted.
portion of the audience (Murray 1971, 23). The Sutter’s ads, with gentle dr
ings of men and women, lines from Elizabeth Barrett Browning’s prﬁéif’%"
and promises of “sensitive and creative exotic entertainment,” were f;seci
designed to attract a wider audience than the ads for beaver movies: T
crowd at the Mini Cinema 16 in Waterloo, lowa, was estimated to be ah«:;

40 percent women—no doubt most from the local university {“How:

rom Simulation to Hard-Core Features

Bavid F. Friedman has identified the 16 mm simulation feature, which came
o dominate storefront theaters, as the “missing link” between the scxploi-
ation film and the hard-core feature (1998}, Indeed, by 1970, the line be-

386 ERIGC SCHAEFER GAUGING A REVOLUTION 387



tween simulation and hard core was razor thin. When Marci of M Produs
tions was asked to define hard core late in the year, she used as her criterioy
a single word: “insertion” {Rhys 1971, 57). At the time, M Productions
not qualify as hard core under Marci’s definition. For instance, an MJ feat
from 1970, Model Hunters, tells the story of two bickering bisexual 1
mates, Kim and Emma. Kim, who supports Emma, takes a job doing 11
modeling for John, a photographer. Emma’s jealousy is aroused when :
discovers that Kim has had sex with the shutterbug. Kim makes a sect
visit to John with Emma in tow. This time Kim has sex with a model, Pis
and with another photographer, Dave. john seduces Emma. When the roo
mates return home, Emma’s jealous streak is revived. Kim says that shie wi
move out if Emma keeps it up. But Emma turns the tables by annournds
she is leaving—John has invited her to move in with him. While ha{dl}’ _
elaborate narrative, like most sexploitation films, Model Hunters operatt_:s&
a chain of cause-and-effect relationships that link and justify the Sce'nés o
sexual spectacle. And, like the beaver shorts, it features beaver close:ti
simulated oral sex, and simulated intercourse between fully nude part
pants, as well as male erections. The only thing missing is, to use M;
criterion, “insertion.” Thus the only difference between the 16 mm siriy
tion films and what would become hard-core features was the lack of carr
angles or close-ups that validated penetration, be it genital, oral, or anal
Whether Grathitti's Mona was the first feature actually to cross that line
be open to debate, but when it debuted in San Francisce in mid-1g70, itw
certainly the first such film to make a splash. Ads for De Renzy's Screening
Room assured patrons that the Sherpix release “surpasses its predecess
i a way that makes them instantly obsolete. The degree of explicitnesc- ,
freedom exercised in Mona is unprecedented. It makes the so-called. s{ﬁg
movied passe” {Mong ad 1970).

One of, if not the, first hard-core sites in New York was the automat

16 mum Mini-Cinema at Seventh Avenue and Forty-ninth Street, which]
gan presenting a program of “San Francisco hardcore” at the beginning
September 1970. One of those eatly two-hour slates consisted of five’
shorts and the feature Electro Love {ak.a. Electro Sex), “the kind of Lhirzg 1}
used to be run off at bachelor parties: all action and no ‘redeeming’
education or docurmentary commentary on the soundtrack” (Verrill 1970
3} While Electro Love lacked the serious trappings the white-coaters used¥
protection in court, reporter Addison Verrill's assessment was somewhit
overstated, since the film did have a semblance of a plot. He estimated i}
at 35 per head and ten shows per day (at least some of which were standing
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soom only), the house could puldl in more than 340,000 per week. The lure
#f.a high return on a minimal investment certainly spurred producers and

thibitors to cross the line from simulation features into hard-core features.
New York City, distributor priorities favoring East Side theaters coupled
j‘ihproduct shortages contributed to what Verrill called “creeping beaver-
“in the Times Square area. Some thirty-five theaters in the vicinity were
aying not only sexploitation features but male and female beaver loops,
id at least three sites were playing hard-core loops (19703, 5). Within two
onths, six other sites had either opened or converted to a hard-core format
ferrill 1g70d, 18).

“Because production was not centralized and there were varying degrees
f prosecutorial tolerance of sex films, it would be fruitless to attempt to
entify a clearly discernible moment when the production of hard-core
6 mm features began to outstrip the production of 16 mm simulation fea-
%izres Indeed, they coexisted for months, if not for a couple of years. Saul

Shiffrin, vice president of Sherpix, stated, “We believe that ‘Pornography is

tography, which means giving people what they want at the proper geo-
raphical locations” (Macdonough 1971, 20). This was particularly true in
w16 mm market. Storefront theaters showing 16 mm features quickly be-
aafme recognized as places to see films that pushed the boundaries as far
-they could go—be that simulation or hard core. Like their simulation
:'_tmmrpa:ts, the plots of 16 mm hard-core features were usually loosely
d together by a series of sexual episodes. Electro Love is such an example,
Wolving a chunky, jeans-wearing counterculture type who introduces his
iend to the three female robots he has created to give him {and each other)
semal pleasure. He and his friend partake, trading off periodically, until they
alize the robots cannot be turned off and they “end up literally devouring
gentlemen’s credentials” (Verrill 1gy0c, 3).

While also largely episodic, Mona included a greater degree of psycho-
gical motivation, as the titular heroine engages in fellatio with her boy-
i 1}_& and a series of others in order to remain a virgin for her wedding
t: Structurally, Electro Love and Mona were virtually identical to their
ulation counterparts, such as The Line Is Busy, Runaround, and Model
uniers. It was only in their use of certain camera angles or the insertion
reat shots,” close-ups that validated penetration or oral-genital contact,
they differed. While this difference may seem obvious now, such dis-
nctions were rarely made in the marketing and exhibition of the films.

| The arrival of the 16 mm feature signaled a crisis in the adult film in-
Hstry. The site where this divisiveness most clearly manifested itself was
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in the Adult Film Association of America. In Novernber 1968, Sam Che :
noff of the Dallas-based Astro Film Company addressed a letter to his fefi
sexploitation exhibitors, encouraging them to organize in order to stave oif

‘noted as a good sign for the sexploitation buzsiness that some sites described
-ashard core had dropped their prices from s5 to s2 (“Cambist’s Hessel” 1971,
7).0f course, Hessel seemed to think that the audience with a yen for “story-

harassment by law enforcement agencies (Chernoff 1968}, In Janvary o dineand character interest” would find its way back to sexploitation films. He

110 people representing some three hundred theaters, as well as produge ‘verlooked that simulation features had those elements to varying degrees

and distributors, met in Kansas City to form an adult film trade associatic nd that by simply changing camera angles or adding some meat shots, a

Chernoft was elected president of the organization, initially called the Aduj; mulation film could become hard core. Other companies making 35 mm

xplottation, such as Donn Greer’s Xerxes, jumped on the 16 mm band-

Motion Picture Association of America, soon changed to the Adult Film

sociation of America {aFaa). The araa’s first order of business was to-pik gon because of better profit ratios (Malone 1971, 54). When 16 mm the-

ncal features were shown in public halls, schools, and churches, they had
Déen seen as a threat to exhibition in the mainstream industry (Shyler 196).1*

together a “legal kit,” prepared by Los Angeles attorney Stanley Fleishma
for the defense of motion pictures (Byron 1968, 24; “Set Up New _Yﬁaﬁ
1969, 1, 95; “Sexploitation Filmmakers” 1969, 8}. But within a year, the se
ploitation producers and exhibitors who rnade up the araa faced pred

ow the same pattern was replicated in the adull marketplace. The avaa ini-
tially directed their objection to 16 mm at the storefront theaters themselves,

not only from law enforcement but also from the mainstream indug ith claims that the small sites were not subject to the regulations affecting

the form of Jack Valenti and the mpaa. Becanse of the inroads 35 mm sexpl ost places of public assembly and that some were “fire traps and unsafe for

tation had made into major chains, the mpaa started a campaign to dissiade hibition without required facilities demanded of theaters” (“aFaa: Dan-

theater owners from showing sexploitation films. In 1970, Valent! bega ¢r" 1970, 4). Then, at a meeting in New York in October 1970, the organiza-
vendetta against exhibitors of these films, fearing that they would “clog the on‘debated the status of 16 mm hard-core producers within the organiza-
outlets for quality films,” and went so far as to suggest that eventually’ng ém;wmmg in Variety, Addisen Verrill noted that the discussion “showed
ow money worries can quickly make establishment figures out of former
utlaws’ and how principles vital to one’s existence can be bent to protect
we’s bankroll” (Verrill rg7of, ). He described how 16 mm films could be
ade quickly and cheaply, putting them ahead of the 35 mm producers in
he sexual ‘can you top this’ game.” Arguments were put forth that 16 mm
oducers should not be included in the organization because 16 mm was

responsible producer will find a theater to exhibit his product” (“Valents:
‘Personal’ Campaign” 1970, 4). :
At the same time, the aAFaa was concerned about the 16 mm operaio
referred to as “the heat artists,” who went “too far” and were giving the:
ploitation industry a bad name (“Adult Film Group” 1970, 15). In Novem

1970, with the blessing of the city council, the New York City police bega
a crackdown on storefront theaters showing hard core. The Paree ind ¥
Capri on Sevenih Avenue and the Avon 7 on Eighth Avenue had speak
ripped from walls and prints and projectors confiscated (“Crackdown ¥
Way” 1970, 4; Verrill 1970d, 18). Some speculated that officials were hpi
either to frighten exhibitors away from showing hard-core films or'ts
the adversary hearing rule to the test (Verrill 19704, 18). if they succe

tontheatrical gauge or because their product was “operating outside the
7-~even though that question was still being argued in the courts. Many
embers of the araa found themselves in an untenable position: “While
ying total freedom of the screen to protect their business, they would at
'=-.same time act as censors themselves and force the 16 mm people out of
he game” (Verrill 1g970f, 18). By the end of the meeting, the organization
id voted to reaffirm its open-admission policy {(“Old-Time N.Y.” 1970, 5).

But the issue did not disappear, and in fact it was exacerbated as 1970
urned into 1971 With more sexploitation films, such as Vixen and Without
Stitch, achieving long, profitable runs in major chains, some sexploitation
ouses found their choice “to be between cheapjack sexploiters that have
it been booked by product-short major houses” and 16 mm fare (“Old-
fme N.Y.” 1970, 5). In the face of the 35 mm sexploitation shortage, and
'ﬁﬁ_more 16 mm features became availahle, including hard-core ritles such

in frightening anyone, it was araa members. Members feared that prose
tion of 16 rorn film exhibitors could expand to 35 mm sexploitation. E
lished producers and distributors also found their hand being forced by
explicitness of 16 mm films; they, along with exhibitors who had long pls
35 mm films, feared that the upstart movies were cutting into their busir
A few consoled themselves with the belief that, as sexploitation pmd’
distributor Lee Hessel said, “audiences are tiring of [rutting bodies] and ;
demanding storylines and character interest along with the straight sex”He
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as Caugnt in the Can {1970}, The Coming Thing (dir. David Reberg, 1o;
Journal of Love {dir. Sybil Kidd, 1970}, The Nurses (dir. Terry Sullivan, 197
and The School Girl (dir. David Reberg, 1971), the choice to go hard-core Wi

own theaters. It was clear within the industry that by crossing the hard-core
;ée; b mm films were driving innovation and change and that to remain
bie, the 35 mm sexploitation producers would have to cross the line as
becoming an easier one. joan of Mar-Jon expiained that rany 35 rem exhip sl While some of the major hard-core producers, notably the Mitchell
tors were augmenting their situations with 10 mun outfits and that “els fthers, came from the ranks of 16 mumn production, sexploitation stalwarts,
35 mm exhibitors have turned in their 35 mm projectors and convertedc chas Audubon, Distribpix, evr, and Mitam, were pushed into making the
pletely to 16 mm. So, with more and more conversion, the 16 mm feai ch to hard core. According to David F. Friedman, 50 percent of the araa

is a growing market” (Rhys 1971, 56). mbership was making hard core by 1974 (1998).

The friction between the 35 rum stalwarts and the 16 mm newcomers ‘Imhis assessment of the porn industry for the Commission on Obscenity

emerged at the third annual Aras meeting in Los Angeles in January x d-Pornography, John Sampson wrote, “By the time this report is pub-
The “generation gap” between the sexploitation producers and the tevoiy shed, it is possible that 16 mm theaters will have assumed a more impor-

tionary 16 mm filmmakers becarme obvious to Kevin Thomas, writing trole in the overall traffic of sexually oriented films” (1971, 57}. They be-

the Los Angeles Times: ine, in fact, important and influential. The limsted capital necessary to

X . L oduce and exhibit 16 mm films meant that entrepreneurs were willing to
On the one hand, there are the old-kne sexploitation producers who S N . _ L .

_ o . N fines or the jai time that showing genital explicitness could bring about
in 35 mm and don’t go “all the way” but frequently equate sex and nudis

with viclence and morbidity on the screen and in their ads. On the othe
hand, is a group of younger filmmakers, working primarily in San Fz

cisco and in 16 min, who are dedicated to total explicitness and att

eschange for potentially large returns. Sixteen-millimeter producers and
thibitors also rode the crest of the liberatory rhetoric of the sexual revo-
tion and of changing filmmaking practice as exemplified by experimen-

. .. ) . et | flmmakers, college film societies, and other users of 16 mm. Not only
to present it artistically. (Privately, a veteran producer will admit be & Y

only against 16 mm upstarts because they're ruining his busine

¢ these 16 mm movies more daring than sexploitation and mainstream

. - , 2 vies—pushing their direct competition, sexploitation movies, to become
San Francisco, a 35 mm production that once might make as mud '

¢ graphic— but those who had produced beaver Ioops and were just set-
ng out with 16 mm cameras were in turn forced to embrace the narra-

$20,000 in two months can't even get a booking there.)(1971, n.p.

Lowell Pickett accused the sexploitation producers of equating se 3
violence and of being guilty of fraud. He claimed that the 16 mm produ
were delivering “the goods™ “We're attracting the under jos—couple

e elements of sexploitation films. The longer format necessitated material
atcould link the scenes of sexual spectacle in a logical fashion. Narrative

led the bill in a way that offered flexibility and potential for variation—and
and your audience is getting old and dying off. Our audiences don’t wan: :
see people being punished in a Nazi camp,” he said, most likely refery
to Olympic International’s Love Camp 7 (dir. R. L. Frost, 1068). By fo
ing on generational conflict, Pickett mined the discourse of the countercyl

ture to elucidate the differences between 16 mm and 35 mm ﬁims.;__Sé

nce could draw repeat customers, including the lucrative couples mar-

emerging from sexploitation. Moreover, narrative helped to legitimize
wd-core Alms by permitting exhibitors to mount arguments that hard core
not appeal solely to prurient interest but could have artistic merit or so-
importance. Despite fears that hard-core features could bring about in-

producers expressed concern that 16 mm filmmakers engaged in “fagrd
abuses of the freedom of expression,” but Jay Fineberg of the Pussycat:

eased censorship, many of the established sexploitation producers moved
to hard-core features just as many 16 mm producers shifted to the profes-

reasoned that “we cannot say what we do is all right and in good tast onal 35 mm gauge.

what the hardcore guy does is not. We're prejudicing even before the {':i;:_i “The aduit film industry has often been characterized as a monolithic,
dol” {qtd. in Thomas 1971, n.p.). Throughout the discussion, the sexplo dtimiltion- (or -billion, depending on the decade) dollar industry that
tion old guard pointedly described 16 mm product as the most problemati oves with the steady, unified flow of a glacier. But just as we have come
not the white-coater or the porn documentaries that contained hardie e the mainstream Hollywood filmmaking industry as dynamic and

scenes but were usually distributed in 35 mm and may have played in'the adeup of different (and often conflicting) interests, the foregoing account
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should point to the necessity of eptualizing the porn industry. Mo : . . i
poin N ¥ O rEconceptuaizing e p e At the World Pornography Conference in Los Angeles in August 1998, the di-

verse conferees —academics, lawyers, physicians, pern producers and perform-
-ers, and some fans-—all seemed to be in accord on one thing: the time fom

over, in the late 1960s and early 1970s, the adult film industry did not exi
in a vacuum. Hollywood was being influenced by, and influenced, thf:;{}
ducers and exhibitors of sexpleitation films, and they, in tum, were jod
ing for position with the insurgent manufacturers of 16 mmhard-core fﬁ_.
Finally, the above account should help us recognize that the hard-core fés

-1472, when Deep Throat was released, to the point when video came to domi-
nate the production and distribution of hard-core in the mid-19%0s constituted
-aclassical period. Echeing some of the contemporary discourse about the Holly-
wood studio system, adult film stars (such as Veronica Hart, Richard Pacheco,
‘and William Margold) were rueful that the days of high pay (comparatively}, lei-

ture developed as a reaction to conditions in the adult film marketpla

addition to mere obvious social conditions. The hard-core feature was'y

tainly not a predetermined end. surely shooting schedules. posh premieres, and even a certain celebrity status

i putside the confines of the porn world were a thing of the past. See also Holliday
-(1999).
Unlike 35 mm films, 16 mm movies could be easily chopped up and used as

The hard-core narrative feature thrived until new changes in the ad
market reached another critical point in the mid-198os, when the introd

tion of video shifted the viewing space from the theater to the home; Joops in peep shows and booths.

new set of conditions and patterns of viewing practice contributed e n zddition to the storefronts, 16 mm fiims turned up in bars and nighiclubs

decreased emphasis on narrative and to the returr {o a pre—gclden 2 #r Washington, D.C., Los Angeles, and, presumably, other locales (“Storefront
phasis on pure sexual spectacle. “Boorm” 1971). In 1969, the Famous Iron Horse Cinema Bar, on Eighth Street
‘between Normandie and Western, offered “2 giant screens, 24 movies changes
+fsic} all the time.” An ad asked, “Ts there a theater with a plush night club atmo-
Notes 'sphere where for $2.00 you're served a beer by nudely clad models at your own
~tables, listen to sexy records, see sound flicks, smoke, visit all you want and see

My thanks to Linda Williams for her comments on this paper. “Thanks a}
' all?” (Farnous Iron Horse ad 1969).

David F. Friedman for talking with me about the asaa and the period; o’
staff at the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library in Austin, Texas, and to Mike Vs
and Lisa Petrucci of Something Weird Video for access to some of the mat
used in the preparation of this article. As always, my largest debt is to Bit
Johnson for sharing her tremendous intelligence and insight. :

i“Membership fees enabied exhibitors to argue, if they were prosecuted, that their
“venues constituted private clubs, and not public places of amusement.

- Gay films began to emerge “out of the closet and into the theaters” around 1967
-as small-gauge mail-order “physigue” films made the transition to theaters such
a5 Los Angeles’s Apollo Arts and Park Cinemna and New York's Park-Miller. For
“nore information, see Waugh 1996, especially 269-73

White-coaters, such as Man and Wife (dir. Matt Cimber, 1969), He and She (dir.
Matt Cimber, 1970), and Black fs Beautiful {1970) are generally cited as mile-
stones in the development of the hard-core feature. This assumption seems to

1 Split beavers referred to shots of spread labia. Action beavers usually ref
to autoerotic manipulation of the genitals, or manipulation by a partne;
hard-core loop involved male-female sexual intercourse. :

2 While the white-coaters and porn documentaries have been seen as lmi}{)
stops on the road to hard-core features, it is becoming increasingly dear!

from an industrial standpoint, they constitute 2 mere footnote. See my e ‘stem from the fact that they included scenes of sexual intercourse and were of

feature length, rather than because of any industrial or generic similarity to sub-
equent features. There was, of course, little affinity between the white-coater,
‘traditional sexploitation, and the hard-core feature as it would develop. White-

3 Both Sirema and Hard Core are exemplary in their own ways, and my-pois
about their brief takes on the history of the form should not be considersg
criticism of their primary purposes: to provide a “snapshot” of the porning
circa 1974, and a complex exploration of the generic parameters of the K
core feature from 1972 to the early 1g8os, respectively. Turan and Zito i
a chapter on 16 mm hard-core features, although they did not accoutit for
generative role that the technology itself played in the development of the i
core feature. Moreover, they did not discuss the 16 mm simulation featife
important step in this development, as outlined below. In any case, botl

caters were most often released in 35 mum and shown in larger venues, many
of which were “legitimate” theaters. This enabled the movies to draw curiosity
-seekers, as well as the regular adult film audience, and they initially racked up
sizable grosses. Although many of the films had long runs in some cities, the
<form itself had a short shelf life, offering nothing on which to create a base
{ regular customers. This also holds true to a large extent for the so-called
porn docurnentaries such as Pornography in Denmark: A New Approach (dir. Alex

Turan and Zito and Willlams books serve as a reminder of just how diffics
‘DeRenzy, 1970).

is to write historical accounts of pornography.
. i 'Ina1g7o interview with San Francisco porn entrepreneurs the Mitchell Broth-
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ers, one of them, Jim, discussed audience responses 1o the films shown at {‘né“%;‘- 7 Marci's analysis was confumed by porn director Clay MeCord. According to Mc-

theater, the O'Farrell: “Here's something interesting, Like, on this question Cotd, “The meat shot is the only real differenice, ouiside of fellatio and cunnilin-
naire we said, ‘Would you rather see films in documentary or dramatic forin gus, between pornos and the simulated sex film” {Rotsler 1973, 151; emphasis
- original}. What would come fo be known as the money shot—the shot of an
ejaculation, validating male sexual pleasure —was not even at issue in the early
‘19703, since in the earliest hard-core features, it had not yet emerged as an un-
* varying convention.

The “problem” of competition from 16 mm exhibition extended back to at least
the 19305,

Dramatic form, 98 %. Nobody wants to see documentary films.” Asked aboy
where they would go when people wearied of big-screen stag movies, his b‘rot'_ﬁé
Art said, “1 think story lines, better film techniques. You know, getting into e
people, making it believable,” to which Jim added, “character development.” Al
though they were gravitating toward narrative, the Mitchells indicated at ik
timne of the interview that they planned to stick to the production of shorter s
{*The Making of a Movie” 1970, 19}.

Unfortunately, the article identified Mard and Joan, the principals of M; P orks Cited
Mar-Jon, only by their first names. ' .

Kariofilis has been identified through other records. Adult Filin Group Meets in Houston.” 1g70. Independent Film Journal, January 7, 15.
aFaa Danger to Let States Set Standards of Obscenity.” 1970. Independent Film Jour-

nal, August 5, 4.

For another take on the “cinema of attractions” in relation to pomoarap}m
Lehman 1995-90.

Suarez notes that the term underground film was applied to avant- carde ﬁh“é
makers as early as 1962 (1996, 54-55). But by the late 1960s, the makers 3.!_3
exhibitors of 16 mm sex films had picked it up and expioited it. Advertising i}
film Sophie, the Gay Paree Theater in San Francisco referred to itself and athe
“sex exploitation” houses as “underground theaters” {Sophie ad 1969). Becauge
both avant-garde movies and sexploitation/porn films offered nudity and frat,
depictions of sex, the term underground film was often applied to both type 4

2 American Film Institute Catalog of Feature Films, 1961-1970. 1976. Berkeley: Uni-
versity of California Press.
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; \x’_é_deo Pornography, Visual Pleasure,
aréd the Return of the Sublime

FRANKLIN MELENDEZ

% Inpostmodern theory, pornographic viewership has emerged as a central
tategory, providing the model for a new, historically specific construction of
~pleasure: one that is purely visual and given over entirely to the consumption
“of commodity images.! However, precisely because it realizes postmoder-
iity's logic, pornographic viewership also betrays postinodernism’s greatest
nxiety, or at least a crucial point of ambivalence, namely, the displacement
fthe real by the simuliacral. This ambivalence underlies the work of Fredric
ameson, who construes the visual as “essentielly pornographic, which is to
ziy that it has its end in rapt, mindless fascination” (Jameson 199z, 1); and
temerges more dramatically (and ambiguously) in the critical work of Jean
- Baudrillard, which gives the pornographic the character of something re-
embling a postmodern epistemology. In Simulations. for instance, the ef-
acement of the real unfolds as an allegory of looking enthralled by the hyp-
fiotic display of repeated bodies: “Like those twin sisters in a dirty picture:
the charnel reality of their bodies is erased by the resemblance. How to in-

g8t your energies in one, when her beauty is immediately duplicated by
the other? The regard can go only from one to the other; all vision is locked
into this coming-and-going” (Baudrillard 1983, 144). For Baudritlard, this
doubled beauty speaks to an image whose lurid appeal is inextricably linked
o reproduction because the very indistinguishability of these bodies offers
iself as the locus of visual pleasure.

Although the close association between the visual and the pornographic



