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Statement Bfurpose

This critical essay o \vaealysisiofahe stylisfid and thematidpstternsapresest in his filns.dnl
doing so, this essay will attempt to situate Gilliam within the larger film community/industry, addressiethéneguestienof wh
in fact an HAisndeses aayutwiulrl. 0s hFow atlHayt, Itehsisons | earned from
process within the economically determined environment t

AGood Man in a Tight Corner?

Terry @iam may be the quintessential independent film auteur. From writing, to casting, to art direction tasediting, Gillia
some degree of control over every aspect of his films. But the one element of the filmmaking process tletdaiitizim has had lit
over, across his¥a€ar career, has been the financing. This is a problem for any director, but it is even more problematic for one
not only a Avisionaryodo auteur but one wemnstevardéffeienoyrmsd t end
riskaversion. So, considering Gdsanrut eur r ai ses an i ssue with fAauteur theor
creative freedom within a highly constrained economic system. Gilliam hasdiacsitd¢kihenadbased his firstdselded film
in 1977: he wanstsafehdienhdsal o 6rder sbudealize his #find
need only a few million dollars to make their films, whichimayen f ew characters and simpl e |
elaborate by design, requiring tens of millions of dollars in order to accommodate ensemble casts workiagidextraordinary se
| ocations. But Gi bhbiambébpdoebhém, 8eam teasetendbhien his par
to do with the studio executives he battles in order to make and distribute his films, or the critics and audiénc¢es thagjest 0
work.

With th@007r e | e a s e oTidel&on DVD, ghenfins indtisiryl and film audiences were greeted with a Terry Gilliam
that was something familiar and something new. Gilliam, alwaysidsti@ainofindustry (@ndiendenorms anekpectations,
appears more defiant than evarfairlyere py 6i nt r o Gilianflfiied in ldack and whitelaokirfg ditectly into the
camerssays hat fsome of you wil évé aitte. @ boifédl upfvdtidvimgnang of Esdilmknibet m f  y
this film in particular) rejected by critics and audiences alikelthathelis ng wi t h fuas d hoakifiggdiendes i A 0
to work a little harder gined himhe benefit of the doldtile also rejeait h 0 s e asheaotp | deo nwbhto fgpesback d o n
a long way for Gi l | thimapparer® cobtradighodrinsicallinkedto Savisumlstyle. ng i s t hat
Grappling withh e i p r oTerly&ifliam ahdhhis filmsiissnot unlike watching the animations he has used throughout |
career, including his worktheétio nt y Py t h o Tivéskowrdhig solorgctor@li effoctsu iisstratingly surreal in its
multiayered -Bimesionality, intriguingly thopghtolg, bothersome afterenjoyablSuch contradi cti ons maq
career and his persondlity example ast Americans likely do not even know his name, yet his films have fefatured many
Hollywodil s gebtstagsRobert DeNirdeff Bridge8rad Pitt, Robin Williams, Bruce Willis, JoimryeadplLedgand Matt
Damon. For those who do know him and his films, thosadtlasfcaguently inspire @veeadmiration of their visual style and
scathingocial criticism as they can frustrate tharédg@twca on sketdke (evenlapstickjomedy and repetitive imagery.
Furthermoreeltypicallymbues his films with a critical soci@dogigdiilosophical demitably lacking fromost miastream
filmmaking, yle¢ more than occasiomatiployscatological humiocludig sight gags and sound effespecially of the flatulence
kind)

{
0

Stealing Bearsalyhzines and Monty Python

Beginning wilabberwocK$977)Gilliam has employed a consistent set of images and a thertratc gladtethis
career, includihg two most recesleass:The Brothers GrimandTidehnd(both released in 2005fact, for Gilliam, style and
theme are largely indistingbisland all of his filmeveah posinodern attraction to and didtasteltural icenAcross many
interviewseverbbooks&nd a handful of documentdiimnshowslisdain for what he consiglgoerficial images, icons and
symbols of Ameridaor, at least, Western/IndustriatizeldureYet, he appears to have no problem asagrthges for his own
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purposesncluding setting thenmiargidicul@rsimply using them becaudikési t h e Thhatdisdkin for and/emppropaition
of suchimagesaygbh ack as far as a chil dhGladiMt Cr DaskKeightard blolytFeotsst , 0 a s
The contest folloveedchool field trip to the zoo

The studentswesai pposed to draw an ani mal ft ameme @0 bdoinewmen o6}
my lap with a picture of a bear, so | drew this really good picture of a bear and | got a box of crayons ag my reward. So
career began by cheati nidcCabasfid)y.ch | think | &dve done evVe

But there is more to whatever philosophy mighg r | i sgyleth@am dimplinedt.nmdfact, an epiphaagxperienced in
the 1960about the essence of Disneyland seems to halyedeteronined his postmdakamhon the nature obadcultureit
influenced his decision to relodatedpeGi | Isimaltanéosis appreciatf@mddisdain for Disneyland is an interesting one,
considering thataltDisney, like Gilliam after bégarhis career as a cartoonist aredeipavorkingnbothTV and film. But Gilliam
seems to have recognized t hamnidd lhpe rcfoiuait®lr cndttwreal ofentvhe o
[Disneyland] used to fascinate me bécaugea s s o b e aiunt | (0 h@illiada ¢o@EillieindHsgeesToN © a@xplain that
while he frequented t h tatefilMecagne disilldsiomed whemiliey began thking adwedising and y e a
sponsorship. He aldett theretwera Yery firecise rules about what couldl andl toulb e done, and when i
commercial in the later 1960s | was deeply disill@wistid, 257) This disillusionmerith American culture and consumerism
was compounded when Gillisenwitnessediatwheregrotestors were attadiggolice, and these two occurrprepitated
Gi | IraloeatofoEnglanith 1967. (McCabe;2ZA) Christie, Z1)( Thi s 6di si |l l usi oneddé relatio
prove ironic 40 years later, when Gilliam would attempt to makennieroiadly viable filiine Bothers Grimitwith a wholly
O0Di sneyfiedd6 Miramax.)

Thanks to connections he maderagjazine illustrator, shortlynadténgo England, Gillidmundvork doing animation
for British television shoaast notablythbo nt y Py t h o prdgsanHis backgnouwndoridi illustratieould influence his
TVanimationareer imany way#fluencethatwouldvelaphis moveto filmin some cases, Gillismware of this influece:
the commentary traclBfezih e e x pl ai ns t h albokingatsthe world throughmaa it oat WirYioutdo@i® ey es
make ordinary things appear grotesque. 0 At t Hemsewvirehisy | eas
films which tertdd distopatial relationships, daeral features (whilaking sutbe audience sees tftenlavish anthtricatly
designedsgt8ut gr ot esque di st orti onrouatsdi dtee c hinti qamébistt&orohnt ahanasdr sd auyss
that would prove to besthgle most inflti@htrait carried over into his filka wo

Usi n-gufisat i Hywuting/peesxisting itnages photafs and illustrations from newspapaks and
magazines,o met i mes i n mul ti pl e phoweeeesudedypTV tirid &lffor théloaty Pytin@y b e fan
shav and film§illiam woulssemble these -outts into animatidhat would also include hisdoamings to create a maage
that, if not entirely original, was certainly@siqué. i t 6 c he at i hag émployed teeiouttechnguweradesserb ut  Gi
or greater gnt in nearly evene of his filmse may not be taking scissorsgazina pages anymore, but he still dogetber
his visual style from an apparently large stockpile of immgesalssdd over lifitimeThe result is a st{dad anarrative
approachhat isat oncéamiliar and weird, imagestoreesvhich seem to camy or momaeaningst least for those who care to
spend the effort to read tk#miously, this process can be paticléonadiences who are imb¢restethfworkingt o Ar ead o a
But it can also cause problems for those intevested e v e n  f o r thaffa@ttiollyfoll@nfhis Gre@hleriwhem Gikiam
claims to be unawefevhy he uses and even repeats certain ig@tieg,his films becomes even more prolaefiacticot lost
on Gilliam himsalvo exampléom his commentanBi@zilllustrate this poiipeaking about the giamuraivarrior iBand s
dreansequencesGillianexplains that

| 6ve al ways wanted t o, Isanuravgrrioain doe aof mysfilns 8o wie snade thisvanenduteofd  t
computer bits andqes. And maybe, youknowt .06 s sy mbol i c ofcomedswgiyeat hatt J a/[
is now dominating. 6 m not sur e about samuraMarridr. But, nvé&end up jwithsetlly bizarret e d t
rationale for these things because, at the momenit \ifteofhthe mask, andevees i t 6 s Sam hi msel f |
argue that teamuraine a namiyoosu are | .06 Pathetic stuff.

Anotherieng e f r dream Segueidcese wherdill igrapped in a hanging cagmires the same sort ofdedlate
on Gi | Idil a mBasiiEpjimage of a woman in a cage, trapped, being pulled by both babies and death. Maybe it signified
marriage t o mButhewarnshinsselfraa wel \@suldveaepderd of his filins

Thisiszvhy |1 6m not ceralaynawhetdtrrathresediaare laemvel or not
i mages as meaning something. Now that means, maybe | ¢
hand, | think a lot of them arégustt e i dechadsthat | thiak arelirdnic, or funny.



Vi ewers of Gill i amo sarelafitmilse taskofadsciplzeling suchdtmabbages asclasimpld al i |
desigrford e ssisakepb2)unctionabr 3jantifunctional, drom asurrealisti@nd/or postmodern perspedjad,of the above.
This raises the question as to whether or natp@iifeaally usesagerfhemesiot only to entertain or challenge viewers, but to
provoke the@.r , maybe he A pmplykecause be wartisac; bedaase he thimiksBUrifertunatetiyis
guestiorlike somany thats r ound Gi | Ishoaeadilysansweredi Even Gilliamiffisgms unable to address it
admittinghat many of his image/themes tamecessarily conscious decisions on his part:

L O

ltds only afterwards that | read reviews aneepgomppl e s
that, I donéawaewant to be too self

In a film marketplace td&s on customer satisfacsiod (ot just with one viewing/purchasaltiple/ancillary purchases)

challenging viewers invilaig is perhaps not the moseffagentAsa resulGilliam haf®und imore and more difficuiindfunding

for his filmsButhe continues workmakindilms that continue to challenge and provoke aludimhéestrate critics and

distribution companies alike.

Winking &fonsumers, Bureaucrats, and other Assholes

Perhaps because of his backgroé@sciountecultural cartoonjiagd/or because so much of his workgsaity
dazzlingwe can forgive Gilliam for not kreeewiepegtedButthe qlegion®p ut s i
themasnot be so easily digestedthree reasons: the natibn 6 r e pe at edfactohemdse b6 er ms nangt hef i
statusmuc h of Gi dvdrlapwith Bisthematia igtezabiyse image/themes are apparent across hiswsuimehe
films he him$elid not write

One theme that Gilliam frequently e mplteohpadogytddriaaliofal s o ¢
his films feature outrageodgeada and gizmos (mdagignedeven constructeg, Gilliam himself) ttatrd6t qui t e wor k
theme is most obvioBramil wh e r ebehimid)s kRu i b r e a kthestade das wed asdakiycoreidorseefar s
many failed technologies to come. Technology failures alsbthephdeemtures of Bavlumchauseh?2 MonkeyandThe
Brothers GrimfArequenti@illiam ties this the taanother: his disdain fopfewho worshipese gdgets and gizmos aglgl on
them despite their obvious superficiality and inevitabléyinrfacpthis Gi | Ifavaitsi@rget for critiguenat he sees as a
vainglorious consumeri sm: peopl,stufibaisultimately fechholodieldighlessiandp | vy f

symbolically meaningl@sss critique is pointedly cld@ammBandits wher e Kevi ndéds parents are so
kitchen gadgdteey all but ignore him. The climax of the film features the Evil Genius offshogfilieajameé c hen as At h
fabl ous obj edhte ifni ItrMeclwosdsd . wi th Keviméy @pper ntdweldeiingeo kadé 1 §
piece afheEvilGenius Gi | | i amds cr i ti qu e Brafivhertepamsng otleerimagemchédesa j ust as ¢
iConsunherriss tfoorbath ner

I f there is one Gilliam theme that doeshdbnhadéyaore:i

mode of thinking that is, for Gilliam, yet another dubious TddkribEgeg.imsost clear Munchausemwhich begins with the title
card WHQeantteurly8, t he Age of yRebastframan dvatd ca@mahasyasimifardladtamaye d b
atsocalleeconventionalisdom opening). LaterJ o n at h a n #&ragceustdvbo haskewen wadareanetjculously
organized and departmentatizedi, es t o negoti at e one .dmaoing soilkaysial este ruise sc oonfc ebr
on reaching a rational, sensible vdimtdiagreement, which will guarantee a world fit for scienée,ft#@gress off whelohn
Nevill eds -Batomoéx dloai MamydBitiardMu nfci hl dse epgrleedts®@ nds an oppressi
when it ischninistereolywhat he sees as a needless and needlesshivapptesaucratic appar&@iliandé s opposi ti on t
bureaucracgrobaly his most prevalent thésrdiscussed in more detail below. But if oppressivgstatictuaéd by ridiculous
bureaucracy is the problem, Gilliam presents fantasy and indulging in the magic of illusions as the resolution.

Throughout his car&dlianhas treated fantasy anddhuisi two wayas things that are easily confusetiendfipressive
structures of rationalism or as a n@tedhose structugskeeping with his tendency toward contraoiictaf, lEimsfeature

both approachesnTime Bandjits t he vi ewer i s | ef hthditdar tievese ma, orisimplykamy i n 6 s a
boydeam. This decision is complicated by t h-t#hanfifeasetpieceshat t
in the Fortress of Ultimate Evil, suggesting that theefdch team. But, at tked of the film Sean Conmdry,plays

Agmemnon in osequence aradso appears as a faemives Kevin a knowing winken t here i s, of cours
parents.

InBrazifantasy is ttenlycorrective & ultimatelptalitariabureaucracy, what Gilflanthe DVBommentaygalls an
forgani smo that wi |l |TheffattdhatéSamsthdsartnogantasy to kseagephisavds sre bfthe lppsia ng . 0
premisesof thefim il want edutl d smad&kei fa fil m where a mamhefgrooes mad a
closing shot BfazjlwhereSam is beaming, his wide eyes glazed over, seems to be another wink at Wfgethee/ibaenank
again, literally,Ntunchausemherthe dismemberkdad of a character smiles and winks at the woman into whose lap it has fallen.



I f Gilliamés pet t heme of Thé RshdrKinymay becbachuseslis oat thecpdmarye ¢ t i\
authoroftrecr i pt. Gilliam was not the only one tookofigrolethdaawak 0 i |
not first and foremost ¢ omedidsassocatimpmthé r a ge d g enoupderby si wv 6 e
viewindnimself as a knight on a g8ausilarly12 Monkeyanother scriiilliam did not wrisemore consistently dark rtiemyof
hisotheffilms. Unlikeisher Kindiowever, it takes the fantasy/Hassionfusion approatimetraveler Bruce Wikndeven his
psychiatrisplayed bivladeline Stowe) questtbe redtly otheimplght Atone point8t@ even happi liweédx el ai m
crazyo when she believes shedisbidiiscpvefed swsiomes$ hkinigl t hagt
InFear and Loathind_as Vegagohnnpe pp dés Hunter S. T liiocmgirg peoplesneadas Vegasdar whor | d
turn into giant fornicating and fighting-titeadks to drugehe Brothers Gririme s t he duo ori ginally ex
supernataf foffinancial gathen having tacethe problem thfese fearftdntasies made rdatielands aboua little giho
escapes her troubledtlifough a serieseof a b o r i to dikefd@ntasids, intludimgeersationsithd o 1 | s & heads on
In some cases Gilliam is more subtle aboradtisrato fantasy and illusiasthers he is fatrgnsparent in his preferéorcit as
opposed to dr e alfiftayn.t aneigappadrthanrildunchduseshe filnsaystinmo wncertain terms, that
imagination and fantasy are so valuable that withautribgrditheBarorgets younger as he diipkerinto his fantasy world,
and nearly diéeven wants to digvhen that world seems lost.

I f Gilliam sees fantasy as necessary to surviagsthd , he
ultimateand ultimately urabletechnologyhe purpose of which is to eliminate fantasy while enforcimgaatigoratisoting
consumerisnideespecially despigagreaucrasyhen it igaised to an absurd level of needless coriipiexityeme is evident i
Jabberwockwherehe towteadershink that having a mor(stbicloccasionally eats pepplaning around in the woods is good
for theeconomy. It is also apparéritie Bnditst h e ¢ r e a t acdighlysiepartenentalegrhnizaton, eashitresponsbie
for very specitiatiegthethievish dwarfs for whom the film is nameddeaped fromh e fAt r ees a n.dutBdzir ub s o
as with so many of Gil |l i ahhdmsedapioason thehtteemeso$ hureangosieuck. t he be st

On the commentargckforBraziGilians ay s fAwhat | hate to sedeiese aga&ifhiGile
contradictory nature appears, because he is obviously angry at sémnotsieadighe dehumanizing effect of buresyyet
he frequatly plays it for laughisisis cleawhen he discussescendn the torture aredinformation Retrieddlmarnn ail ma i |
b a-liké constraint tries to escape, only to end up literally bouncing off the walls as if in a pinball machuned(effiexitste with so

I I ove that moment O6cause peopl e | augh Wheserwdset hen
people up to laugh, and they start to laugh then thieg tedlizes i s ndét f uwargisethematom d t h «
heights of | au dhdtfammy, thiniglte i hand alg af peopbeudsentuhat.

So, whe inviting the audience to laubh ailliness and inefficientytoe  Mi n i csatyheyafss waliisatrsiecka u
bureaaracies ardehumanizing, evpatentiallgeadlySuch dual intentidnsaving the audience both laugh tgaaadnonolithic
structure-frequently dwt fare wellina i n s Hoflyevaamn cfii. Fehapsnot surprisingly, Beziland many &i | | i amd s
fim¢met wi t h fAmmanyxrdick haradding iteissEmnt dassic and ati{as well asfaw studio heads) calling it
unwatchable or, at least, unmark¢tdlgi®.b a dvér the fimirgriguingly e t a i | e d The Battl®af Bradihefastis 6
Gilliam has had to battle to get most of his films made and delivered to audiences. From locating financinglaatat@unting ofte
productions on lekanadequate budgets, to dealing with nateatand nt er per sonal én, o ivachisgthiser s du
filmsmproperly marketed (ifatil)] | i amé s b aAftdr B0g/ears af sueh wardae emamy dilmmngakers would have
abandoned the industry. Others would have radically transformed, or at least modiifiedieth&rkaeposorkimyy the
attempted commercial naturbeBrothers Grimaotwithstandir@illiamhas persistedvidenced most recently by his introduction to
and commentary trackidelandPerhaps he persists out of pure passion for theraft ahfilmmaking and for the desire or need to
realize his vision. Maybe he pexistinithe wesRuthhe masticenmellihgexpiamnatiop | y
for Gil |l i amd shaspeen suggestedin mumerousvartieles abbu his work (aBleat isitlcaGilliam lives
simply o Afight the system. o

| 6m a Liisthbt©Okay?aO®©bt si de of the 6Outsiderso

SinceBrazjland specificatlye battle over the filin,st t empt i ng to read Gilliamés fil
bureaucratic structures, as attacks on the Hellgteat@i | | i a m6 s rbctutesg@ernmenal, ecenantichscisntific/
technologigatems from his belief that such structures exist only to reproduceSihentsaivaGilliam film is released to
predominantly negative (or, atbefitmi x e d 0 ) r efail teerecsuprodactiod 4nd distributiom trosth leds make
profit (as mawy his hve performed), Gilliam condjstéamedatfailure on the bureaugrac t h e fi Hoilnbtthevflno d sy s
itselflInmanyinterviews amaVDcommentary tracks, Gilliam bemoans the fact that the distributorddorditikrimeshow to
market them, how to get them to the audiences that will apprédiaentbemmes this ignorance on the conservative and insular
nature dfiollywood, vei he seesasasoffiafi | | aged of , whearaéfraidtotdke nskss,, ada glaion,s wmo s
get it.o




Gilliamdés conception of Hodnlonsfilepldce. $avera recnt indudtrnpagmalyes t r a
(Epsteit Bhe Big Pictytdayesa n d  Bpen WidesdT h o m sTleeWidole Equatipoffesimilar perspectivBst, while
Gilliantharacterizéke Hollywood community asnotigatedolelyby profijtothers have a more balancedEpstein, for example,
describehowHollywood studios approachmaking iné2®century, anapprodce cal |l s At he. ¢l Aac ongix
to Epstein, the studios6é primary goal ifaadthéndo allocate these feesf e e s
among the partiescluding theelses who create, develop, and finant h e p r o p el07).iBet,dor EpstdinEapdothezsi n |,
the AHol |l ywood ¢ ommuni ®tlyeomotivations induderstoivipigestige traaintamiyigteppersohal t  al o
relationships.

If studio executives made only films that maximize the amount of money in their clearinghouses, they wosild do so at tt
risk of losing their standing in the community and, with it, their connection to thehmeapke,anopportunities that

brought them to Hollywood in the firstidceuch a personal investment in their status and solidarity with the stars,
directors, power brokers, and other denizens of Hollywood, they have concerns thatf gocbegomontiatogic

dictated by the date sheet of the clearinghouse (p. 131).

Il mplicit to Epstei nodsnitpaesteoddeanthatbhelparf i t WweGHlbl i gmds dr e loa
community, or lack thefeiodt, Epsteinsugge s t hat at | east some of havdobkadpteomp!| e wh
point in their lives/careers, motivations other than pure profit. Such motivations might ind@ueizt¢heddasicedaition die
importance of seifpressiothopes fathe betterment of humardtmdther words, many of the motivations typically associated with
the world of independent filmmakitngr er vy | east , Epsteinds assessment reveal s
dealing amicably with fAcreatorso who have thosygramdtei vat.i
t a kedn@en the controllers and creators, that each side has a tendency to compromise at various points witbidehe relationshi
to a&hieveto varying degrees, both of htbeevei e  d i s s i mand@aor m ngedrizisl gs-aidtakatakest@anyfams
Directorhave takenh e fAone ( c fontheng one (personalfaristig peordt) fme 6 a p pr o.aActbrsdeeak t h e i
i 0df e lsfwheraindgseoantet i mes wor k A fveoand nzaintain cedidih) Btine studio/distributiont o0 ac hi

companiesaintain separatéehmuse entities in orderto gertestlieser a | | e@ Pprcestriego. and profit
ButGililand i f f er s from the both t héevehadHe bnesttmionduldiotherwise bealhskifeed s
as Hol | y woe-imtvoiniportarit waysd Férst, $Sifliam never went to Hollywood with the intention of eithermagking art or mo

he went to England. Therefore, he was never faced witfingawitihgbmmediately or graduallyalance betwethiose
motivations. Second, because he has never lived or worked within the Hollywood community, he has nevemgigeallydoought into t

take system. I n fact, Gi I I i am s ehe thereforagemmuendling tdgéve. Mhisasof r o | |
course, problematic. But another problengeme wh e n w es relatomskip tatieerHobi@ommmntinity neden if that
relationship @me of mutual distrust. Justasny f i I m anal ysts and hi st ommusaty theyr ec ogn
alsorecognizeao mmuni ty of AHoll ywood Out sinst ehres ,iics yfsitlemma k enxr 0 rvdtea

create films that do not follow the traHitibywabod paradigrne problem is that Gilliam lives and works outside this community too.

A number of recent books bgamined tifeH o | |Oytsidersimdependeritmfimakers whose work deiates
mainstream Hollywood cinema indiestyke, narrative, charactestancture. These books indlueesGinénsa of Outsidarsl
Ho r sDogvile®.slollywoodOt her b o o k Bown dnd iy PictuBes 8 & i W dh\ &ibeo Lifgdoside excellent insight
into the economic, poliéindl cultural environmentgsepted by the two cinemas. All of thedmablsfocus on the same basic list
of filmmakerdohn CassaestJohn Sayles, Jilarmusch, Spiked,Steen Soderbergkevin SmitlGhristin&achornerselfand
Lars Vonrier. Some of the lists indiudenfitmimakeérs (e Quentin TanBno and Robert Rodrijudm have either gone more
mainstream or whose independencé (haiv-e ¢ $ setikhas matle them famoosesf the bool®verview the careers of
lesseiknown but critically respected filmmakafisitisgillmand Hal Hartley. Some of the books examine the work of female and/or
black and/or homosexual filenm&omeouch on the importance of the work of documentary filmmakers like Errol Morris and,
especially, Michael Moore in terms of tskharetivaimppreapendent f
similarities. Firdteyeithea d dr ess, or at | east h eihdppadentcinemadt 1 exceptddiieat e o v e
occasional referencBtazifandt he battl e ovabsenDboes Ghisiamggesamehas Gill
or just that he is not recognized as an important one?

As King American Independent Cirsrdatharecent teghave pointeslit two basic ways to dddieleate the definition
offindependent cinelhave emergedtlin recent media history/criticism disdthe$eshas to do with funding sources. This
standard, at its most simplistic, holds that any film that receives any financial support from a-najor (bn@wenjaismio ) st u
cannot be considered truly independerdt.nThis s t u standardsfnot thelbdesiegstire y whi ch t o judge th
a film or filmmalter two reasons. Fivatually all films that get any kind of distribution beyond the very smallest festivals eventually
have the imprimatur of a studio or@turdid distrithon companwhersucha company bsithe rights to distribute a film, even a
completed one, @duently buys the rights to make changes to the filnoftdr@ngesi gned t o make the fil |
finarketablé Biskind, in hidown and Dirty Pictupsvides an excellgittoal overviewMiramaxperhaps the prototypical example




of this proceséne of the (at least initially)sthatieowned production and distribution companies credited with helping launch the
i ndependent Miramawma sfi nhoevaedneedn tb,yo Har vey Weinstein, whohgukskt
his penchant foragtting sometimes radicélljims his company had purchiemaiandin all fairnesgher saalled
i ndepende n)lhas bdttied with tlee @ngipah fitmmakers over their films, sometimesnestertongdodistribute the
filmat all if the filmmaker reffigshanges.iBce virtually every fiimi, 0 d b e dhathiseseew by sirey audienak gbes
through thisprocessh e 6no studio fundingd definition of #Aindepende
Asecond e as on stideEftundiengdbn ost andar d uresdoep mobcbnsidgencarttenfi|h si s t h a
style/fom, narrative and characteal). fiisdimensiors especiglimportant to a discussioemy Gilliam because, as will be
discs sed bel ow, atCGastthearmtivearsl theirostnutt@rasitactu@llynoran keeping with thecalled classical
Hollywood style than whatfmany m f ans woul d consi der niiorethdroughlyelsewiaee,0 Thoug
simplestvay to conceive of the classical/mainstream Hollywood style is that the films tend tafbkdructuieedin@ugh which
aproactivedro moves forwairdaclear causandeffect fashiotgward the completion of a highly important taskhee fiload.
tend to have at least a clear resolution, if not a happy ending, at which point the status quo is reaffimzeu gy attars lear
formal hallmark of the classical Hollywood style is that the technique is invisible: audiences are not sutgidbey svdyeraware t
fact, watching a film, a fidtistead, the films offer a rezatje reality into which audie@cesasily submerge themselves
preferably so satisfactorily that they do so more than once
Some critics and f iol msf aewsrdd fhdinuten cifidineatthat gekbgriatedyketbeofdi i m
Hol | y wo odéscribdalbove@thdrsaake issue witfiniley something thatlipposed to be independent ay sirapl
oppositeafomet hing el se (how can independent ci nleeitharcdsa kothe nd o
parti es rnedcioegon ifziel nmsh aat-drigen dsrogpgsadecpttenylike thb dassical Hollywood style, that the films
sometimes employ alternative structures or, at least, do not rely-andifferaseguencing of evevitescenes often
appeai hg as a seri es oManyindependent fillassfeaturthbdaeroic tharacters ane ofténshavé opéne .
endings that raise questions rathgrtvisienswersiAs opposed to the invisdrtmatechnique of the classicaywaodld style,
independent filmmakers sometimegieyormal tactickesigned specifit | v t o breabkl the. dill usion o
It should be noted that there ar e ma ntheclassicabHollyveoodsyle t 0
andoccai onal | y t h espigtedfdns éhat doi nat ooy thestyleordtuced and di Agam,i but ed by
Miramax repregs an excellent example heeecdmpanyade its mark first by distributing small, gyen gitdure§Workipg
Girlsandsex, lies and videotymed late wi t h b iperiggaecesihe EnglishtPatigneiShakespeare in LyvButhe
company alsecluded the Dimensibm$-label, whic s peci al i zespgkciallyrhorirg.thaSecreamandscary Mosie
frarchisa), that were much more mainstream and, ultimately, Bvefitaddependent film stalwarts like Steven Sodedoerg
Richard Linklater have navigated back and forth between the mainstream arsl Hnigdiestion dhésevhere Gilliam falls on
the continuum between true independence and the classical Hollywood style, if he can be situated in that space at all.
Gilliam, like many fil mmakers whoqwoutled metthhert Wwies@& nloe
standard. Several of his films havetoekiced and distributechajpr studipincludingrazilThe Fisher Kiagdl2 Monkeys
Others have been produced via the more traditionally independent rotitesAdventings of Baron Munchabsanand
Loathing in Las VegaxdTidelandT her ef or e, the 6éno studio fundingd standar
mainstream Hollywood contirAiamore practical way to situate Giltiaufok at the content of his films. Given the discussion of

Gil i ambs sctpreferenses presentechatespecraly m germs of his @endbr challenging audienties)empting to
put hi m muc h siddobtseespectruno tehnaiestréam/olassical élollywoodwsitde. B yietanotleepraeblem: if
we can strip Gilliamés films of their uni gu tefimgastualbate st y |

notall that different from maainstream Hollywood films.

With the exception of the-thaelling aspectdihs likdlunchhausemdl2 Monkey& i | [fimsahanvé Bnear
structuredVith he exception of perhBpar and LoathiagdTidelandhe fimsfeature generally proactive chartdaesbak
upon a task, even a quest that, in as many casegesatatdisn the end. In faah)y of his films follow the currently en vogue
approach to storytell i ngmyitasory structuseibsdquentbuplimed @ideefdremdedodks an al
onscreewr i t i ng Tlhiek eNr V d gAhdehesd ishwbarermaybg the biggest trouble with Terry arise$aas lefast for
Gilliarrasindieauteur. Because his faimessimilar to many mainstream films in terms of narrative type, structure and character, and
because, if his films are at all classifiable they fit most reasonably agigremthecfante fiction genres, Giliamwies k
comparisaio two otherotsofi i nfitnimakérs. This compaiisoot to the Soderberglasmuschs, Sayles and Getssof the
world but tawofilmmakers roughly the same age as Gilliam, both of whom have done mériynfeemalslyéghi of whdmnike
Gilliami seem happy to be the ultimate Hollywood (B#lidensis actually more like Steven Spielberg and George Lucas than he, ant
many of his dmard fans (who may shudder at this compaoigionke to believe

In several interviews alN®@ommentary tracks, Gilliam mentions Spielberg, Lucas, or both. These are typically not favor
mentions. But in nearly all of tmentan detect if not an admiration of their worknaippastiatiGrmaybe enviyof their
successTobeclear Gi | | i am does not want :hedsespeclklbtcal forlexasple| of theevaySpi el &
children are presenfimsd ainnd muhceh woafy Sipuinealsbée roghéast begaBrelogs h ar e 6




does get the sense that Gilliam fantasizes about a world whermiakeehtonidvies with botpribeuction budgand
marketingupporthat Spielberg and Lusssm t@njoy.

The problem, once again, is that Gilliam is apparently unwilling to play the game, to take part inathétdatyratood give
hasmade Spielberg and Lucas as successful askheyeare. when Gi |l |l i am has attempted to
doesndt  JeedBrthsGammeasily kis most obvious attempt at making a commercial protastheatatiescribed
by Gilliam and othexs a twisted fairytaleirftales are familiar terrain for both Lucas and Spieltsehgr@to imagine Lucas,
even an earl980s era Sjiierg making a fantasy film wherein a kitten is launched into a torture device that shreds it (a piece of t
bl oody ki tten | an thechagacter thenzat)egitidonedomuglesndlesss. And eeedishitrd to imagine
Spidberg, andefinitelpot Lucas, even considering a proj@atidilemdvhicHeatures a sort of love dffgtiveen a mentally
disabled adult andlGyearold girft her e i s strong sexual (tclaraceraodrat obegpoinvtbey kisst h e
and touch tongQleSo how is it that Gilliam, a veteran filmmaker of more than 30 years, could even entertain the fantasy of havin
totheresowcs enj oyed by Lucas and Spielberg while stildl havin
Terry.

Shutting eyes
Comparing Gilliam to Lucas and Spielberg, especially given the apparent disparity in at least tioeithmiotitatics in

the Hollywood community, may not be fanerSthag Terry Gilliam is such an outsider, he has pirspstesidmate pursuit of

his art for so long, and because that pursuit has been fraught with financibdlyfésinohatked aricustrations and rewdfds

himself and his audiences alikaght be better compare Gilliam to another Amercann fAi ndependent o f i | m
Both men began their careers in other media (Welles in theater and radio, Gilliam in illustration and telkwvigiopphefwi emba
film careersoB may be de#fzed as epatrots, workingrimarilp ut si de of the US, while occasi
need be (Welles as an actor, Gilliam as a director for TV cdduthencéategde failed attempts to bring the Don Quixote story to

the big screénGi | | i aimesMaraWho KillegpDon Quixe®wocumented in the exceltesitin La Manghginally, both

men apparentipda childhood (even lifelong) interest irofitagioomovie kindas in sleigopth and fdApar |l or tr i cks

INRosebd Davi d Thoms onhe sseshtte adncepbbiteed | tehse u nncyoof sbmemadicanst e n d -
to believe indhreality of theirowntrieks, a running theme in Wellesbé career and
seems to parallel Wébes might argue that Gilliamhasa tendency towdrd +teyedGilliam started his career in illustration and
animation, realims wheteip  Gi | | i a m@se creaton corgrdlaeivesythingo imtiotingality, anphysical spga. Bu
those things are not so easily manipulated in the world oféilswpaking] a |l | vy vsioretendsttovaed theerelabdrigtey r 6 s v
conceptions of time and reality tending toward the fluid and contraditigsyarEhesen lessntrollable in taeonomicaily
determined world of modern Americanavediiesoc a | | e d fAdrenaloimnekindiMaybe, again like Welles, Gilliam is a
Don Quixote charging the windmillbao$inigss film finanang distribution. Maybéihismp o s s i b | hewadts iealh. f@ | s
wantdo be able to work independently, while requiring extraordihaggdinaesi He wathis ability to rely oreaourceful
creative team while insuring that hduiadision is ultimately the one that appeaeeanAnd he wathis freedom ¢mall of
this within a cultural, economic and political environment that is not only dtediefsowitbutiigect to occasionally withering
criticism within filmsMa y b e Gi |46ng case dfskayelas leddtre tendency to, whenafras tricks/filfals, he
doesndt blame the trick but the rabbit and t heechtiest: t he
even the audience for their crippling insistence on rationality and coherence: he feelediuidkigdiotiee audience is
simplytoo slow.

In any casexamining the problematic careemrpiGiiam reveakverathings The firgs that filmmakers working outside
of the studio system face extraordinary tridisimtions, and those trodrlesompouad the further away one mavésims of
style, thenieeven physical locatidrom the Hollywood commutmitherthin Gi | | isagyests sc ahaér t he fAaut
of cinema analydizesn't fully deal withetkientd which financial constraanidgevencultural/political ‘commuarityironments,
restrain or otherwsbape a filmmaker's wBdcause dfdse constraints, the auteur thaonpt explain arattainly cannptedict
thelong er m success, accept anc e oeaweNa doéstthe autelr theopy pacceir forahe fact that o f
even a fighter like Gilliam will elhgmaact to the fical restraindaced orif(hot critical respomsehis filmmakibgat least
occasionaltyying to make films that are marsséllle and marketgblg The Brothers Grijnin fact, therelaysthe failure of
much of the film studiesca: an overreliancethe texts the primary (if not sole) unit of armsy®IPoOsed to a more holistic
anaysis of the many forces exttriaé text thaltimatelghape the teBut perhapsthebest s son t hat Terryds
us has to do with the nature of flmmaking as a creative endeavor, especially when that endeavor is cogsideyatextithfin the lar
American culture, psldaied economics.

Film as an art fornuméque irhat it is dependent on collaboration. Even if it was possible for a single individual to create a
entirely on her/his own there is still the matter of getting it to an audience. Unlike the occasional poet e gatigéedvho mig
working alenand never sharing their work with anyone, filmmakers almsaptiedvadlysr people to help them create their art, and
they just as frequemthnt other people to see their filmwhAadhe recent phenomena dbaseld distribution of at least
independestort films is worth noting, we hassutoehat Terry Gilliam would not be satisfied, for example, making and distributing




animated movieg, imself, on his home computer. Thereforeaitbators always going to have to coltaiorasome degree
So, economies of scale shall apply: Gilliam tends tsvedegpbigluctions, and his collaberaspscially the distribution
companieistend to want as many people as possible to seethe filres. i s w h eeyedeco@eslespécialiy prebleraaticu t

The film production/distribution/reception process is a complilaiedadaigdations (and/ocattslations),
manipulations and expectations. And yet, Gilliam seems to beoffagt inaitems of the sintpli@ven naivetéwvith which he
approaches the process. He admidanswitlHatl itkies ofri lenvse nfi airgeen 60t
intends for eyane to like or geeém But he insistsh a t i s o Ifoeéthpne anghdt therevisi alys at least some audience
somewhere for each of his fiwes if this is true, the films themselves cannot magicalyiladdreices. Therefore the
distribution channei(and, more precisely, the-matithal corporations that own thesme into play. And here agaiaves
comefubi rcl e in terms of Gi Istructweard bureaucrady, b ine:mush ridgrot ereapeihisats c or
and especially, deliver it to audiencissteliance maiei m hat e t he ficontr ol (netundikkthe ven mo
unendingvar irMunchausen

Just as he resists the corporate nature of modern filmmakioga(événesad fAi ndi eo f i | mfadyki ng) ,
plain rational truthmorethan virtually any other type of art form, filmmaking does not and cannot exit in a vacuum. In resisting this
Gilliamas he does is so many of hisiflmiBmatehgsisting (maybe even rejectilge t § 6eafi t he r ati onal s
media. Saying the system is rational is not tatéa tla@t or even produdivein terms of generadilgu al i t y & medi a

Most people with any critical ability, including those in tieounduiteyy not describe the system as either fair or productive in terms
of f gRatohainthis case sifnply means that the system is in keeping with the larger system of American capitalism. Quite
the stuibs (and their larger corpmrat N g1 o mer at e owners), despite several 6ind
control what migsmericans see on theiscfgeaand in their local theat@smputer screens are another matter, but all indications
are that the nglomerates are seeking to control thokestaalld go without saying that this control is based first and foremost on the
desire for profitith the controllers willing teagdtake a little in terms of this motivation, if only to maintaialatisitshipsth
fi ¢ r esothatratsaduture date, they will see mof@ilfieafit however, wants to live in a world where art can exist for its own sake
or, at least, where art (in this case his artistic vision expressed vianaituféthsjimdllits own audience, astaghigroup of
appreciators, fans who will then support his future endeavors.
Conclusion

This overview of sterm n@i lyleitammotthreo u PAimeg i thahasaty ar g u a
least occasiondligd similar strugglelartirScorese isnternationally reocaged as one of the greadiesot the greatest) American
auteurs of his time (if not allBoehetdass had hi s st r u gogspeeialgineehembvedtaay froinaherea t r ol | e
charactedriven storigbat marked his early sucdess DriveMean StregtRaging Blilto the more lavish and-sgate films like
Gangs of New YaridThe Aviatom factScorsesapparentlyattledvith Mamax over the makamgl distributiofiGangs dflew
Yorkthe same way nyanuch youngéess experiencadd less respecfidi® f i | m miztdeshithsstudisaistrédutars
Gilllam falling into the 01l eofnsarlegersigpgtiesThe baftle avBrazits the mogt obvibus s h a d
case, and the troubles that pldduechhauseme certainly notafdeeY u | Lesing the Ligfterry Gilliam and the Munchausen
Saga. And, most recentijllianfoughtvith Miraax(or, more precisely, its Dimensioroladr@he Brothergi®ml f t he fAsy s
controllers, in the form of a company like Miamilirg to go war with thes i both Martin Sesesand &rry Gilliam, maybe a
glance at Miramax providesthest summary of the relationship between crec:
or otherwise.

I f Miramax cannot be dentdilthimbvendithttvstattei the late 19808, peakgd in theesarlfi i n ¢
and nmd-1990s and then was transformed into something altogether different in the eatlggraurgf éhée2%t the company can
be said to have most sastully exploited the movenmefiaict, during the period in question (rougtd20089Mramax, too,
went through similar transformdiions.e | | ent | vy d e Down dncQirty PictukéiBaenaxehich niay & &ne poihtd s
haverepresentetdh e pr ot ot ypi cal Ai nde gnd998 punchased by b comfitkeit matgercetvadtoi on ¢
bethe antithesis to all things indepebiemyAc cor di ng t o Bi skind, Ait was clear t
most observers, dumbfounded, prThiglpredittiemdvould cometoua Wa@asighed i n a
contradbetween Disney and Miramaexnot renewedarvey and Bob Wateireftto form The Wistén Company, but Disney
retainedwnership tdie Miramax nantewas near the end of the DisneyédMinaanriage that the battle to produce and release
Gangs of New Ytokk place, a battle that included a shooting schedule that went 8 weeks over, and debates over images of a d
eating rats and a jarful of severed humaiteaasely, according s&iBd,

C
r.

(p. 466) If theangdiasco proved anything, it is that the economics of the system of production trumps everything else: ¢
genius, experience, personalities, intentions. Karl Marx would have been pleased.

By mosaccounts, Martin Scorseses n 6 t witlp thex@eseace, justBarry Gilliatikelywouldhot bepleasedvith
B i s kassesdndent of the relationship bgfilgart and commerce. Scorsese, of course, was able to move on, including achievin
the only honor that bhdled him across his/dfir careewinningheBest Direct@scar fahe first time fohe Departe@iven



Terrybds troubl es widGilianwil &ver everyappdroaahn the kint of mfiience and dreedo that $dorsese has.
But tlen, how many filmmakers do? The more reasonable question is will Gilliam be able to move on at all? WiN¥ik continue to
he at least attempt the-givdtake process apparently required for success in the industry? Will he find hiskagyfibaskhat
arebothcommercially viable and thquigtabking, likéhe Fisher Kiagdl2 Monkeysr will he focus more and more on purely
commercial product along the lifiag &@rothers Grifh@r, will he shut his eye to his own magie datizdtose iTideland

tumble down the rablbie, taking his audieinoe whatever audience manages to see liigviihrtim®or now, the answers to

those questions thyouglthe looking glaard down the raHizle
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